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Abstract: 

'being' being 'Being' - Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 



'being' being 'Being' - symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, 
while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we 
have assigned to 'Being', a state we often refer to as stagnation. The foundation of panentheism, 
defining the location of reality in terms of 'Being's' location, doesn't seem to be immensely 
significant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts 
for our specie, society, the environment, and the individual. Panentheism addresses the paradox 
of omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience through accepting the concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time acknowledging the full significance of 
these concepts by recognizing 'Being's' ability to become even more so. Under the symbiotic 
portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human specie - the significance of the 
individual - is placed at the level of 'Being' and given an importance to 'Being'; thus emerges the 
rationality for the respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the soul, 'being', 
in a symbiotic relationship with 'Being'. Under the model of 'being' being 'Being', nothing, not 
even annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. 
Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as 
souls, for they transcend reality itself and embrace - fuse - with the very essence of God. 
Symbiotic panentheism displays its full impact by placing the responsibility for individual actions 
where it belongs - with the individual. Symbiotic panentheism also provides the logic needed to 
dismantle all hierarchical systems and perceptions of relative worth, 'being' being 'Being' 
eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the 
hierarchy system between God and humans. It eliminates status levels between beings, 'being' 
being 'Being' does not destroy what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. 'being' being 
'Being' accepts the significance of 'Being' to the individual and to the species. At the same time, 
it adds the significance of the individual and of the species to 'Being'. God is significant to 
humanity. Humanity has significance to God. 
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Introduction 



In the history of Western philosophy we have established two fundamental metaphysically unique 
and opposing systems: Aristotelian Cartesianism and Hegelian non-Cartesianism. 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception introduces a third fundamental 
metaphysical system. 

The work is intent upon establishing the understanding of a new metaphysical system which 
combines the Aristotelian metaphysical system of Cartesianism and the Hegelian metaphysical 
system of non-Cartesianism into one system. 

The new metaphysical system being put forward is a metaphysical system composed of three 
elements: singularity, multiplicity, and nothingness. The element of singularity is characterized as 
being non-Cartesian in nature. The element of multiplicity is characterized as being Cartesian in 
nature. Within the system as a whole, the Cartesian portion of the system powers the non- 
Cartesian portion of the system. A third element, nothingness, plays an important - but not 
necessarily essential - role within the system. 

All three elements begin in the passive state of being and proceed to the active state of being 
through being - action/process/reality. 



There are four states of being within the system: 



Individuality - existence of multiplicity 

The whole/summation in the form of singularity - existence of 
singularity 

The universe - action/process/reality - the active state of 



1 . 'being '/knowing n. : 

2. 'Being '/Knowing n. 

3 . being/knowing vb. : 
existence 

4. being/unknowing vb.: The passive state of existence 



The understanding of the four states of being can philosophically be described as 'knowing' 
knowing 'Knowing' or 'being' being 'Being'. Cosmologically and Onto logically the description 
might best be described as 'symbiotic panentheism'. 

This new metaphysical system incorporates both a Cartesian and non-Cartesian system where the 
Cartesian lies within the non-Cartesian. Within the non-Cartesian aspect of the system, 'Being' 
and 'being' are abstractions and the Cartesian aspect of the system is not 'something' rather the 
Cartesian aspect of the system, the universe, is a 'process' providing the means by which 'being' 
and 'Being' interact and thus the Cartesian aspect of the system is perceived as 'something' 

The work demonstrates what 'being', 'Being', being, and being are and how it is they interact. 



The work generates an understanding of 'being' being 'Being'. 



The work begins in complexity and ends in simplicity. The reason the work begins in complexity 
and moves toward simplicity originates from the understanding that we live in a complex world 
and it is from the point in time within which we find ourselves that we must begin, since it is 
reality with which this work deals. 

The new metaphysical perception being presented suggests potentially new perceptions capable of 
resolving long-time paradoxes we face. The work does not suggest the philosophical works being 



examined were short sighted.. Paradoxes are paradoxes because the limits of knowledge allow 
them to remain irrisolvabe in nature. 

The metaphysical system is composed of two subset systems existing simultaneously. Each system 
simultaneously operates both independently and dependently one upon the other. The two systems 
are singularity and multiplicity. 

Cartesian system/multiplicity generates a unique perception of 'one follows the other'. This 
Cartesian perception, existing in a vacuum void non-Cartesianism, establishes the perception of 
'relative worth', relative value, which in turn leads to the perception of transcendence, which in 
turn leads to the perception of human purpose being the glorification of. . . So it was, 'being', 
individuality/multiplicity, became subservient to 'Being'/singularity. 

A non-Cartesian system/singularity generates its own unique perception. The non-Cartesian 
perception, existing in a vacuum void Cartesianism, establishes the perception of nihilism, lack of 
purpose, and finally: "God is Dead" - Nietzche. 

The new metaphysical system reverses the negativity generated by the Cartesianism metaphysical 
system and the negativity generated by the non-Cartesian metaphysical system. 

In addition, the new metaphysical system generates perceptions rationalizing actions steeped in 
pluralism as opposed to the presently existing metaphysical systems, which generate perceptions 
rationalizing actions steeped in exclusivism or inclusivism. Much is being said about perception. 
Why is perception important? 

• Perception generates actions 

• Actions generate reactions 

• Reactions generate social ambiance 

• And it is social ambiance which washes over each and every one of us day in and day out 

The work adds a new metaphysical perception to humanities short list of two metaphysical 
systems: Aristotle - Cartesianism and Kant/Hegel - non-Cartesianism. 
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The error: The paradox of Distance: The System is filled with increments of distance 

The perception: Zeno moves our perceptual understanding of the system into that of being a 
system filled with both multiplicity and seamlessness. As such, multiplicity and seamlessness, 
with the help of Zeno, now have a location within which they can be found. However, the 
understanding regarding the role of multiplicity and seamlessness as well as the understanding 
regarding the interrelationship between multiplicity and seamlessness not only remain in a state of 
confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized 
as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 1 
Zeno - The Error of 
Physical Distance 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Physical System 

Introduction 

Zeno: So near and yet so far 

Faltering on the brink of understanding the nature of man 

Zeno is where the perception of physical distance 1 split from abstract distance 2 . Zeno, and for that 
matter philosophers throughout the past two thousand five hundred years, were not aware of what 
it was they were on the verge of understanding. The understanding eluding philosophers was not 
to reveal itself until after Einstein and his concept of 'relative' time was verbalized. Even then, 
even with the concept of 'relative' time being verbalized, the potential understanding regarding the 
relationship of 'being', 'Being', and being (vb) 3 was not to be immediately understood. 

And why would understanding the relationship of 'being', 'Being', and being (vb) not be 
understood when Einstein revealed the concept of relative time? It was not understood because 
philosophers had proclaimed the demise of Metaphysics and having done so, buried Metaphysics 
deep within the most inaccessible realms of the philosophical subconscious. As such, the tool 
needed to understand the concept of individuality/'being', the whole/'Being', and action, 
process/reality /being (vb) was to languish until the time when Metaphysics was once again 
brought forth from the dark sub-sub conscious realm of philosophy. After all Metaphysics is by its 
most primal definition, the understanding of fundamental, universal, truths and their 
interrelationship in the active sense 4 of their coexisting as opposed to the previously perceived 
passive sense 5 of their coexisting. 

And where does all this 'being', 'Being', being (vb), active, passive, demise of Metaphysics, 
Metaphysics resurrection, incrementalism, abstract functionality, concrete functionality, ad 
infinitum begin? It begins with Zeno because Zeno expressed 'a' good point from which we can 
begin the discussion. Zeno verbalized the long and arduous task of understanding the development 
regarding the technicality of a radically new metaphysical perception. Zeno initiated a discussion 
regarding the multiplicity of distance vs. the seamlessness of distance, which, after twenty-five 
hundred years of philosophical debate, has lead us to the development of a new metaphysical 
perception. 

It was Zeno who established an excellent 'beginning' point from which the most primal 
understanding of the universe, our home, could begin. It is through the paradoxes of Zeno that we 
were to learn the difference between the abstract and the physical, the concrete. 

So who is this solitary man standing at this point we call 'a' beginning rather than 'the' beginning 
of the journey traveled by this thing we call humanity, this thing we call 'a' human? 

There were many Zeno's in Greek history. This Zeno is Zeno of Elea. This man is like you and I, a 
simple human with a simple idea which when added to ideas, perceptions, emerging over the next 
twenty-five hundred years would create a metaphysical picture capable of answering three 
questions which were to trouble our specie since time began: 'Where am I?' 'What am I?' And, 
'Why do I exist?' 
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In order to begin we must know what this man called Zeno had to say. 

Zeno's paradoxes describe a puzzle regarding the concept of 'actually' passing 'through' distance 
as opposed to 'being unable' to pass through distance. We might better describe the paradox as 
simply a means of illustrating the difference between the concrete and the abstract. 

How does one make the leap from a second, a third, a fourth, and finally infmitesimally small 
quantities of distance to another quantity of distance? Science and mathematics, through Calculus, 
believe they have answered the question to the satisfaction of humankind. In truth, however, 
science and mathematics have not addressed Zeno's paradox. Science and mathematics have just 
covered up 6 the paradox in order to ward off the annoying ramifications of the paradox regarding 
actuality vs. perception. This was not a negative action 7 on the part of science or mathematics for 
it has allowed science to do what it is science is intended to do and that is expand our 
understanding of the physical. 

The paradox of space and time is not solved by the limits of Calculus. Calculus simply becomes a 
tool, which allows us to move on with out lives and leave the paradox behind, unsolved. 

Zeno was on the verge of understanding the nature of man and incremental aspects of reality. 
Zeno, however, fell short of his goal. Zeno did not make the necessary leap needed to solve his 
paradox. Science through mathematics thought it made the leap but in fact it did not. Science 
using the language of mathematics only swept Zeno's paradox under the rug. As such, Zeno's 
paradox remains and until it is rationally understood, we, humanity, will continue to remain as we 
are mentally and spiritually confused, perplexed, mystified, empty... Until we resolve Zeno's 
paradox, we, humanity, will continue to act as we do, saying one thing and doing another. 

To place such a heavy emphasis upon the correlation of the solution to Zeno's paradox and the 
change in human nature would seem to be a ludicrous parallel. But resolving Zeno's paradox 
holds the key to understanding our reality, understanding a new metaphysical perception, 
understanding why we exist. 

One cannot ignore the impact ideas, perceptions, have had, do have upon actions we as individual, 
we as a specie initiate towards our own selves, our environment, our specie. This past history of 
action is not to be taken lightly for we are about to venture into space and this in turn means we 
will not only continue to impact our own selves, our own environment, and our own specie, but 
we are about to impact environments that are not our own. We are about to affect other species 
throughout space, a region we presently call 'our' universe. 

The concept of 'falling short' is not a failing of Zeno; rather it is a part of our make-up as specie. 
We have a difficult time being what we are not and one thing we, as a specie, are not, is being 
capable of perceiving what lies beyond our ability to perceive. 

This inability, this limitation, is the very reason one must never accept any model we develop of a 
universal philosophy as a fact, as an absolute, as 'the' model. Whatever universal philosophy we 
decide or decide not to develop must always have a label attached to it reading: 

'A Universal Philosophy' - as best we are able to determine based upon our perceptions 
'today.' A universal philosophy must never be taken to be an absolute for there are no 
such things as absolutes. There are only perceived absolutes, which we, humankind, 
attempt to define based upon perceptions we develop through our limited means of 
observation, faith, and reason - science, religion, and philosophy. 
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Zeno presents us with our first graphic glimpse of the philosophical paradox regarding 'a' location 
of the abstract and its functionality as opposed to 'a' location of the physical and its functionality. 

We always assume the two, the physical and the abstract, are one in the same or if not one in the 
same, then, at the least, located within the same region, namely the universe. But why is it we 
consider this to be the case? We assume it is the case because we assume there is 'one' location of 
existence. As such, we do not, cannot, look beyond our assumption that the solution to Zeno's 
paradox lies in singularity of location. This concept regarding singularity of location historically 
leads us to resolving Zeno's paradox in a paradoxically manner. We have resolved Zeno's paradox 
through the process of avoiding the paradox rather than solving the paradox. In essence, we 
attempt to solve the paradox of motion and distance through the process of denial rather than 
pragmatism. A pragmatic solution to Zeno's paradox is the essence of this article. The means by 
which we find a solution to Zeno's paradox is through the development of a new metaphysical 
perception. 

With this said let's begin reevaluating Zeno's paradoxes by first examining Zeno's paradoxes. 
Zeno 

The abstract concept of Distance: 

What is it Zeno had to say about distance that leads to the concept of distance being an abstract 
concept and being a physical concept simultaneously yet independently of each other? 

In order to begin we must know a little about what it is this man called Zeno had to say, was 
thinking. 

Zeno 's paradoxes, four paradoxes relating to space and motion attributed to Zeno of 
Elea (fifth century B.C.): the racetrack, Achilles and the tortoise, the stadium, and the 
arrow. Zeno 's work is known to us through secondary sources, in particular Aristotle 

The racetrack paradox: 

If a runner is to reach the end of the track, he must first complete an infinite number of 
different journeys: getting to the midpoint, then to the point midway between the midpoint 
and the end, then to the point midway between this one and the end, and so on. But it is 
logically impossible for someone to com- plate an infinite series of journeys. Therefore, 
the runner cannot reach the end of the track. Since it is irrelevant to the argument how 
far the end of the track is- it could be a foot or an inch or a Micron Lotion is impossible. 
Moving to any point will involve an infinite number of journeys, and an infinite number of 
journeys cannot be completed. 

The paradox of Achilles and the tortoise: 

Achilles can run much faster than the tortoise, so when a race is arranged between them 
the tortoise is given a lead. Zeno argued that Achilles can never catch up with the 
tortoise no matter how fast he runs and no matter how long the race goes on. For the first 
thing Achilles has to do is to get to the place from which the tortoise started. But the 
tortoise, though slow, is unflagging: while Achilles was occupied in making up his 
handicap, the tortoise has advanced a little farther, So the next thing Achilles has to do is 
to get to the new place the tortoise occupies. While he is doing this, the tortoise will have 
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gone a little farther still. However small the gap that remains, it will take Achilles some 
time to cross it, and in that time the tortoise will have created another gap. So however 
fast Achilles runs, all that the tortoise has to do, in order not to be beaten, is not to stop. 

The stadium paradox: 

Imagine three equal cubes, A, B, and C, with sides all of length I, arranged in a line 
stretching away from one. A is moved perpendicularly out of line to the right by a 
distance equal to I. At the same time, and at the same rate, C is moved perpendicularly 
out of line to the left by a distance equal to I. The time it takes A to travel 1/2 (relative to 
B) equals the time it takes A to travel to I (relative to C). So, in Aristotle 's words, "it 
follows, he [Zeno] thinks, that half the time equals its double" (Physics 259b35b) 

The arrow paradox: 

At any instant of time, the flying arrow "occupies a space equal to itself. " That is, the 
arrow at an instant cannot be moving, for motion takes a period of time, and a temporal 
instant is conceived as a point, not itself having duration. It follows that the arrow is at 
rest at every instant, and so does not move. What goes for arrows goes for everything: 
nothing moves. (Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge 
University Press, 199 5) 8 

The scholarly confusion regarding Zeon's Paradoxes 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is no 
evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were part of a 
program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a seamless whole. 
The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality can be 
successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable paradoxes; so 
you must think of Reality as a single indivisible One. (Cambridge Dictionary of 
Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995) 9 

Why is it Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself understood his paradoxes to show? Could it 
be that Zeno lived in a time void of an understanding, void of a perception, void of the concept 
regarding a limit to the very size of the physical universe itself? As such Zeno may not have been 
certain regarding what it was he was trying to say other than wanting to say what he did simply 
because he felt it had to be said, so he said it. If such is the case, without his knowing it, he may 
have initiated the process of understanding, initiated a truly exciting journey for our specie. 

So why list these particular paradoxes of Zeno when it is thought he may have outlined as many as 
forty or more paradoxes. They are listed because they give us a flavor regarding what it was Zeno 
was attempting to resolve. 

This then leads us to the more interesting of Zeno's paradoxes, the paradox of distance 'through' 
space and the paradox of time 'through' space: 

Space/distance: 

Space is a contradictory notion and reality is indivisible, for the opposite claim leads to 
absurdity. Suppose that reality is divisible. It will be composed either of a finite or of an 
infinite number of parts. Reality could have a finite number of parts only if the magnitude 
of the parts disappeared in a finite number of divisions; but this would lose the finite 
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space with which we began, since a finite number of parts without magnitude cannot 
produce a magnitude. If on the other hand, reality has a infinite number of parts, the 
parts will have magnitude or else they will not. If they do not have magnitude, once again 
we have lost the space with which we began. If they do have magnitude, and we have an 
infinite number of them, we can construct a space as much larger than the initial space 
as we please. Hence, we must give up the idea of space, and of a divisible reality. 



Space/time: 



Time, likewise, is contradictory. Let us suppose three rows of bodies, one row ("A ") at 
rest, and the other tow ("B" and "C") moving in opposite directions. Beginning from the 
positions indicated in figure one, by the time they are in the same part of the course 
(figure two), the B 's will have passed twice as many C's as A 's. (Consider the matter 
from the standpoint of the B on the right by way of illustration.) hence, it would take 
twice as long to pass the A 's as it takes to pass the C's; but it takes B and C exactly the 
same time t reach the position of A. Hence, double the time is equal to half. 



AAAA 
BBBB 

CCCC 
(fig. One) 



AAAA 
BBBB 
CCCC 
(fig. Two) 



Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, Humanities Press, 1996. 



It is these two paradoxes we will examine in detail. It is the unraveling of these two paradoxes 
which will leads us to the understanding regarding why our present metaphysical system creates 
concepts such as inclusion vs. exclusion, either/or. It is the unraveling of these two paradoxes, 
which will leads us to the understanding regarding a new metaphysical system, a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system. The resolution of Zeno's paradoxes will lead us to an 
understanding regarding the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' better known as 
symbiotic panentheism as opposed to our old metaphysical system of either a Cartesian system or 
a non-Cartesian system. 

To understand Zeno's paradoxes, however, will require us to take the paradox of space/distance 
and space/time as they come. Since the paradox of space/distance is presented first, we will begin 
with Zeno's paradox of space and distance. We will leave the latter, the paradox of space/time 
until later, much later. In fact, we will not visit the concept regarding the paradox of space and 
time until we reach the point of Einstein unknowingly making his contributions to our 
understanding regarding how a Cartesian system drives a non-Cartesian system: Chapter 9, 
Einstein: The Error of Abstract Time. 



Zeno's paradox of space/distance 

There are, in essence, two types of distances to which Zeno is unwittingly referring. There is 
Conceptual/abstract Distance and Concrete/Physical Distance. Zeno referred to them as: 

' ...part of a program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a 
seamless whole. The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality 
can be successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable 
paradoxes; so you must think of Reality as a single indivisible One. 
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In essence Zeno is implying 'multiplicity is an illusion. . . ', physical reality is an illusion, ' . . .that 
the 'location' where the physical, 'multiplicity', lies is not the real but rather the real is where 
'multiplicity' does not lie. In short, Zeno is implying the 'real' reality lies in the realm, the 
'location', of the abstract, the abstract world, the 'larger' reality ('Larger', 'smaller', relative size 
will be addressed elsewhere.) 

If Zeno is implying the realm of multiplicity is not what is real, why didn't he simply state this as 
his perception? Let's answer that question with a question. How could Zeno directly come out and 
state the concept of the physical, the realm of multiplicity, is an illusion unless he had something 
else with which to replace this illusion, the realm of multiplicity, the realm of the physical? This 
illusional realm, the physical universe is the location 'within' which we find ourselves existing 

Zeno had no other alternative to offer as to what is real if the universe is an illusion and therefore 
Zeno could not rationally declare the universe, the realm of multiplicity, to be an illusion. 

So has anything changed? Absolutely, and that is exactly the point of this work 

Functional distance lies in the concrete. It is where 'multiplicity' lies. Functional, multiplicity of 
distance is where we see ourselves existing. Incremental distance is found in the reality of our 
universe, in the concrete, in the physical, where Kant goes with his concept of a Cartesian 
metaphysical system known as 'reality'. Functional distance is just that, functional. (More of that 
in Chapter 6: Kant: The Error of Cartesian Systems.) 

Conceptual distance lies in the abstract. Abstraction is where a 'seamless whole' lies. 
Seamlessness is found in the reality of abstract understanding, a place where Hegel goes with his 
concept of a foundationless metaphysical system, a non-Cartesian system, the 'greater' Reality. 
(More of that in Chapter 7, Hegel: The Error of Non-Cartesian Systems.) 

In this chapter, the focus is upon Zeno and the concept of functional distance/incremental distance/ 
physical versus conceptual distance/seamless distance/abstract distance. These two concepts, 
multiplicity and seamlessness, will lead us to an understanding regarding conceptual time and 
functional time as addressed within the chapter reserved for Newton and Einstein, Chapter 9. The 
four Kant, Hegel, Newton, and Einstein developed independent perceptions of Cartesian systems 
and non-Cartesian systems or to put it another way: Kant, Hegel, Newton, and Einstein developed 
independent perceptions of abstract time - constant distance and constant time - abstract distance. 

It must also be noted here, in order to avoid the perception that this discussion of Zeno implies the 
physical is not 'real' - is an illusion, that Zeno may have been alluding to an incorrect perception. 
One does not necessarily need to make a choice between the physical being what is 'real' or the 
abstract being what is real. Physical existence and abstractual existence could both be 'real' 
simultaneously while only appearing to be alternately real and illusional. For the purposes of this 
chapter, we will remove the concept of 'time' in order to remove the complexity time adds to the 
equation. We will replace the concept of time when we move into Chapter 9. 

When time is removed, both realms, that of the 'real' and that of the 'real illusion', find 
themselves to be 'real' and 'real illusions' alternately, depending upon where one 'stands' when 
referring to each. In short, the 'real' and the 'real illusion' could both be what is 'real' depending 
upon where one stands as one discusses the 'realness' of one to the other. 

With the concept of the physical existing 'within' the abstract: 
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When one stands within the perception of the physical, the existence of 'multiplicity', it 
is the physical, 'multiplicity', that becomes 'real' and the abstract, 'seamlessness', 
becomes a 'real illusion'. 

When one stands within the perception of the abstract, the existence of 'seamlessness', it 
is the abstract, 'seamlessness', that becomes 'real' and the physical, 'multiplicity', 
becomes a 'real illusion'. 

Now what is the difference between an 'illusion' and a 'real illusion'? An illusion is just that: an 
illusion. It is not real. A 'real illusion', on the other hand, is likewise an illusion but it is more than 
an illusion. It is 'real', and as such becomes a 'place', an existence, within which one can literally, 
not figuratively, 'go'. A real illusion becomes an actuality of which one can literally become a 
part. A 'real illusion' becomes as much a viable entity as that which is 'real'. In fact, a 'real 
illusion' is what makes what is 'real' real. 

On the other hand, if something is an 'illusion' it is not 'real'; it is not an alternative 'location' of 
existence. 

Zeno had no idea 'how' to convert the illusion from the state of being 'just' an illusion into that of 
being a 'real illusion' and it is only by performing this conversion that a 'real illusion' becomes a 
viable location for existence. It is only through the process of understanding how 'seamlessness' 
can exist independent of 'multiplicity' that we can logically, rationally, begin a discussion 
regarding the solution to the paradox of 'seamless' motion versus motion of 'multiplicity'. In 
essence, we must understand Reality as opposed to reality before we can resolve Zeno's paradoxes 
of space/distance and space/time. 

Because the distinction regarding independent locations of the abstract and the physical has not yet 
been undertaken, our understanding of Zeno's paradoxes, our understanding of life remains as it 
had been for two thousand five hundred years. Until we resolve the paradoxes of space/distance 
and space/time so aptly expressed by Zeno we will not advance our metaphysical perceptions and 
metaphysics will remain a mystery. 

Are Zeno's paradoxes relevant topics of philosophical discussion in our modern day era? 
Absolutely, for we have yet to resolve them as opposed to having glossed over them through the 
development of mathematical tools. 

So how do we begin the process of philosophically resolving Zeno's paradoxes? We initiate the 
process through a rational discussion. We begin a rational discussion addressing the relationship 
between the 'real' and the 'real illusion'. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 



Zeno: The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' 

Pre-Zeno: 



What is: 





... 

•* The Universe 



The Physical: multiplicity \ 



• ' 



But why the 'dotted' line? The line is dotted to represent the lack of understanding regarding 'a' 
universe, 'a' system, existence being existence whatever that means in the metaphysical sense. 
The picture will change as the chapters evolve and will be summarized in Chapter 16: Summation: 
A New Slant on the Old. 

Zeno begins the process of expanding upon our perceptual understanding of 'what is' through the 
identification of paradoxes, which arise when we maintain the perception of 'a' single location of 
existence: 
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Zeno's perception of 'what is': 



What is: 

Physical Distance - Multiplicity 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 



•* The Universe Grows: • 
• • 

The Physical: multiplicity J 
The Abstract: seamlessness • 



Zeno expands upon the perception of existence: Existence now becomes a new but elusive 
concept of the physical - 'multiplicity' 'containing' abstraction - 'seamlessness' 
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What is: 

Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 




•* The Universe Grows: 




As such, the 'size' of the universe grows to accommodate, make room for the abstract. The 
concept of 'growth' at this stage of understanding was not growth in actuality, for 'what is' is. 
Rather 'growth' was growth in 'our' perception of 'what is'. 

Zeno's concept of the abstract 'seamlessness' inadvertently begins an emergence of a perceptual 
concept of location (see previous diagram). Zeno's work causes us to contemplate questions 
regarding ourselves and just what it is we are and why it is we exist. 

The next sequence of drawings regarding the existence of abstraction, 'seamlessness', verses the 
existence of the concrete, the physical, 'multiplicity' is not as simple as first glance may imply. 

Depending upon where one stands as one addresses the issue, the drawing can reverse itself and 
become perceptually something altogether different. 
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When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the physical 





• 




The 'real illusion': 

The Abstract 

Zeno's Seamlessness of distance 

















© 

▲ 



The 'real' : 

The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 
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When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the abstract 



The 'real' : 

The Abstract 

Zeno's Seamlessness of distance 



The 'real illusion': 



The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 



Therefore, it is the 'real' and the 'real illusion', which become the 'real illusion' and the 'real' as 
one moves from one position to another. Rapid motion often causes us to become disoriented and 
confused. So it is we become perplexed with the introduction of independent locations for 
'seamlessness' and 'multiplicity' or what might better be called the abstract and the physical. 

Now what does all this flip-flopping of position have to do with Zeno and his famous paradoxes? 
What does this have to do with Zeno's inference regarding an existence of 'multiplicity' and 
'seamlessness'? Zeno implies two existences, the abstract ('seamlessness') and the physical 
('multiplicity'). But Zeno is unable to visualize such a concept. Part of Zeno's problem regarding 
the concept of two locations of existence lies in the fact that zero, infinity, nothingness, relative 
time, Cartesian systems, non-Cartesian systems, . . . had not yet evolved. As such, Zeno was 
lacking many of the tools modern metaphysicians have at their disposal. 
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This being the case, Zeno was perplexed by his thoughts and as such, Zeno was unable to perceive 
of the possibility vis-a-vis the process of establishing two separate locations, one for the abstract 
and one for the physical, to then introducing the concept of oscillating what is the 'real' with what 
is the 'real illusion' was next to impossible. In short, Zeno was unable to perceptualize potential 
reversal roles for 'locations' of the abstract and the physical. 

A 'New Metaphysical Perception' regarding Zeno's paradox 

In the case of a new metaphysical perspective, the process of reversing perceptions involves two 
systems of reality, one within the other. Both systems are 'real'. Both systems are 'real illusions'; 
neither system corresponds directly to being 'real' while the other is 'real', nor a 'real illusion' 
while the other is a 'real illusion'. Rather one is 'real' when the other is a 'real illusion' and 
becomes a 'real illusion' when the other is 'real'. Both have a function. The first grows through 
the action of the second. The second 'is' because of the action of the first. 

The innermost system involves a Kantian system, a Cartesian system, a physical system based 
upon 'a' foundation. In this case, 'the' foundation's 'first truth' is: consciousness exists. This 
Kantian system finds itself immersed within the larger system, the Hegelian system, a non- 
Cartesian system - a foundationless system of abstraction. In short, both Kant and Hegel were 
correct: there is such a thing as 'a' system. 

On the other hand both Kant and Hegel were incorrect. The system is not a singular system but a 
complex system composed of two systems in one: a Cartesian system fueling a non-Cartesian 
system and a non-Cartesian system initiating a Cartesian system in order to fuel its own non- 
Cartesian self. In short the existence of a perpetual motion machine of abstraction vs. the 
theoretically impossible existence of a physical perpetual motion machine. 

Now we all know perpetual motion machines do not, cannot, exist, but that understanding applies 
only to the laws of thermodynamics, laws found 'within' the physical, laws found 'within' the 
universe, laws found 'within' a Cartesian System. The system being proposed here is not a 
Cartesian system but rather a non-Cartesian System fueled by a Cartesian System. But more of 
this in future chapters. Our function regarding Zeno is to begin our understanding regarding a new 
perception, which Zeno inadvertently and unknowingly initiated. 

Reversing perceptions - counter view 

It is possible, metaphysically, to reverse the perceptual 'locations' of the physical and the abstract. 

Zeno was only able to perceive of the abstract being 'located' 'within' the physical for the 
physical was what was. 

However, it is possible today to understand the concept of the physical being 'located' 'within' the 
abstract. This possibility has emerged as a possibility because we now understand the universe 
may be limited. The limits may exist in terms of time. They may exist in terms of implosion, 
infinite expansion, vacuum collapse, ad infinitem. Regardless of the type of speculation regarding 
the demise of the universe the result is the same, the concept of the universe being limited exists. 

The very existence of the potential demise of the universe allows us to view the previous diagram 
from a different perspective, from the perspective of the physical universe being 'inside' the 
abstract. When viewed as such, one obtains an entirely different sequence of drawings from what 
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Zeno had at his disposal. (Note the reversal of the abstract - the square and the physical - the 
circle.) 

The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' now becomes: 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the physical 



The 'real illusion': 

The Abstract 

Zeno's seamlessness of distance 



The 'real': 

The concrete 

The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of 

distance 




When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the abstract 



The 'real': 

The Abstract 

Zeno's seamlessness of distance 






\ ► 




The 'real illusion': 

The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 
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Once again, we see the 'real' and the 'real illusion' become the 'real illusion' and the 'real' as one 
moves from one position to another. 

What is different regarding this sequence of drawing as opposed to the previous sequence of 
drawings? In this sequence of drawings, the abstract 'contains' the physical. Multiplicity finds 
itself to be 'within', a part of seamlessness 'as opposed to' 'seamlessness' being 'within', a part 
of, multiplicity. 

This brings us back to the twentieth century concept regarding 'innate characteristics of. . . ' Is 
multiplicity, the physical, the concrete, a part ... an innate characteristic of the abstract - 
seamlessness or is the abstract, seamlessness, an innate characteristic of the concrete, the physical, 
multiplicity. 

When viewed from 'within' the physical, it would appear the abstract is an innate characteristic of 
the physical. 

When viewed from 'within' the abstract, it would appear the physical is an innate characteristic of 
the abstract. 

In essence, the understanding of what is 'real' was the concept being put before us, before 
humanity, by Zeno. In essence, the answer to 'What is real?' provides the answer to: 

'The scholarly confusion regarding Zeon's Paradoxes: 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is no 
evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were part of a 
program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a seamless whole. 
The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality can be 
successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable paradoxes; so 
you must I think of Reality as a single indivisible One. (Cambridge Dictionary of 
Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995) M 

What does this have to do with Zeno's inference of an existence of 'multiplicity' and an existence 
of 'seamlessness'? The concept of location, the concept of 'one' located 'within' 'the other' 
expands upon Zeno's perception of 'one' location of existence. Zeno, however, could not 
speculate regarding two 'realities', upon two realities dependent upon each other for existence 
itself. As such, the most Zeno could do was expand upon what was: 



What Was: 



.* The Universe Grows: *. 



* The Physical - multiplicity .* 



1 • • ' 
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.and turn it into what is (Zeno's point in history) 



What is: 

Physical Distance - Multiplicity 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 



• The Universe Grows: 

> • 

> • 

• The Physical - multiplicity \ 

\ • 

• • 

• The Abstract - seamlessness * 



. . . which in turn moves to becoming (over the next twenty-five hundred years): a new perception 
2000 AD 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 



a 




The Abstract: seamlessness 
The 'real' 
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Or: 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 





/ The Universe Grows: \ 




( © > 






\ The Physical: multiplicity / 






\ The 'real' / 


The Abstract: seamlessness 


The 'real illusion' 



...depending upon where one stands as one addresses the issue. 

The movement from Zeno's dotted boundaries to present day solid lines is nothing less than an 
understanding regarding the rational possibility of the two existences co-existing. 

The process of moving from one location of existence to another, the seeming process of 
reversion, is in essence not reversion but inversion. 

All this theory seems so inconsequential when one views a small child starving in Uganda, but is 
it? 



The Point - Individuality 

As we will see throughout this work, it is the very concept of points in history, the small child 
starving in Uganda, which is being accentuated in this discussion. It is distinct points, the 
uniqueness of 'a' point itself, which represents transformational events in the life of 'a' unique 
entity that will stand out in this work. 

However, more of this in future chapters. 

Once again, what of Zeno? Zeno had something to tell us, which even he did not understand. What 
Zeno had to tell us, without understanding how to verbalize the concept, picture the concept, even 
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perceive the concept, dealt with the very concept of a point. The point is a particular point, be it a 
geometric point, a point of history, a point of action, a point of abstraction, a point of 
individuality, or for that matter any point of awareness of its own awareness be it terrestrial or 
extraterrestrial. 

To better understand the lesson Zeno initiated, we need to understand a few things about points of 
space and points of abstraction. . . 

As such, lets look at the concept of 'a' geometric point and then look at the concept of 'an' 
individual. We will then expand our view to include the concept of individual points of abstraction 
as it relates to the concept of individual points of space. This understanding is what will reveal 
some very interesting points indeed. 

Geometry 
Metaphysics: 

'a' Virgin Point of Geometry 

'a' Virgin Consciousness of Metaphysics:: 

Beginning at the beginning: definitions - Geometry: 
Beginning at the beginning: perceptions - Metaphysics: 

The first step: a systematic examination of the first definition put forward by Euclid 
begins with the word 'a'. This is a critical step. It implies existence. It implies singularity. 
Mathematics could not move forward unless it was willing to accept this most Husserlian 
of all steps. The process of beginning not from the 'whole' and moving inward to the least 
of all elements but rather beginning with the least of all elements and moving outward to 
describe the 'whole' was crucial to Mathematics. 

Mathematics made tremendous strides by not begging the question: 'Why begin with the 
least and move outward to the 'totality' of space.' By moving from the least outward, 
Mathematics left the 'size' of 'what is' open and as such we, humanity, were able to 
expand upon the outer limits we perceived to exist. 

Metaphysics may find it to can make tremendous strides if it would be willing to humble 
itself and follow the lead of Mathematics, if it would be willing to not 'beg the question' 
of why start with the least as opposed to the 'whole'. If the process of starting with the 
least of the elements and moving outward to the 'whole' is successful, then, just as in 
geometry, once we get to the 'whole' we should be able to move in either of two 
directions. If successful, we should be able to continue to expand upon our perception of 
what is or we should be able to reverse the process and reduce everything down to the 
most fundamental element. However, some philosophers are not inclined to forgo the 
debate regarding, 'Why start with the least and move outward'. Lets begin with the 'least' 
and move 'outward' despite their objections. Lets do so assuming this process will do for 
Metaphysicians what this process did for Mathematicians and Scientists. Lets assume this 
process will provide for an unlimited growth of 'what is' as opposed to confining 'what 
is' to 'what it is' and then moving inward to the least. 

As such, we will begin with the concept of the 'least' and move outward to the 'totality' 
of knowing, to the totality of knowledge. Once having reached the perceived end, we will 
judge our success through two means: 

First: 'looking' 'outward': Does the result of our building perception 'outward' 
from the least element of 'what is' lead us to the furthest boundaries of our 
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ability to speculate. Does our building upon our least element of perception 
leads us to 'reality' as we know it just as moving from 'a' point outward leads us 
to the concept of three dimensional space as we know it. Does the process of 
building upon the least of 'what is', leave our perception of 'what is out there' 
open, able to be expanded even further, leave our perceptions of 'what else there 
is' beckoning to our natural instinct of curiosity. Once having reached the outer 
boundaries of our perceptual abilities do we find ourselves wrapped in a state of 
excitable agitation regarding what else there is to discover 'beyond' what we 
'know'. 

Second: 'looking' 'inward': Having reached the furthest limits of our perceptual 
ability for any particular point in time can we logically reduce our most 
expansive perception of 'what is' back once again to the least of the elements. 
Using Husserl's process of reduction, do we find ourselves once again 
examining the primal element with which we started? 



Geometry: 'a' point 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness 

Geometry's second critical step is to determine 'a' what. Euclid did not decide to start with 
a 'point' but rather Euclid decided to start with a 'location', the smallest location of which 
he could conceive. He named this location 'a' 'point'. 

For metaphysics to follow suit, it must decide to start with 'a' something. Now 
metaphysics could begin with 'a' 'first cause' but this would not be following in the steps 
of Euclid. For Euclid to forge such a path, he would have had to start with the concept of 
'a' 'space'. In other words Euclid would have had to start with the 'largest' rather than the 
'least' element. 

So what is it with which metaphysics must begin. Since metaphysics is the study of 
knowledge and since the process of knowledge is 'knowing' then it would appear 
metaphysics would have to begin with awareness of knowledge. In other words, it would 
appear Metaphysics would need to begin with the least element of awareness or 'a' 
'consciousness'. 



Geometry: 'a' point is ... 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is. 

Geometry acknowledges the concept of existence 

How can Metaphysics begin by doing anything less than the same? 
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Geometry: 'a' point is that ... 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that. 

Geometry begins to define 

Metaphysics following suit 



Geometry: 'a' point is that which 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which 

Geometry does not just define but defines specifically. 

Metaphysics: following suit 



Geometry: 'a' point is that which has . . . 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which has... 

Geometry moves from recognizing we 'can' 'define specifically' into accepting its ability 
to do so. Not only does geometry recognize its ability to do so but Geometry proceeds to 
do so with no thought of it being arrogant in doing so. Geometry proceeds to do so with 
no apology. Geometry proceeds to define its field of study without looking back to see 
who is lying in wait ready to spring upon each and every word it utters. 

Metaphysics: following suit 



Geometry: 'a' point is that which has no ... 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which has no. 

An interesting step for geometry, for Euclid at this stage decides to define the point 
through a 'lack of rather than define the point in a substantive form. Euclid recognized 
one cannot get to the 'least' through a process of acknowledging the least having 
substance. He understood 'having substance' implied an existence capable of being 
divided again and again and again and.... 

Metaphysics: follows suit 



Geometry: 'a' point is that which has no part. 

Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which has no knowledge. 

Metaphysics takes its second diversion from geometry. 

The first diversion: 

The first diversion deals with what it is which distinguishes the two, geometry and 
metaphysics. Geometry deals with existence of location and metaphysics deals with 
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existence of awareness. This is not to say metaphysics has no concern regarding location 
for, as we shall see, location plays a vital part in the more advanced stages of 
metaphysics. But for know, in terms of the most primary of primary steps regarding 
metaphysics, we have little choice but to begin at the beginning, to begin with the 'least 
element' of metaphysics and that is 'a', 'the' concept of 'a' consciousness void of location. 

The second diversion: 

The second diversion describes the 'substance' with which each deals. Geometry deals 
with space and metaphysics deals with awareness. Geometry deals with the 'least element' 
of location, a location so small it has no size. Metaphysics deals with the 'least element' 
of awareness, awareness so small it has no awareness. 

Now just what is the defining characteristic of this awareness, this consciousness? It is 
the same as the defining characteristic of 'a' point. Just as 'a' point has no part, has a lack 
of physical location, 'a' consciousness has no knowledge, has a lack of abstraction. In 
short, 'a' consciousness is so small it has no consciousness, no awareness, no experience, 
no knowing, and no knowledge. We will refer to such a consciousness as 'a' 'virgin 
consciousness' 

The question becomes: Why should Metaphysics and Geometry take any diversions from 
each other at all? Geometry is geometry and metaphysics is metaphysics. If metaphysics 
took no diversion at all from geometry, it would be geometry not metaphysics. 

Understanding Geometry in order to deal with the perception of location, space, 
multiplicity takes an understanding regarding the 'least' of space, 'where' no location, 
begins. 

Understanding Metaphysics in order to deal with the perception of awareness, knowing, 
seamlessness takes an understanding regarding the 'least' of knowledge, 'where' no 
knowing, begins. The concept of a quantity of knowledge, a 'beginning' for knowledge, 
and the concept of a location, a 'place' for knowledge, assists us in understanding a new 
perception regarding what is 'real' and what is 'kind of real'. 

The 'real' and the 'real illusion' illustrated 

Inverted views: Both real, one the inversion of the other 
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Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

1 . The perceived 'real' - the physical 

2. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 




We know abstractions exist in physical reality. Few of us can deny non-physical concepts such as 
love, hate, jealousy, happiness, curiosity, hope, . . .These concepts do not seem to be composed of 
any form of matter or energy. They appear to be forms of abstraction. 

Zeno recognized this concept and in fact verbalized it mathematically with his various paradoxes 
of space, time, and distance. Space, time, and distance also appear to be as much abstractions as 
hope, joy, love, and hate. 

Zeno focused upon the concept of distance for distance was an abstraction scholars of his time 
could most readily manipulate mathematically. Zeno then lead scholars into a debate regarding the 
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abstractual world, illusional concepts of seamless distance vs. the physical world's, realities, 
concepts of multiplicity of distance. As we know, illusional seamless distance is just that: 
illusional. The concept of a seamless distance does not appear to exist in the physical world. 

We might better use the term for 'being illusionary but 'kind of real' as being a 'real illusion' of 
existence. 

This is similar to what we, from the point of view of being 'within' the concrete, functioning 
'within' the physical, perceive to be. 

If we expanded upon the view of Diagram #1, we would obtain the negative of the print or the 
inversion of Zeno's perception of the world as we shrink the size of the abstract found 'within' the 
physical. 

Diagram #2: 

The elements: 

1 . The perceived 'real' - the physical 

2. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 



What is 'real' - the physical 

What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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Continuing to shrink the abstraction within the physical we get: 



Diagram #2a: 

The elements: 



3. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

4. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 



o 




What is 'real' - the physical 



What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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And then, if we add multiplicity to abstraction found 'within the physical we get: 
Diagram #2b: 

The elements: 

5. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

6. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 




How is it we are able to 'arbitrarily enclose the physical with abstraction? How are we logically 
able to draw such a perception? If the physical should cease to exist, it would appear the only item 
left would be the abstract: 
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Diagram #3 with the physical removed: 
The elements: 

1. The 'real' - erased 

2. The 'real' illusion 

What is 'real' - erased 
What is a 'real illusion'? 




Individual 
points of 
abstraction 




Now it appears the abstract is all that is left. But if there is no physical, only consciousness does 
the 'real illusion', does abstraction really exist and even if it did would it matter? Of course it 
would matter for awareness is all that appears to matter in the final analysis. Awareness is the only 
logical existence we can tie to timelessness. Awareness is the only existence we can rationally 
perceive as having significance. 
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It is abstraction, knowledge, knowing, awareness of. . . that would remain should we remove the 
physical, should the physical be removed. As such, it is the physical that would appear to be 
immersed 'within' the abstract even if the physical in actuality is not there, is nowhere, for there is 
nowhere else to 'put' the 'real', the physical but 'within' the abstract. 

But couldn't we follow this same process and end up with the physical and thus find ourselves 
with the same logic, find ourselves confronting the concept of the only place to 'put' the abstract is 
'within' the physical? The way to find out is to try it. 

To understand what happens in such a scenario we must begin once again with diagram #1. 

Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

3. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

4. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 
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This time we will place the physical 'within' a larger view of the physical and rather than obtain 
diagram #2 we find we have a different diagram which we shall label diagram #3. 

Diagram #3: 

The elements: 

7. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

8. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 

What is 'real' - the physical 
What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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Continuing to shrink the abstraction within the physical we get: 

Diagram #3 a: 

The elements: 

9. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

10. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 



o 




What is 'real' - the physical 



What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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And then, if we add multiplicity to abstraction found 'within the physical we get: 
Diagram #3b: 

The elements: 



o 




1 1 . The perceived 'real' - the physical 

12. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 



What is 'real' - the physical 



What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 




How is it we are able to 'arbitrarily enclose the physical with more of the physical? How are we 
logically able to draw such a perception? One might better ask the experts. One might want to ask 
the astrophysicists who argue for the 'Big Bang Theory'. One might inquire of the cosmologists 
supporting the theory of various vacuum level potentialities. One might even approach the experts 
in quantum mechanics, thermodynamics, or string theory. If one were to ask the metaphysician, 
which after all is a logical starting point since this discussion is being conducted by a 
metaphysician, one would receive the answer: we can increase the perceived 'size' by simply 
expanding our perception of the physical. 
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What happens, now, if the physical remains and the abstract is removed which is the opposite of 
our previous scenario? If the abstract should cease to exist, it would appear the only item left 
would be the physical. 

Diagram #3c with the abstract removed: 
The elements: 

3. The 'real' 

4. The 'real' illusion - erased 




What is 'real' - erased 



What is a 'real illusion' - erased 



Total physical 
presence 




Individual points of 
abstraction - gone 
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Now it appears the physical is all that is left. But if there is no awareness, no consciousness, does 
the 'real' really exist and even if it did would it matter? Regarding the existence of the physical 
void awareness, there is no rational argument we can present demonstrating an existence of the 
concept we refer to as 'significance of. 

This inverted view of what is 'real' and what is a 'real illusion', diagram #2, cannot be shown to 
be 'what is 'for in fact it 'isn't' anymore than diagram #1 'is'. 

During Zeno's time, diagram #1 was 'real' only from the point of view of the concrete, the 
physical, when one was 'inside' the physical 'looking' 'into' the abstract. With the advent of 
today's ability to remove one's perception 'outside' of the 'real' we are able to move into a 
perception better illustrated by diagram #2. 

The perception of diagram #2 is real from the point of perspective of being inside the inner form 
of abstraction looking 'out' into the physical as well as from the point of perspective of being 
inside the outer form of abstraction looking 'into' the physical. In addition, the perception created 
by diagram #2 is logical from the point of perception of being inside the physical looking either 
'inward' into abstraction or looking 'outward' into abstraction. In short, regardless of where one 
stands within the system of diagram #2, the view is rational. This fact reinforces the concept of 
Diagram #2 being a logical perspective of totality. (The concept of standing in the 'outer' 
abstraction and looking 'outward' into (?) will be address in Chapter 18: Theoretical 
Metaphysics.) 

Zeno's perception, Diagram #1, on the other hand has many problems regarding rational thinking. 
If one is standing within the physical and the abstract is erased, what of significance remains? It is 
rational to add an increment of awareness, abstraction, into the physical of diagram #2 but is it 
rational to add an increment of the physical into an abstraction of diagram #1? Etc. 

Now what does all this have to do with Zeno and the paradox of motion? It leads to understanding 
Zeno's paradox as not being what it is perceived to be, namely a paradox. 

To resolve Zeno's paradox we need a metaphysical perception, which would acknowledge and 
maintain the legitimacy regarding Zeno's perception of the multiplicity of distance existing 
simultaneously with the seamlessness of distance. Such a metaphysical perception would establish 
why Zeno's paradoxes are not paradoxes but rather only perceived paradoxes. In essence, such a 
perception may well assist both religion and science in better understanding what we call 'reality'. 
In fact, a new perspective may well be a necessity for our travels within the new frontiers of space 
and what better means of establishing a new perspective than metaphysics itself. 

Working backward to Zeno 

In order to better understand Zeno, we must understand Zeno's perspective of what was. 
Let's begin with Diagram #1 : 
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Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

1. The 'real' 

2. The 'real' illusion 

What is 'real' 

What is a 'real illusion' 




To get to Zeno's perception we will begin by extracting the outer circle composed of a 'real 
illusion' and discarding it. 
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Diagram #la: 

The elements: 

1. The 'real' 

2. The 'real' illusion 




This process gives us a much better understanding of where it was Zeno stood while perceiving 
'things'. The next step is to shrink the size of the 'real illusion' and duplicate the locations of the 
'real illusion' many times over. 

Diagram #3: 

The elements: 

3. The 'real' 

4. The 'real' illusion 
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The multiple circles of 'real illusions' represents illusions maintained, formed by multiple 
locations of individuality found within reality, found within a reality we call the 'real' world. 

This Diagram comes closer to Zeno's perception than 'a' single location, a single perception of 
one and only one 'real illusion'. This may seem strange but in fact, it was a major leap for society 
and in particular for philosophy. In essence, not only was the real world of distance, the real world 
itself, subject to the laws of multiplicity but so too were abstractions subject to the laws of 
multiplicity. 

Before this perception philosophy, society, basically looked at existence as: 
Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

1. The 'real' 




In essence, there were no 'real illusions'; rather there were simply illusion, abstractions that 
terminated with the death of the individual, and abstractions, which terminated with the death of 
the universe. 

Zeno was unwittingly taking the first step in establishing the concepts 'being' being 'Being'. 




It would be another twenty-five hundred years before we could understand this evolving 
perception. It would take Boethius, Aristotle, Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Russell, 
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Heidegger, Einstein, Dennett, Searle, Husserl, and Hawking before the picture of the 'real' 
existing simultaneously with a 'real illusion' would or for that matter could be painted. A new 
perception regarding what is 'real', what is a 'real illusion', and how the two were related would 
not emerge until the end of the second millennium and the beginning of the third millennium. This 
new perception would present itself within the mind of an unknown theoretical Metaphysician. 

But what of Zeno? Zeno, himself, was not implying indirectly let alone directly that there were 
such things as 'real illusions'. Nevertheless, the simultaneous existence of the 'real' and of a 'real 
illusion', which became the 'real illusion' and the 'real' depending upon one's 'location' as one 
examined the two, is in fact what Zeno was unwittingly establishing. In all fairness to Zeno, we 
must acknowledge Zeno lived in another time and Zeno lacked many of the perceptual tools we 
have at our disposal today. As such, we must acknowledge Zeno could not logically have 
participated in, let alone initiated, the details required for this discussion as it presently transpires 
today. 

Zeno's Paradoxes of Motion Revisited 

Zeno initiated the concept of incrementalization, which in essence was the recognition of 
individuality. This individuality is not individuality only in terms of a living entity. Rather this 
individuality extends far beyond our universe and into the realm of unique individual universes 
themselves, universes infinite in terms of the dimensions length, width, depth, and time. Strangely 
enough, this 'infiniteness' of space is confined within a boundary bounding what we commonly 
call the universe or universes. 

However, a boundary implies a 'region', which in turn takes up 'space', takes up 'distance', and as 
we shall see, takes up 'time', takes in time, and incorporates time. This 'bounded' 'region' 
'contains' an infinite 'quantity' of time. But infinity is not always what it seems to be, as we shall 
see. 

There is another alternative to concrete distance. There is a concept of abstract distance, which in 
effect takes up no 'space' for it is abstraction. Zeno showed us distance has two aspects to it. 
Distance has the aspect of physicalness and the aspect of abstraction. Both are real. 

One is reality when one is immersed within it. From this viewpoint, from the viewpoint one 
perceives when one is immersed within the physical, the other, abstract distance, becomes a real 
illusion. One must not loose track of the fact, however, that abstractional distance does not 'go 
away' just because one is immersed 'within' the concrete functionality of distance, just because 
one is immersed within physical reality. Abstraction does not become unimportant, does not 
become 'just' an illusion when one is immersed 'within' the physical, the concrete, multiplicity. 

One can erase the picture of a flower but the flower remains and the concept of the flower remains 
as well. Both the flower and the concept of the flower are real and both remain even after one 
erases the picture of the flower. Whether the flower itself or the concept of the flower itself, is 
'real' is not the question for they are both 'real'. When one is 'real', the other appears to be a 'real 
illusion'. They oscillate back and forth from being 'real' to being a 'real illusion' depending upon 
where it is one 'stands' as one examines the flower, experiences the flower, finds oneself 
immersed 'with' the flower be it in an abstract sense or a physical/concrete sense. 

Once 'within' the concrete, it is the reality of abstraction which takes on the appearance of being 
an illusion but which in fact is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion. Once 'within' the abstract, 
it is the reality of the concrete, which takes on the appearance of being an illusion but which in 
fact is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion. Neither the 'real' nor the 'real illusion' become 
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unimportant to the whole for the whole cannot exist without the two for the two are integrated as 
one, and are in fact the 'whole'. Each is dependent upon the other. The one, the Cartesian, the 
physical/concrete, is the engine of the other, the non-Cartesian, the abstract. And the other, the 
non-Cartesian, the abstract is the 'creator' of the other, the physical/concrete, of its own engine, of 
its means to 'grow' as opposed to stagnating or decaying away. 

So which is the innate characteristic of which? Is the abstract - seamlessness the innate 
characteristic of the physical - multiplicity or is the physical - multiplicity the innate characteristic 
of the abstract - seamlessness. The complex answer is: It all depends upon where one is standing 
when one asks the question. Since we perceive ourselves to be 'within' the physical when we ask 
the question, the answer surprisingly becomes: the physical is the innate characteristic of the 
abstract. The physical is simply a 'real illusion'. The physical has something inherently related to 
it. The physical is connected with time and time, by its very property of having infinity and zero 
attached to it, is limited. 

And how can this be so? It is so because zero and infinity are one in the same, meet in the same 
place. 

To better understand this concept one only need examine a simple number line: 




Now it would appear the next step is: 
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But this is not so. It is only the case if one ignores the concept of individuality. If one retains the 
concept of individuality, then the graph becomes: 



0.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the first 
unique individual point 



2.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the third 
unique individual point 









1 






1 








A * 





0 




1.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 

The completion of the development of the second 

unique individual point 




3.99999999999999999999999999999999... 

The completion of the development of the fourth unique 

individual point 
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And what then is zero? Why zero is the beginning of the development of the unique individual 
point. But if that is so then the graph is once again incomplete and should in actuality become: 



0.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the first 
unique individual point 



2.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the third 
unique individual point 







0 




1 






0 




1 


1 












1 



0 




1.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 

The completion of the development of the second 

unique individual point 




3.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 

The completion of the development of the fourth unique 

individual point 



Or more simply put: 
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As we can see, individual units of mathematics, in fact individual points themselves, albeit they 
are incrementally so small they do not exist in terms of dimensions, begin with zero and expand to 
the point of infiniteness itself. Now this may be the case with mathematical points but what of 
individuality? 

The individuality of each unique 'piece' of awareness also begins with zero, zero awareness, and 
expands into being itself, unique, through Zeno's concept of infinite 'multiplicity' or as is the case 
of individuals, infinite numbers of events an individual experiences. Regardless of the number of 
years, months, days, hours, minutes, seconds... the individual, once put into action of being, 
having 'become', experiences infinitely. 

Who is to deny, once having gone from point A to point B the individual has experienced 
infinitely. After all, one experiences while having gone half the distance and one experiences 
while going half the remaining half, etc. On the other hand one has experienced differently if one 
views the summation of one's experience in terms of the summation of experience incurred when 
having gone two thirds the distance as opposed to the summation of experience incurred having 
gone one half the distance. The two summations of experiences provide the individual with an 
entirely different and unique perception of its existence. The very establishment of the zero point 
of becoming, what may better be referred to as virgin consciousness, one's very existence, is in a 
sense an establishment of infinite existence for the individual in terms of multiplicity of being. 

For example, lets us say the life existed for a nanosecond, Zeno's paradox shows that in fact the 
life lived for half of a nanosecond and half of the remaining half, and half of the remaining half. 
But that deals with time, what about motion? In that nanosecond the form moved however little it 
moved and as such it moved half the distance from it original position its final position, and then 
half that half then half that half etc. 

The individual's perception of its total summation of half experiences is different from that same 
individual's perception of its total summation of two thirds of its whole experience plus two thirds 
of the remainder plus two thirds of the remainder of the remainder etc. 

Perceptions differ by increments of fourths, fifths, sixths, 

Now mathematicians would step in at this point and say: No, it was just one continual flow from 
point 'A' to point 'B'. But they are wrong. Calculus may allow us to understand, see, a continual 
flow of motion but Zeno is still correct, during each step of the way, at each point existing 
between point 'A' and point 'B', the life, awareness, was aware of, experienced, and as such an 
infinite series of experiences occurred, multiplicity occurred and Calculus cannot negate this fact. 

Now it is true Calculus can provide us with a means of moving on and leaving this point of 
confusion behind but it cannot eradicate the fact that incrementalization does in fact occur. 

'So what?', one may ask. So it is up to us, philosophers, to answer Zeno's paradox, bring forth a 
rational resolution to this paradox. It is up to us, philosophers, to bring forth a rational resolution 
regarding Zeno's paradox. Such a resolution takes a detailed understanding of this paradox. 
Understanding Zeno's paradox assists us in understanding ourselves, understanding where we are, 
understanding what we are, and most interestingly of all, understanding why we exist, 
understanding what our function for existing is. 

With this in mind lets once again look at the number line and think of it in terms of the abstract 
concept of awareness rather than the impersonal cold concept of points on a line. 
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The end of each unit on the number line can be thought of as the end of one increment of 
individuality and the beginning of another increment of individuality, a form of individualistic 
seamlessness. But seamlessness of distance can only be seamlessness when viewed in the abstract. 
The same applies to individuality. In the abstract then the diagram would look more like: 




Now if we break this diagram up into its unique pieces of individuality we obtain: 



0 

Experience 
Virgin Consciousness 



0 



00 

Experiences 
Of 

Individuality 



\ 
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Now where is time in all this? Time is a part of experience and so we obtain: 



00 



0 




0 - Time - 1 \^ 



Experiences 
Of 



Experience 
Virgin Consciousness 



> 



Individuality 



0 



1 



Therefore, it is the individual who moves through time. It is the individual who gains experience 
beginning with no experience, beginning with virgin consciousness and ends with the end of 
consciousness, the end of the individual traveling through time. So it is the individual leaves the 
concrete, the physical, multiplicity and moves into the abstract, seamlessness. 

We can examine the concept regarding the meaning of Zeno's implied concept of abstractional 
existence - seamlessness existing within the physical - multiplicity but first we need to examine 
the concept regarding Greek 'incrementals' a little further. 



One could say: Before we can go there, before we examine the concept of the meaning of Zeno's 
implied concept of an existence, of the physical - multiplicity within which abstraction - 
seamlessness can be found, we need to examine the concept of Greek 'incrementals' a little 
further. 

Now what is the difference between these two statements? The difference can be more clearly 
understood through diagrams rather than words. 



Or 
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The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion': 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of life 



The 'real illusion' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
'Death' 
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The 'real', 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
'Life' 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of Death 



The 'real' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
'Death' 
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The 'real illusion' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
'Life' 
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Look familiar? 

Now what does one view from the point of view of being 'within' death? One views experiences 
that are. One views all experiences that 'are' but none that 'are yet to be'. One would think this 
concept of 'to be' implies the existence of time and that is true but not in the traditional sense for 
time is not a part of what the incremental pieces of awareness, find themselves located 'within' 
abstraction. Rather time is a part of the experiences individuality has created for itself, created for 
the whole while being a part of, 'within' the physical. 

Thus time is not something 'within' which the whole, the abstract - seamlessness, finds itself 
immersed but rather time is something immersed within the pieces of individuality, tied to the 
physical, concrete multiplicity of the individual's awareness. Time is but a process by which the 
chaos of the Brownian motion of time itself becomes orderly. 

The implications of this will be fully addressed within Chapter 9: 'Einstein and i'. At this stage of 
the examination of a new philosophical perception, we have all we can do to remain focused upon 
the concept of the individual in terms of abstraction - seamlessness and the physical - 
multiplicity. 

So what of life and death? We view life as existing and death as the state of non-existence. As 
such we view life as not only being sacred but we view life as something to be protected at all 
costs. Some would say we should allow one individual to take the life of another rather than 
perform the ultimate act of finality ourselves, the act of taking the life of a third party threatening 
to take the life of an innocent second party. 

From the point of view of 'death', or might we better say, from the point of view of purely abstract 
existence, it is the journey itself which must be protected. It is the journey, through the process of 
living life that has significance. 

It must be noted here, that to perform capital punishment is not protecting life, protecting a 
journey. Once incarceration of the guilty party has occurred, the journey of others has already 
been protected. To electrocute the incarcerated life form, to electrocute the guilty party, is nothing 
short of needlessly terminating a journey, which has already been restrained from harming other 
journeys. In short, capital punishment is nothing less than 'murder'. 

The Greek concept of 'the incremental' 

So where does this bring us in terms of the Greek concept of incrementals? It brings us to the 
concept that it is the individual which must be protected, for the individual is 'the' increment of 
awareness. 

We naturally fall into the argument that it is life, which we must protect but that in fact is only one 
perception that can be derived from this line of thought. Perhaps a more rational argument is that it 
is not life which must be raised to the level of the ultimate significance but rather the journey of 
life itself, the 'right' to travel in one's own unique manner, uninhibited by the desire of others to 
dominate, subjugate, dictate how others are to journey, which must be raised to the level of the 
ultimate significance. 

The validity of each argument, whether it is life or the journey of life that is to be protected, is 
dependent upon the location from which one views the argument. There is, however, no denying 
that now, at this point in time, that the second point - the point that it is the journey - which must 
be protected, and not life as such, becomes a potentially viable alternative. 
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So lets look at the concept of life, the beginning of an individual, the initiation of the individual, 
the beginning of existence in the physical/concrete - multiplicity, and lets look at the concept of 
death, the end of the individual, the end of existence in the physical/concrete - multiplicity. 

Just what does this have to do with 'incremental' concepts? The individual is in essence 'an' 
incremental piece of 'the whole'. The individual is in essence a piece of the 'whole' of awareness. 



Zeno's Perspective 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of 'life' 



The 'real illusion' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's seamlessness 
Death 


• 




• 






— ► 




• 



The 'real', 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's multiplicity 
Life 



Zeno's perception generates a paradox for there is no 'whole' of perception. The perception 
becomes even more muddled when we move awareness from consciousness of its own awareness 
into what we perceive to be nonawareness of its own awareness: 
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When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of 'death' 



The 'real' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Death' 




The 'real illusion' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
'Life' 




So it is the 'real' and the 'real illusion' become the 'real illusion' and the 'real'. The 'real' and the 
'real illusion' alternate back and forth as one moves from one to the other. We do not, however, 
view it as such. Instead, we view it as life being the state of existing and death being the state of 
not existing, death being the end of it all.... 

In the case of life and death, the perceptual 'size' of the universe did not grow to accommodate, 
make room for the abstract. Zeno's perception of an abstractual existence did not interpret into an 
understanding of death being simply a movement into a form of abstractual existence. Instead, we 
discard death because we view it as the end. As such, death did not expand upon our perception of 
what is but rather death simply became a non-existence taking up no space in reality and thus 
reality remained what it was: small, limited, a permanent location for temporary existence. 

In spite of our faith in life after death, we have not been able to rationalize such a concept. Science 
has been unable to observe such an existence and philosophy has been unable to rationalize such 
an existence. As such, existence after death remains only a matter of faith. 

We are an entity capable of forming perceptions using three basic means of action: believing, 
observing, and reasoning. As of yesterday, only one means of forming perceptions existed. This 
perceptual process for reinforcing the concept of eternity existing for the individual was a matter 
of faith, believing. 
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Zeno, with his paradox of motion, put into play the philosophical and scientific debate regarding 
an understanding of timelessness, of eternal existence. It was only a matter of time as to which, 
science or philosophy, was to reach an understanding of timelessness second. 

That point has now been reached by philosophy. It could be argued philosophy has not reached a 
point of rationally understanding the existence of seamlessness, rationally understanding an 
existence without time being the ether within which existence is immersed. 

It could be argued that philosophy has not reached an understanding regarding an eternal existence 
independent of time resting upon the understanding of mathematics and science, resting upon the 
understanding regarding the primitive concept of nothingness being the spark for the explosion 
separating the symmetrical concepts of matter, anti-matter, energy, and anti-energy. 

Such arguments however, are not the point. The point is philosophy, as of the end of the twentieth 
century and the beginning of the third millennium, has reached this point and science has not. No, 
actually the point is the vote for an existence of a timeless awareness is now two to one in favor of 
the concept rather than two to one against the concept of timeless awareness. The tide has turned. 
The significance in this turning of the tide lies in the fact that an overwhelming majority, two to 
one, the two, religion and philosophy, verses the one, science, means we now have the votes 
necessary to move toward the acceptance of the individual as 'the' increment of timeless 
awareness. Thus the necessary votes to treat the individual treat all individuals, as 'the' significant 
entity because it is eternal. 

This in turn brings us back to the question that had been previously asked: This seems so 
inconsequential when one views a small child starving in Uganda, but is it? 

We can now return to the concept regarding the significance of such a child. No longer is the child 
simply a child, dies, and is no more. Two out of three means we have for developing perceptions, 
religion and philosophy, now both agree the child is not simply a child, dies, and is no more. Two 
out of three means we have for developing perceptions, religion and philosophy, now both agree 
the child is a child, leaves the temporariness of the physical, and enters the timelessness of the 
abstract. 

(The function of this piece of awareness, of this child, to the Whole is intuitively obvious. Despite 
this fact, however, the concept will be dealt with in detail in many of the following chapters and in 
particular in Chapter 10: Heidegger and Chapter 14: Metaphysical Systems.) 
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Repeatedly we come back to Zeno. Zeno leads us from what was before he began thinking. . . 



Physical Distance 
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• The Universe 



• The Physical 
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. . .to what was after he began thinking. . . 



Physical Distance - 'Multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'Seamlessness' 
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• The Universe \ 
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• The Abstract • 
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. . .which in turn became a new but elusive concept of the physical - 'multiplicity' 'containing' 
abstraction - 'seamlessness'. Zeno initiated the debate within which religion, philosophy, and 
science became embroiled. Zeno in essence defined the debate. 

Zeno initiated the perceptual growth of what we understood to be true. Zeno forced us into 
debating the concept of multiplicity existing separate from the concept of seamlessness verses 
multiplicity existing simultaneously with seamlessness. This in turn forced us into examining 
multiplicity and seamlessness, examining where such concepts were 'located' with respect to each 
other, examining how such concepts interacted, and examining what our role was in such an 
interaction 

Zeno began this long-term (twenty five hundred years) speculation through the process of 
expanding upon what we perceived to be with the simple introduction of his paradoxes of 
space/distance and space/time. Zeno lead to the growth of what it was we perceived to be. Zeno 
expanded upon our perception of the universe. Zeno added the concept of seamlessness to our 
perceptual understanding as to what was to be 'found' within the universe. 

But the increase in perception did not resolve Zeno's paradox for it did not explain why the 
paradox was a paradox when viewed from Zeno's perception as seen from his 'location' 'within' 
the physical/concrete. The resolution of Zeno's paradox would take a greater expansion than that 
proposed by Zeno - the inclusion of seamlessness/abstraction, within the concrete/multiplicity. 

In essence, Zeno was standing on the departure platform he built and waving goodbye to us, 
humanity, as we boarded the train for the long trip which would lead us to our present destination, 
an understanding of a 'location', a definition, and a significance of what is. 
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After twenty-five hundred years we would find ourselves expanding Zeno's perception of what is. 
After twenty-five hundred years, we would find ourselves looking at a simple diagram of a new 
perception of what is. 



'Being' 

The Whole 

Abstraction 

The 'real illusion' 

Seamlessness 



'being' 
Individuality 

An increment of abstraction 
Seamlessness 




being vb 
The universe 
The physical 
Action 

Process/reality 
The 'real' 
Multiplicity 



Or what one might call: 

Philosophically speaking: 'being' being 'Being' 
Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Scientifically speaking: ? (symbiotic panentheism) 

Before we leave Zeno, lets examine a few more aspects regarding the logic of Symbiotic 
Panentheism 



It all lies in the details: Regarding 'being' being 'Being' 
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Why place a question mark following scientifically speaking in the previous paragraph? We place 
a question mark following science for science has yet to agree to the concept of existence without 
time. 

But, one may protest, neither has philosophy confirmed its agreement regarding an existence 
without time. The difference is the philosophical argument has been put forward in detail, via this 
work, and as such it exists. Until an overwhelming rationale such as this work has been logically 
torn apart and its demise confirmed by the majority of philosophers, it remains what it is: 

A new metaphysical perception incorporating the simultaneous existence of a non- 
Cartesian and Cartesian where the non-Cartesian system is 'powered' by the Cartesian 
system. 

Lets examine how this new perception would deal with such a complex statement. In essence, we 
are about to delve deeper into Zeno's concepts of multiplicity and seamlessness. 

Calculus is but a tool - it does not eliminate what is 

Calculus helps us mentally move from point A to point B in a smooth transitional manner but it 
does not eliminate the concept of multiplicity. How is it we can assume the Greek concept of the 
incremental 'is' rather than the new perception of no incremental segments of existence? 

We can be fairly certain the existence of the incremental of multiplicity, exists. Not only does the 
concept of the incremental, multiplicity appear all around us but the incremental, multiplicity, lies 
at the heart of individuality. The individual is an incremental slice of total awareness, knowing. If 
the individual is not a packet in and of itself interacting with other independent packets of 
individuality, than the individual becomes sliding pieces of experience fusing with other packets 
which all in the end loose their property of being independent of, distinct from, each other. The 
process, the concept of seamless individualism, leads to the loss of individuality itself through the 
process of universal fusion with the whole. 

The process of the individual fusing with other individuals is the process the establishment, the 
leaders of our specie, want individuals to accept. The loss of individuality is the driving force 
within our specie, which generates perceptions of superiority of one over another. The fusion of 
individuals into a single entity, into singularity, generates the concept of our specie being superior 
to other species of the universe, generates the concept of the ends justifies the means, generates the 
concept of 'let's get 'em boys'. The concept 'we are one', 'there is an end to it all', 'there is no 
individuality', all gain their coherency and strength through the concept 'death is the end of it all', 
the end of your existence. 

It is only through the concept of 'don't think for yourself let me do it for you' that 'the' leader and 
thus 'the' 'special' individual gains power while the masses lose their individuality through being 
just that, the masses. It is through the concept of fusion, seamlessness, as opposed to the 
acceptance of individuality, multiplicity, that individuality loses all its uniqueness upon death. It is 
only through the perceptual establishment of the concept 'seamlessness prevails' which reinforces 
the faith we have in letting others think for us rather than thinking for ourselves that we find the 
individual looses its significance and thus is rationally treated as it is: positively/supportively and 
negatively/abusively. 

How does calculus fit into all this? Calculus is a tool needed to help us move beyond the concept 
of incrementalism, move on with our process of functioning 'within' the universe, functioning 
'within' the real illusion. As much as Mathematicians yearn for the elimination of the paradoxes 



54 



The Error ofZeno 



multiplicity generates, Calculus does not eliminate the individual points, does not eliminate the 
concept of distance, does not eliminate the concept of dividing 'it all' into smaller parts, does not 
eliminate the simple concept of the incremental. 

As far as we are aware, the smallest part of the Whole that affects ourselves directly, is the 
individual packet of the abstract, the increment of knowing, from which the very concept of 
knowledge comes. 

The basic unit of the whole of knowing is not the quark nor the 'string particle' but the individual. 
As such, lets look at the individual more closely in terms of its symbolic representation through 
our continued use of the mathematical concept - a number line. 



Incrementalism and the Individual 

We can now take: 



0 

Experience 
Virgin Consciousness 





0 - Time - 1 




w 



0 



00 

Experiences 
Of 

Individuality 



And simplify its representation in order to expand upon our understanding of it. 



In spite of having simplified matters, we understand this to be a representation of the individual. 
We also understand the individual to be an entity existing within more than 'one' dimension when 
it comes to existing within our particular universe. As such, our understanding of the individual 
grows to become two dimensional: 
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And grows again to become three dimensional: 



And we must not forget time in all this: 



0 - Time - 1 . 



0 - Time 
0 - Time 
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Or to simplify matters 




In essence, we begin to understand that time is found 'within' an increment of an individual rather 
than an increment of an individual found 'within' time. 

In short, we begin to see time as a function of the individual increment rather than the reverse. 
From this point forward in this discussion, it is imperative not to lose track of the concept that time 
is not being referred to as simply a characteristic of 'an' 'aware' 'being'. We assume we have 
awareness but all existences, be they 'aware' or otherwise (rocks, trees, rivers...), would 'contain' 
time. Thus time is an innate characteristic of simply 'existing' 'within' reality, existing 'within' 
the universe, existing 'within' the 'real illusion' of the universe, if viewed from 'within' the 
relative position of the abstract. 

If we reduce the apparent size of the diagram above representing the individual, we obtain: 
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And further reduction gives us: 



and again: 




If we place this increment within the new perception , into the perception of 'being' being 
'Being', symbiotic panentheism, we obtain: 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of perceived Death 



The 'real' 




The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 
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With such a perception, time becomes a factor of the entity rather than the entity a factor of time. 
(The ramifications of this perception and its potential emergent significance when related to 
Einstein and his perception of relativistic time will be discussed in Chapter 9: Einstein and i.) 

So what exactly is it we have developed with this series of thoughts? We have developed an 
understanding of the Greek concept regarding incrementalization as it pertains to the individual. 
The individual begins with 'virgin consciousness' and moves on to gain experience, an infinite 
amount of experience, as we now understand. 

So it is we understand. . . 

. . . when magnified appears as: 




This perception leads to our understanding that it is not time which gives infmiteness to life 
experience but rather existence itself, which gives infmiteness to life experiences. It is the concept 
of concrete, physical, functionality as implied by Zeno's multiplicity found within the concrete, 
the physical, the universe itself that imparts a sense of the beginning, zero, and infiniteness, the 
end, upon each and every incremental piece of awareness. 

Now that we have a perception of the individual, having its own identity separate from other 
identities, now what? Now we can put them together in a simplistic format and we get a simplistic 
understanding of a new perception of time in regards to the individual and the individual, be it an 
individual with or without awareness, to the physical. 

So it is that not only does incremental motion through the concept of space/distance become an 
aspect of our physical reality but also likewise individuality becomes an aspect of 
incrementalization, multiplicity as Zeno would say. 
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Concrete/Physical Functionality 

During Zeno's time in history, it was thought the universe existed and the universe was thought to 
be the 'only' 'container' for both the concrete/physical - multiplicity and abstraction - 
seamlessness. 



The Universe 



The physical - multiplicity 
Abstraction - seamlessness 



As such, abstract functionality becomes confused with concrete/physical functionality not because 
it became so but because there was no other perception available to those living at the time of 
Zeno. 

Because abstraction and the concrete were viewed as being all within one container, those of that 
period became not only confused but remain confused. This confusion continued to remain in 
place for the next twenty-five hundred years and in fact, remains in place today. In fact, this 
perceptual confusion has had no potential alternative replacement until the development of the 
metaphysical concept of 'being' being 'Being' or generically speaking, symbiotic panentheism. 



Removing the physical while leaving the abstract intact 

Three factors are involved with 'being' being 'Being': 1. you, individuality/seamlessness, exists, 
2. the universe - the physical/multiplicity, exists, and 3. causation, seamlessness/totality, exists. 
This needs some clarification for these are stated, as we would perceive them to be, from the point 
of reference of our being located within the universe itself. 
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When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of abstraction 



The 'real illusion' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 



Individuality 

Increments of seamlessness 



The 'real' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 




There is no outside to the universe from this point of view, from the point of view of our being 
within the concrete/physical, being where it is that no abstract seamlessness exists. 
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If we leave the concrete, the physical, multiplicity, behind by stepping out of the realm of the 
physical and into the realm of the abstract we obtain . . . 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of abstraction 



The 'real' 




The 'real illusion' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 



There is no universe from this point of view, from the point of view of our being within 
abstraction, being where it is that no concreteness exists. 

So now, what are the three factors, the truths, which remain? The three truths remain but now they 
become: 1. 1 exist, 2. process exists, and 3. totality exists. This could perhaps better be expressed 
as totality being the summation of its three parts: individuality, action - process/reality, and 
totality minus the specific individually of T. Action - process/reality in this case is experiences, 
which have occurred as opposed to action - process/reality that could occur. 

To shorten this up we might better express it as 1. Individuality - 'being', the noun, 2. process - 
being, the verb of action, and 3. 'Being', the noun, which in this case is the summation of 
individuality and process, or Being and Nothingness as Sartre would say. But Sartre had it wrong. 
First nothingness does not evolve out of individuality, out of 'being', as he implied. Rather 
nothingness evolves out of totality, Being. Secondly, nothingness is not the summation of negation 
for negation is as much an abstract as the positive. Nothingness rather is something and it is from 
this something of nothingness that process evolves, action's potentiality emerges, physicalness 
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literally 'pops', multiplicity springs forth as a 'reality' in and of itself, yet all become an 
interactive part of seamlessness. 

Nothingness is not negation; rather nothingness is just that nothing, the lack of all things and non- 
things, the lack of, becomes literally nothing at all. As such, is it something? No, it is nothing. It is 
only a noun when viewed from 'within' nothingness itself, when viewed from 'within' the 
physical itself, the universe itself. Nothingness on the other hand becomes a verb, an abstraction 
when viewed from 'within' abstraction, seamlessness. Nothingness is process when viewed from 
'outside' the physical universe. 

The truth 'I exist.' vs. the truth 'You exist.' 

What is the difference between the two, between 'I exist' And 'You exist'? From your point of 
view, there is a significant difference. From my point of view, there is a significant difference. 
From the point of view of Being - totality - 'all is one', there is a significant difference. From the 
point of view within a physical realm, there is a significant difference. From the point of view 
separated from 'all is one', there is basically no difference, for, from the point of view removed 
from it all, from the point of view of being outside it all, although there is no such place, there is 
specifically a difference but, fundamentally, there is no difference. 

And just what does all this mean? It means that the T and 'you' specifically are just that but on 
the other hand, fundamentally represent 'a' commonality in multiplicity, in particular, 
individuality as well as representing simultaneously a commonality in seamlessness, in particular, 
totality - 'oneness'. 

Now it is crucial to keep in mind, that if there is no free will, there is no individuality for the 
whole becomes the whole and that is the end of it. On the other hand, if there is free will of 
individuality the whole now becomes the whole, seamlessness, by means of the summation of 
individuality, by means of incrementalism, by means of multiplicity. 

The existence of free will or no free will, determinism, are two entirely different scenarios and 
each perception germinates its own unique actions, reactions, and ambience, in both the abstract 
sense of reality and the physical sense of reality. 

When one 'steps out' of both the physical and the abstract, it becomes understandable, that it is not 
'you exist', nor T exist', which becomes the first truth but rather individuality becomes the first 
truth. 

Within the concept of the metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, a Cartesian system 
lying 'within' and 'driving' a non-Cartesian system, the first truth of physical reality would be 
'you exist', the individual exists, multiplicity exists. It is the vast majority of 'you's', which came 
before the T. In the realm of the abstract, however, it is the T exist', which becomes the 'first' 
truth. It is in the abstract where your existence could have no meaning to me until after my 
consciousness became just that consciousness. In short the, my, virgin consciousness had to swell, 
expand, develop before you became an entity. Without the 'me', the T, you could not exist to me. 

Thus, we have removed the physical, the concrete, in order to understand Zeno from a slightly 
different point of view. Thus we removed the physical, we removed the concrete immersed 
'within' time and moved time to be a factor of the individual in order to better understand 
seamlessness. The process of removing the physical allows us to view ourselves from outside the 
physical itself. In fact, the process of removing the physical not only allows us to view ourselves 
from outside the physical but to view ourselves with the physical dissolved. Thus it is we are able 
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to step beyond this physical thing called the concrete, the physical, or what we would call 
'process' when viewed from the abstract perspective. 

We are going to take one more step. We are going to step out of the abstract. We as a single piece 
of individuality will do so by regressing back to the point at which our consciousness was 'virgin', 
had potential to be but had not yet become. 

Having regressed back to this point of 'nothingness', we will step 'outside' abstraction itself. This 
process of stepping 'outside' abstraction itself places us 'within' a place that does not exist. Even 
though it is impossible to limit the unlimitable, to limit abstraction we will do so anyway. Having 
removed the physical we find abstraction, we have no concept with which to replace this 
abstraction should we then remove it. To speculate where we would be once the physical is 
removed and then speculate what remains if the abstract is removed next provides no rational base 
for us to stand 'within'. Having acknowledged this dilemma, we will now proceed to ignore the 
dilemma and step above totality in order to view totality. 

This process of stepping 'above' totality in order to view totality is made partially possible 
through having left an individual intact while hypothetically regressing that individual to the point 
of being a 'virgin consciousness', to the point of being finally 'nothing'. This allowed us to place 
this nonexistent existence outside of abstraction itself, a location that does not exist. In essence, 
we have done nothing and placed it nowhere. 

It is from here we will begin to understand the non-understandable. 

And what is the first thing we see when viewing totality from the point of view 'above' totality? 
We see summation is just that, summation. We see the T from the point of view of the abstract, 
immersed within the abstract. We see 'you' from the point of view of process, immersed within 
the physical, the universe. We see individuality from the point of view of it all. The point is we see 
'individuality' as a part of it all. 



The 'real illusion' 




The concrete 
The universe 



Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 



The 'real' 
The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 



only T 



The 

one and 




The many 
'You's 
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Abstract Functionality 

Our understanding of abstraction emerges as we gain an understanding of the interrelationship 
between multiplicity and seamlessness. 

As the increments of individuality move from points of virgin consciousness and experience 
through the process of existing within the physical universe, they become unique. These pieces of 
unique 'knowing', these pieces of unique awareness, pick up time as a part of their existence. 

When these pieces, increments of multiplicity, emerge out of the physical (die) they enter the 
totality of abstraction, enter an existence void of time, enter a 'location' where time is found 
'within' the increments of individuality rather than individuality found 'within' time. It is the 
process of the virgin consciousnesses having grown into incremental pieces of knowing and then 
moving from the concrete into the abstract that we find abstractual existence itself growing. Thus 
abstraction grows, expands its very self. 




New virgin consciousness are continually emerging 'in' the physical to find themselves expanding 
evolving into increments of awareness of awareness itself. 

This concept would appear to imply we are all a part of totality. In fact, it does nothing of the sort. 
Rather it goes beyond implying such a concept and instead outright and pointedly states that to be 
the case. Its very philosophical name: 'being' being 'Being' states this to be the case. 



66 



The Error ofZeno 



Being a part of God is not a new idea 

The concept, our being a part of, a piece of Causation, a part of Being, an increment of God is 
considered to be a blasphemous perception in the eyes of today's western religions, today's 
western society. The concept our being a part of the whole, being a piece of Causation, being a 
part of 'Being', and being an increment of God is a basic principle, which emerges out of the 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' or what could generically be termed symbiotic 
panentheism. 

Is such a perception new to western thought? 

Epictetus, philosopher, first century A.D. 
'The Golden Sayings of Epictetus: 
IX: 

... Whereas if Caesar were to adopt you, your haughty looks would be intolerable: will 
you not be elated at knowing that you are the son of God? Now however it is not so with 
us: but seeing that in our birth these two things are commingled-the body which we share 
with animals, and the Reason and Thought which we share with the Gods, many decline 
towards this unhappy kinship with the dead, few rise to the blessed kinship with the 
Divine. 

XV: 

If what philosophers say of the kinship of God and Men be true, what remains for men to 
do but as Socrates did:-never, when asked one's country, to answer, 'I am an Athenian or 
a Corinthian, ' but T am a citizen of the world. ' 

XVI: 

... but to all things that are born and grow upon the earth, and in an especial manner to 
those endowed with Reason (for those only are by their nature fitted to hold communion 
with God, being by means of Reason conjoined with Him)-why should not such an one 
call himself a citizen of the world? Why not a son of God:... 

... while to have God for our Maker and Father, and Kinsman, shall not this set us free 
from sorrows and fears? 

XVII: 

... after recognizing their kindred to the Gods, and their bondage in these chains of the 

body... 

... Are we not in a manner kinsmen of the Gods, and have we not come from them? 
XVIII: 

... Friends, wait for God. When He gives the signal, and releases you from this service, 
then depart to Him. But for the present, endure to dwell in the place wherein He hath 
assigned you your post. Short indeed is the time of your habitation therein, and easy to 
those that are thus minded.... 
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...Stay: depart not rashly hence! 
XXI: 

How did Socrates bear himself in this regard? How else than as became one who was 
fully assured that he was the kinsman of the Gods? 

XXII: 

If God had made that part of His own nature, which He severed from Himself and gave to 
us, liable to be hindered or constrained either by Himself or any other, He would not 
have been God, nor would He have been taking care of us as He ought... 

XXIII: 

... Most of us dread mortification of the body, and would spare no pains to escape 
anything of that end. But of mortification of the soul we are utterly heedless. 

XXXIII: 

Knowest thou what a speck thou art in comparison with the universe? -That is, with 
respect to the body; since with respect to Reason, thou art not inferior to the Gods, nor 
less than they. For the greatness of Reason is not measured by length or height, but by 
the resolves of the mind. Place then they happiness in that wherein thou art equal to the 
Gods. 

XXXIV: 

... And if you are stationed in a high position, are you therefore forthwith to set up for a 
tyrant? Remember who you are, and whom you rule, that they are by nature your 
kinsmen, your brothere, the offspring of God. 

But I paid a price for them, not they for me. 

Do you seee whether you are looking-down to the earth, to the pit, to those despicable 
laws of the dead? But to the laws of the Gods you do not look. 

XXXVI: 

... If then all things that grow, nay, our own bodies, are thus bound up with the whole, is 
not this still truer of the soul? And if our souls are bound up and in contact with God, as 
being very parts and fragments plucked from Himself... 

LXI: 

... Were an image of God present, thou wouldst not dare to act as thou dost, yet, when 
God Himself is present within thee, beholding and hearing all, thou dost not blush to 
think such thought or do such deeds, O thou that are insensible of thine own nature and 
liest under the wrath of God! 

It appears the concept of our being a part of totality, a piece of the Whole, a part of First Cause, a 
part of God is more universal in terms of human history than we have previously been lead to 
believe. 
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We in the twentieth century think we have advanced the cause of humankind by cutting ourselves 
off from the perception of our being a part of something other than matter and energy. 

Who is it then that really is the blasphemer? Is the one who elevates the nature of being and thus 
irrationalizes the actions of abuse a blasphemer or is the one who debases the nature of being and 
thus rationalizes the actions of abuse a blasphemer? 

Epictetus may not have concluded you are 'inside' God, as does symbiotic panentheism. Epictetus 
may not have deduced you 'impact' God, as does symbiotic panentheism, but there is no denying 
he did, as is shown from his aphorisms, rationalize you are the 'son' of God, a piece of the divine, 
as does symbiotic panentheism. 

Now is such a perception just an old dilapidated relic of the ancient Greek philosophers? We will 
explore this question in great detail when we discuss Einstein and time, Chapter 9: Einstein - The 
error of: 



Zeno himself says it 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is no 
evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were part of a 
program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a seamless whole. 
The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality can be 
successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable paradoxes; so 
you must think of Reality as a single indivisible One. (Cambridge Dictionary of 
Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995)" 
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In short: 



'Being' 

The Whole 

Abstraction 

The 'real illusion' 

Seamlessness 



'being' 
Individuality 

An increment of abstraction 
Seamlessness 




being vb 
The universe 
The physical 
Action 

Process/reality 
The 'real' 
Multiplicity 



Or what one might call: 



Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Scientifically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Philosophically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Or 

'being' being 'Being' 



But what does this have to do with seamlessness and multiplicity? 

Seamlessness exists in the abstract, outside the physical. Seamlessness is also found 'within' the 
physical. The seamlessness found 'within' the physical is bounded within packets, increments of 
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individuality as established through experiencing the physical as individuality moves through 
space, through distance. The seamlessness of abstraction found 'within' the physical is found 
immersed within time, seamless time. 



The multiplicity of individuality 

The packet of individuality gains experience, knowledge of its own existence through experience. 
This experiencing, gaining of existence, acquiring of knowledge, occurred merely by passing 
through the physical, passing through the universe within which time stretches from boundary to 
boundary. What then happens to time? Time is, in essence, attached to the very experiences the 
packet of individuality accumulates. 

This packet of individuality then moves into seamlessness, abstraction, and adds its abstraction, 
adds the awareness of its experiences, adds knowledge to total abstraction. 



> Increment of Time 

> Multiplicity of Time 

> Incremental Time found within the 
Seamlessness of Distance 



Seamless Distance 
'containing' 
Increments of Time 



> Increment of Distance 

> Multiplicity of Distance 

> Incremental Distance found within the 
Seamlessness of Time 



Seamless Time 
'containing' 
Increments of Distance 




Distance 

Encapsulating 

Time 




Seamless Distance 



Seamless time 



Time 

Encapsulating 
Distance 
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Now how is it distance can be seamless, undivided, when located 'within' abstraction? 



Abstraction 



Timelessness 



Point A 



▼ Point B 




Time permeates every part of the physical universe. In abstraction, there is no time existing 
between point A and point B. as such it is possible to go from A to B instantaneously. Now is this 
logical? Actually, yes it is logical. To go from one point of thought to another, be it thoughts of 
location or thoughts of concepts, is an instantaneous process. As an example, one can be sitting in 
a chair in one city and instantaneously move one's thoughts, move one's abstractual presence, to 
another city, planet, galaxy or even another universe. In fact one could move one's self beyond the 
very boundary of the whole itself.. 

This is in essence the realm of theoretical metaphysics. 

Therefore, in answer to the question: Is it possible to move instantaneously from point A to point 
B? The answer is yes. In fact we do it all the time. 

What does this all imply? This complete treatise involving Zeno implies, directly demonstrates, 
the logic regarding two locations of existence: abstractual location separate from physical location, 
seamlessness separate from multiplicity. This is not to say seamlessness does not exist within 
multiplicity nor does it suggest multiplicity does not exist within seamlessness. Rather, the two 
exist, one 'within' the other simultaneously. 



It is only through this new perception, through the perception generated by the metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism, that we can rationally, reasonably 
resolve Zeno's paradox. 



We now understand that 

Zeno is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' being 
filled with multiplicity, into that of being 'the' system filled with both multiplicity and 
seamlessness. As such, both multiplicity and seamlessness, with the help of Zeno, now have a 
location within which each dominates. As such, the understanding regarding the role of 
multiplicity and seamlessness as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between 
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multiplicity and seamlessness no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, 
the existence of such an interrelationship is not only recognized as a significant aspect of the 
'larger' system but it is now understood how seamlessness and multiplicity interact one with the 
other. 



1 Definition: Physical distance: 1. distance found 'within' the physical, 2. distance subject to the 
characteristics of multiplicity, 3. distance subject to the parameters of time and space 

2 Definition: Abstract distance: 1. distance found 'within' the abstract, 2. distance subject to the 
characteristics of seamlessness, 3. distance subject to the parameters of timelessness and the 
absence of space 

3 Clarification: of 'being' 'Being' and being 

i. 'being' : individuality, individual knowing 

ii. 'Being': the whole 

iii. being (vb): action, process/reality 

4 Question: What is 'active' sense? Answer: The 'active' sense refers to how the agreed upon 
universal truths interact with each other, affect each other 

5 Question: What is 'passive' sense? Answer: The 'passive' sense refers to the simple existence 
of the universal truth without regard to the actions they 'affect' upon each other. 

6 Clarification. Science found the concept of increments of distance to be very disturbing. In fact 
science was unable to resolve Zeno's paradoxes. When mathematics developed the concept of 
taking distance and reducing it to a summation of infinitely small increments taken over time, 
Calculus, science grasped the tool of Calculus and universally declared it to be the answer to 
Zeno's paradoxes of motion. This universal acceptance of Calculus as the solution to Zeno's 
paradoxes in fact did not resolve Zeno's paradoxes. It simply reduced Zeno's paradoxes to the 
incremental realm of infinitely small segments but segments nonetheless. 

7 Clarification. The universal acceptance on the part of science regarding Calculus being the 
resolution to Zeno's paradox, allowed science the means of 'moving on' with its intended 
function, which is to observer the physical universe, observe multiplicity itself. It was 
philosophy's function to examine seamlessness but because philosophy could not resolve Zeno's 
paradoxes of motion, philosophy followed the lead of science and mathematics and declared 
Calculus to be the solution to Zeno's paradoxes. This was philosophy's error not the error of 
science and mathematics. 

8 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 

9 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 

10 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 

11 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 
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Tractate 2 

The Error 
Of 

Aristotle 



The Paradox of: 

Cartesian Systems 



The Need for: 

A Beginning Leading to an End 
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1 . 322 BC Aristotle - The Error of: 

A Cartesian System - a new perception 2000 AD 




The error: The paradox of systems: The Universe is 'the' system. 

The perception: Aristotle moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system into that of 
being 'the' system filled with both abstract and concrete/physical functionality. As such, abstract 
and concrete/physical functionality, with the help of Aristotle, now have a location within which 
they can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of both abstractual functionality 
and concrete/physical functionality as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between abstract and concrete/physical functionality not only remain in a state of confusion but 
even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 2 

Aristotle - The Error of 

Cartesian Systems 



Part I: Creating the paradox of a Cartesian System 
Introduction 

Aristotle divided the universe into incremental layers of distance heading outward from a center. 
As such humankind became confined to the limits of 'a' system 




We are an amazing specie. Confining humanity to the restrictions of a closed space does 
something to humanity's psyche. It does not matter if the confines are physical or abstract, the 
results are the same. Confinement generates an overpowering need to 'escape', to once again 
'breath' the air of expansiveness, to 'breath' the air of freedom, to 'breath' the air of the 'open 
spaces', to journey unimpeded. 

Confinement can be physical or abstract. Examples of both types of confinement are exemplified 
as: a jail cell, an elevator, solitary, a domineering spouse, a religion, stress, and social labels. 
Whatever the form of confinement, humankind has always attempted to throw off the oppressive 
weight, throw off the yoke of confinement. The desire to be free becomes our obsession, our 
driving force. 

Perhaps the most significant, the most visible, means we have of throwing off the yoke of 
confinement is characterized through active vs. passive action. Genocide, spousal abuse, 
infanticide, obscene language, ostracism, proselytizing, abortion, incarceration, etc. in essence 
come down to a fundamental primitive instinct. Humanity appears to have an innate desire not to 
be 'cornered', not to be 'boxed in', not to be 'placed under', not to be confined 'by' someone or 
something. 

So, what does this have to do with Aristotle? 
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Aristotle - 384 BC followed Zeno of Elea - 500 BC. Zeno moved the concept Zeno alluded to: 



The Universe 



The Physical 
The Abstract 



'•••••< 



and imposed a new perception upon the system: 




Isn't this the same perception Zeno developed? No, it is not. Understanding the perception 
Aristotle put into play for humanity and understanding the resultant effect upon us as a specie as 
well as understanding the resultant effect Aristotle's system 'placed upon' us as individuals is 
what the first section of this article will address. The second section of this tractate will address an 
alternative perception. In addition, the second half of this article will examine how such a new 
perception could and would retain the basic components of Aristotle's system while 
simultaneously retaining the basic components of Zeno' s perception. 
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So, once again, what exactly did Aristotle do to change Zeno's 'system'? Aristotle closed the 
system: 




The closure of the system was not necessarily a 'negative' development. Aristotle moved 
humanity in the direction of understanding our universe as a physical entity. Aristotle's 
perceptions allowed science to evolve as just that, science. The development of science provided 
the means by which we could understand what lies within 'the system'. 

Our problem as a specie, however, does not exist with understanding what lies 'inside' Aristotle's 
system but rather understanding what lies 'outside' Aristotle's system. Our problems evolved 
through our decision to pay no heed to what 'existed' 'outside' 'the system'. Multiple 
philosophical paradoxes emerged through our decision to diminish the significance of the abstract. 
Ethical issues developed through our decision to disregard the interrelationship between the 
abstract and the physical, between seamlessness and multiplicity. 

'Aristotle's system' leads us to the perception that 'the whole' is the universe and the universe is 
'the whole'. 'Aristotle's system' leads to the philosophical perception that 'God is dead', 
metaphysics is dead, and philosophy reached its end with the development of the 'Hegelian non- 
Cartesian system'. 1 

It may have taken thousands of years, but philosophy, through 'Aristotle's system' reached the 
same point science reached in the mid-twentieth century: Philosophy reached the point of 
'believing' there is nothing 'new' to learn. Philosophically much of society believes the only 
'new' perceptions left to explore are simply variations of what we already 'know'. In regards to 
science, how wrong we were, as the second half of the twentieth century so dramatically pointed 
out. In regards to philosophy, philosophy is about to discover it is no different than science in this 
regard. 

We cannot blame Aristotle for our having given up our pursuits regarding the essence of the 
whole, individuality, and the universe. Aristotle did not force us to take the limited approach we 
took. We, humanity, made that decision. 

In order to resolve our socially conflicting views and actions, we need to step back in time and 
begin to examine the entities of individuality, the universe, and the whole from a fresh perspective. 
Philosophical paradoxes will remain paradoxes until we integrate all three entities into 'a' system 
we can understand 

Science is probing the universe aimlessly. The overall picture of the universe remains invisible to 
science because philosophy has failed to provide the vision of a 'larger' picture of the universe. 
Philosophy is responsible for providing a model explaining the purpose of the universe itself. Such 
a model is needed by science in order for science to establish a 'directed' effort attempting to 
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prove or disprove purpose, significance of the universe and the elements found within the 
universe, namely ourselves. 

Such a model is the task of philosophy to develop. The model of the 'whole' is what 
philosophy/reason must develop. Science measures, probes, and observes the universe. 
Mathematics formulates the universe. Religion stabilizes actions of free will within the universe. 
Philosophy - and metaphysics in particular - expands our perception of the whole and defines the 
role the universe and the individual play within such a system. 

Science has been making phenomenal progress in terms of measurement and observation. Science, 
however, does not understand what it is it is measuring and has been given no direction as to the 
models it should be testing regarding the whole. As such, science measures the 'infinitely' large 
and the 'infinitely' small, but science does not test these forms of measurement against a 'model' 
of the whole other than the model provided by Aristotle two thousand four hundred years ago. The 
model: The whole system is the physical universe and the physical universe is the whole system. 

Is there an alternative? Absolutely, symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being, is a new 
metaphysical perception. 



'Being' - 'the whole' 



being (vb) - action/process, reality 
'being' - individuality 




Now science may say: 'There is nothing 'outside' the universe.' If this is the case, then we must 
begin to understand just what this means to being (vb) and 'being'. If there is 'nothing' 'outside' 
the universe, 



'Nothing' - 'the whole' 

being (vb) - action/process, reality 
'being' - individuality 
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then we must begin to understand just what this 'nothingness' is which is 'outside' the universe. 

The scientific statement, 'There is nothing 'outside' the universe', does not put an end to the 
debate regarding an 'outside' to the universe. The statement does not put an end to the debate 
regarding the three concepts: 'Being', being (vb), and 'being'. 

However, if this work in essence is about resolving paradoxes, just what do the concepts of 
metaphysics; violence, and confinement have to do with Aristotle? That is exactly what we are 
about to discover. 



Incremental concentric circles 

Aristotle's perception of the universe began with Zeno: 




Aristotle added to Zeno's perception. Aristotle added the concept of 'a' system to Zeno's 
perception by taking a potentially open and/or closed system and converted it to 'a' closed system. 
As such, Aristotle's system looked as follows: 




which expanded to become: 




82 



The Error of Aristotle 



and then: 




Now 'ad infinitum' does not apply only to an infinite number of additional circles expanding 
outward. 'Ad infinitum' applies to circles 'branching off from', levels of vacuum potentials, 
strings 'within', strings throughout, 'holes' 'within' going from place to place, creating additional 
physical ness 'within', reaching points of universal heat level equilibrium, etc. . .. 

Aristotle's system, a closed system, a Cartesian system, 'created' a perception of 'reality' as 
opposed to creating a perception of a larger 'Reality'. Limits were placed upon the whole, upon 
'Reality'. The limits became defined as physicality, multiplicity, and incrementalism. 

As we shall see, the two words, the two perceptions - 'reality' and 'Reality', have a phenomenally 
different implication for us as individuals and for us as a specie. 

The lower case 'reality' applies to the physical universe, which may or may not be the 'whole'. 
The upper case 'Reality' applies to the 'whole', recognizes the 'whole' may be 'greater' than the 
physical, greater than the concrete, greater than our universe, 'greater' than various aspects found 
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'within' time, greater then various aspects found immersed 'within' time, greater than various 
aspects found to have time 'attached' to them. 

Aristotle moved Zeno's concept of an open system represented by a dotted line, to a closed system 
represented by a closed circle. The 'closed system did not characterize its outer boundary by how 
far one moved outward, nor was the 'closed' system limited to a degree of complexity imposed 
upon the 'closed system. Regardless of the complexity and regardless of the expanse of distance 
found within the system, the fact remained the system was closed. 

The perception of a 'closed system' philosophically, scientifically, and religiously generated a 
fundamental principle which was and is found permeating all original perceptions to emerge since 
the time of Aristotle. The underlying principle, the foundation, the first and foremost principle of 
action operating within this closed system was a principle one might refer to as 'Cartesian 
perceptions'. 

What is meant by 'Cartesian'? When we speak of Cartesian, we are not referring so much to 
Descartes and his perception of metaphysics as we are referring to the metaphysical concept of 
what is. In short, we are referring to the concept of total reality as opposed to a portion of reality. 
Condensing this thought even further: When we refer to Cartesian, we are referring to a closed 
system as opposed to an open system or one might say: Kantian system as opposed to Hegelian 
system. 

The intricacies of concentric circles 

Aristotle 'advanced' Zeno's concepts of 'a' system. Zeno had not meant to imply his system was 
'a' system. It could be argued Zeno left in place his perception of just what 'a' system of 
multiplicity and seamlessness was and how the two interacted. It could be argued: Instead of 
leaving us with 'a' system, Zeno left us simply with an elementary understanding that 
'seamlessness' and 'multiplicity', the abstract and the physical, exist. 

Zeno left us with the impression we could expand our perceptions to include the abstract with our 
concepts of the physical. Zeno, not knowing how to build such a model, left us with a perception 
of 'a' system of reality, which 'was' but at the same time, 'was not' enclosed. Zeno was uncertain 
if the two, seamlessness and multiplicity, could exist separate from each other. He was uncertain if 
multiplicity and seamlessness could exist one 'within' the other or instead if the two existed side 
by side. In fact, Zeno was uncertain if both multiplicity and seamlessness existed or if just one or 
the other existed. 

Zeno was overwhelmed with uncertainty regarding not only the existence of multiplicity and 
seamlessness but also with the interrelationship between the two. Because Zeno could not resolve 
the issue of modeling the interrelationship of multiplicity and seamlessness, Zeno left his system 
'open'. 
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Out of respect, Zeno's system is drawn as being enclosed in a dotted line. 




Such a depiction embraces the concept of a potentially 'physical universe' with a 'way out' for its 
occupants. What one was to go 'into', as one left the physical confines of the universe, was 
questionable. That is not the point however. The point is, Zeno 'left' a 'way out' of his system. 
Recognizing his limitations for his particular point in time, Zeno conceded the perceptual 
development of what lay 'outside' 'the' system to future philosophers and in particular, to 
metaphysicians. 

Again, we come back to the question: What did Aristotle do to advance the system Zeno put into 
place? Aristotle took Zeno's system, which was enclosed by a dotted line and filled with the 
physical and the abstract, and 'advanced' it through the process of converting the dotted line to a 
solid closed circle. 

Suddenly, with this simple action, humanity found itself enclosed, confined. Aristotle did not 
intentionally imprison humanity within the metaphysical confines of limited 'location' nor was 
Aristotle intending to subjugate humanity to the unavoidable repercussions, 2 which were naturally 
to follow such confinement. Regardless of what Aristotle intended, however, the results remained 
the same, humanity became confined and as such, humanity became an animal caged. The result, 
the repercussions of being caged manifested itself as it does with all animals. Humanity, sensing 
itself caged, began to pace back and forth within its cage. 3 Humanity found itself embracing its 
past acts of violence. Humanity found itself 'improving' upon its past actions of 'mimesis' as 
Renee Gerard fully explains in his various works. 

Abstractions cannot be 'bound', caged. The physical can be 'bound', caged. Having found 
ourselves 'bound' we began to 'see' ourselves as physical 'beings' rather than abstractual 'beings'. 
As time moved forward, what we observed, scientific theories of the universe supported by 
measurement, did nothing but reinforce such a perception. 

Aristotle's perception of 'a closed system', the development of a model, and of 'a' Cartesian 
system of reality was to remain with humanity for thousands of years. Humankind is a very 
innovative specie. As we developed, we encountered religious, philosophical, and scientific 
perceptions, which were to challenge and shake the very foundations of Aristotle's 'closed system' 
perceptions. 

Aristotle, however, had verbalized a principle, which was so fundamental it was inconceivable to 
deny. As such, each scientific principle, philosophical principle, and religious principle was 
modified, shape-shifted to fit the one fundamental concept of Aristotle's: All things must fit some 
place within the parameters of our universe. Since we have never remained stagnant as a specie in 
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terms of perceptual developments, faith, observation, and reason, we have advanced Aristotle's 
perception to the point of creating a very complex 'closed system' indeed. Were it possible, 
Ockham would be absolutely turning over in his grave. 

So it is, the concentric circles created by Aristotle became all manners of circles, convolutions, 
involutions, bubbling up, bubbling down, levels of potentiality, and inclusions of strings from one 
end of reality to another. Never a word was spoken regarding what lies 'outside' it all, what lies 
'outside' matter/energy/time. Only whispers were heard regarding what the concept of 'outside' 
means, what Reality/Totality vs. reality/the universe is. The concept eventually did evolve that we 
should be 'appreciative', 'beholden' for our existence. We, over time, began to understand we 
were not 'needed' by Totality. However, the questions did not arise as to just how we as 
individuals and how we as a specie fit into such a concept as Reality vs. reality. Nor did the 
question arise as to how we as individuals and how we as a specie fit into the mechanism of 
Totality. The question did not arise as to what reasonable, observable, and believable part we play 
in such a 'system'. 

As things evolved over time, the complexity of Aristotle's system became enormous. As such, 
philosophy/reason had little option but to take a stand. Philosophy had to stand with or against the 
religious and scientific developments built over the two and a half millennium following Aristotle. 
Philosophy, after centuries of debate, moved in the direction of protecting Aristotle's idea of a 
closed system. Over time, philosophy, having nothing else to offer, embraced Aristotle's system, a 
'Cartesian' system. 

For a long time, philosophy stood alone and isolated from the debates both science and religion 
were initiating regarding the whole being a 'closed system'. Isolation, however, is a lonely and 
unnatural state not only for individuals but for academic studies as well. The process of belonging 
took one simple act. Recognizing this, philosophy acted. Philosophy acceded to its desire to 
belong. 

As is the case with most initiation rites, the act of becoming a part of the group, required one basic 
act: The initiation rite required the act of 'compromising' one's principles. Philosophy 
compromised its principles with one simple statement. Philosophy declared: We cannot 'know' 
truth to be truth. With that statement, philosophy relegated metaphysics to the ash heaps of the 
mythical, the supernatural, the occult. Philosophy announced metaphysics to be dead, to be an 
outmoded perceptual tool. 

With that simple statement, philosophy became conformist and humanity became confined to 
limits. With that simple statement, humanity became subjected to the acceleration of all the 
negatives, which go hand in hand with confinement. 

Some would regard philosophy declaring, 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth.', is simply an 
honest statement. In terms of absolutisms, that may be the case. One must not forget however, that 
the same applies to everything we state to be a 'fact'. 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth' applies 
to all 'absolute' scientific observations and principles and to all 'absolute' religious fundamentals 
and cornerstones. 'We cannot 'know' . . . ' applies to all statements of 'fact' made not just be 
philosophy but to all statements of fact made by science and religion as well. 

It was not the statement, 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth.' which caused philosophy to have 
compromised itself. What caused philosophy to compromise itself was the acceptance of 
philosophy to place such a perceptual principle upon itself while not applying this same perceptual 
principle to science/observation and religion/faith. In short, philosophy not only accepted but 
initiated a double standard. Philosophy set one standard for itself and another for science and 
religion. 
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Should philosophy have expected science and religion to 'apply' the principle, 'We cannot 'know' 
truth to be truth', to themselves? Actually, no, it had no right to apply such a standard upon these 
two means of perceptual development. Philosophy rather should have done what science and 
religion had done. Philosophy should have accepted the concept, 'We cannot 'know' truth to be 
truth.' and moved on from there. Philosophy should have accepted the 'fact' of the statement: 'We 
cannot 'know' truth to be truth.' and proceeded to say: That may be the case but we can define 
'truth' to be 'truth' as best we can and proceed from there. 

That is hindsight. The point is we can learn from the past and having done so, change the future. 

There is no denying the past is the past and there is no denying humanity became a 'caged 
animal'. As such, 'mimesis' became our driving force, our fundamental behavioral motivator. 
Mimesis, the process of patterning behavior using a template of existing behavior, animalistic 
behavior, became the rational 'thing to do'. 

Irrational, contradictory, intolerant actions of fear and desperation became a major characteristic 
of humankind. Now this is not to say such actions did not exist 'before' Aristotle. Rather it simply 
says we had two options open to us after Aristotle established his works. 

Option 1 was to pursue our understanding of Zeno's 'seamlessness', the understanding of 
abstraction, the understanding of knowledge, knowing, awareness of one's very awareness. 

Option 2 was to pursue our understanding of Zeno's 'multiplicity', the understanding of the 
physical, the understanding of matter, energy, thermodynamics, entropy, innate characteristics of 
atoms, molecules, and physical forces/laws. 

Option 1 would lead to the rejection of mimesis. Option 1 would establish the rational 
understanding of 'altruistic' behavior, 'spiritual hedonism' 

Option 2 would lead to the acceptance of mimesis. Option 2 would establish the rational 
understanding regarding 'physical' behavior, 'physical hedonism' . 

Aristotle took one step down the path of 'multiplicity' and we, humanity, followed him and never 
looked back. Thus, it is that mimesis, physical hedonism, became the rationale for the next two 
and a half millennium. Physical hedonism and mimesis did not become humanity's main 
behavioral thrust due to historical trends, nor did physical hedonism and mimesis become 
humanity's main behavioral thrust because Aristotle suggested this path was the path to follow. 
Physical hedonism and mimesis simply became the extension of Aristotle's work because we, 
humanity, decided it should be so. 

Zeno left an infinite number of doors open for understanding the potential significance of 
abstraction/seamlessness. 
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Aristotle: We can understand the 'inside' through measurement and observation. 



The Universe 




Aristotle closed all the doors but one. Aristotle left the concept of metaphysics in place. It was, 
therefore, not Aristotle but philosophy itself, which came along and slammed shut the last 
remaining open door, giving us: 

Philosophy: We cannot understand what it is we cannot measure or observe. 



The Universe 




Philosophy drove the final nail in coffin of metaphysics. Philosophy closed all options regarding 
an outside to the universe. Philosophy isolated humanity from the 'outside' and thus limited us to 
a form of perceptual confinement. 

Now we cannot 'blame' Aristotle for limiting us. We did not have to go exclusively down the path 
upon which Aristotle stepped. That was our choice. We had the free will to retrace our steps at any 
point in history. 
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We chose, however, to go down the path of 'seeing is believing'. We, you and I, chose to go 
exclusively down the path of measurement, the path of hypothesizing and testing. We, you and I 
together, chose to go exclusively down the path of 'the physical is what is', the path of 'the 
abstract is simply an innate characteristic of intelligence which in turn is created through specific 
molecular formations. 

It was our choice and we made it. We are still making it today. The doors leading to the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship of the abstract and the physical remain shut not 
because we cannot open them but rather they remain shut because we choose not to open them. 

Confinement is confinement 

The most basic, the most fundamental driving force we have permeating our specie's essence is 
not the desire for sex, nor is it the need for food, nor the want of shelter. The most basic, the most 
fundamental driving force we have as individuals and as a specie is the need for 'open' space, the 
need for freedom. If we cannot find physical space, we create it in our minds. Now many 
biologists would disagree. Biologists would argue that a man would crawl into the confinement of 
a small box to obtain food, to seek shelter, or to engage in sexual acts. That may be true but they 
speak of the physical and ignore the workings of the mind. To be enclosed physically is one thing 
to be enclosed mentally is quite another and to be enclosed perceptually is still another. The most 
confining of all these forms of confinement is perceptual confinement. Perceptual confinement 
becomes a process of 'enclosing' our knowing, enclosing our very souls, enclosing our very 
essence. 

We chose to go down the path of 'seeing is believing'. We choose to go down the path of 'seeing 
is believing'. There is no denying such a choice is perhaps the most obvious choice. This path is 
'something' we can 'see'. This path is 'something' we can measure. We can see we are in the 
universe. We can see we are surrounded by the physical. We can see we are surrounded by time. 
We can 'see' we are immersed in time. 

Regardless of 'how rational' such a choice may be, the point remains: 'Aristotle's system encloses 
us within the confines of the obvious, encloses us within the confines of the physical. 

The concept of Cartesian 

Let's look at the concept of confinement and 'see' if we can understand how it is we got into this 
predicament. 

The concept of the essence being separate from the body evolved religiously long before it 
emerged philosophically, rationally, and long before it emerged through the process of reason. 

Since Aristotle, we have scientifically reduced the concept regarding the simultaneous 
independent existence of the physical and the abstract to that of being simply an interesting 
anomaly. At the same time we have elevated the concept of the abstract being an innate 
characteristic of the physical to the level of being what is rational. 

The rationality regarding the abstract emerging 'out of the physical in essence is a process of 
embracing Cartesian reality and rejecting non-Cartesian Reality. The concept of Cartesian 
perception is credited to Descartes although the philosophical debate raged long before Descartes 
emerged upon the scene. 
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An interesting process of looking at the concept of Cartesian rationality is through the use of 
mathematics: 



A point 
The origin 
A beginning 



A beginning exists and leads to '?' 

A beginning exists and leads to perhaps an end, perhaps not 
Beginning/end emerges in a simplistic fashion 

A question emerges: How long does it take one to get to the end if one can ever in fact 
get to the end? 

The concept of mortality vs. immortality enters the realm of mathematics 



? < • ► 9 



A beginning exists and leads to '?' in two vs. one direction. 
A beginning exists and leads to perhaps an end, perhaps not. 
Beginning/end emerges in a complex fashion 
Three new questions emerge: 

1. If one travels backward through time can one change what 'was' and would this 
change what 'will be'? 

2. If one travels backward through time can one change what 'was' and would this 
change what 'is'? 

3. If one travels backward through time can one change what 'was' and if so what 
became of the 'old' 'what was'? 
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The concept of 'negative time' enters the realm of mathematics and philosophy becomes confused. 
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Beginning/end remains and its complexity accelerates geometrically. 

A fifth question emerges: If one can travel forward and backward in time, how does one 

travel 'up' and 'down' in time? 




Beginning/end not only gain an additional dimension but gain the characteristic of 
expanding in a geometrically complex fashion. Beginning/end become a three 
dimensionally 'Cartesian' form of complexity. 

A sixth question emerges: If one can travel 'forward', 'backward', 'up', and 'down', in 
time, can one slide sideways through time? 

Now it is not being argued that the concept of a Cartesian existence, an emergence of the essence 
of the individual as an innate characteristic of the very the physical ness of the body, evolved from 
the examination of Cartesian mathematical depiction of physical space itself. 

What is being suggested is that Aristotle, through the process of 'closing' our universe, initiated 
the process of pointing humanity in the direction of examining what we 'see'. Aristotle pointed 
humanity in the direction of accepting the principle, 'Seeing is believing.' and rejecting all else. 

Aristotle pointed humanity in the 'scientific direction'. Humanity, following Aristotle's lead, drew 
'legitimate' conclusions from these observations, 'laid' 'legitimate' foundations based upon a 
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Cartesian system. Humanity, emulating Aristotle, proceeded down a path it would find almost 
irrefutable. The direction of 'seeing' is 'believing' evolved into 'seeing' 'is' what 'in fact' is. 

Humanity began the process of accepting science/observation, as not only it's main form of 
perception but its only 'believable' form of perception. 4 Humanity's other forms of perception, the 
perception of faith and the perception of reason were to take on new meaning. The perception of 
'faith', believing in what one cannot see, was to become questionable and the perception of 
'reason', attempting to rationalize the function of 'knowing', was to ironically become an 
irrational exercise. 

As time passed, our perception of 'reality' became increasingly complicated. With each new 
scientific observation regarding the laws of our universe, philosophy found the concept of 'truth' 
and the understanding of metaphysics became exponentially more complex. 

Philosophy made a stand and declared: 'Cogito ergo sum.' 'I think therefore I am.' 

This simple statement led to the understanding that from the point of view of others, I may not be, 
but from my point of view, I am. The universe exists in my mind but it may not exist. Totality 
greater than myself may not exist but if I exist and totality 'outside' myself does not exist, than 
there is still the sum total of myself. Strangely enough, this 'truth' did not arise as the 'first' truth 
but rather became established after the establishment of two other truths. 

Aristotle moved 'truth' from existing as one basic truth, one first principle, to existing as two basic 
truths, two first principles from which all other truths, first principles sprung. Before Aristotle, 
religions held to the concept that God/Totality exists. Aristotle brought forth the concept of 
science, which produced the basic 'truth': the universe exists. 

Religion thus had its first principle, first truth and science now had its first principle, first truth. 

Descartes would introduce philosophical, metaphysical first 'truth', first principle. Thus two basic 
truths, two firsts principles would now become three basic truths, three first principles. Now 
truths, vying for the position of being truths, became: for religion - God/Totality exists, for science 
- the universe exists, and for philosophy - 1, the individual, exists. 

Through it all, the concept of beginning/end remained intact for it permeates every 'observable' 
region of our universe. Through it all, the concept of Cartesianism remains. Through it all, the 
quest to find the 'beginning' point, to find the 'beginning' cause remains. Through it all, the quest 
to establish which of the three 'truths' was the first truth, was the 'true' first principle. Finding 
'first' truth became the holy grail of science, philosophy, and religion. The concept of seeking 
'the' 'first' truth, which in turn leads to the development of other truths, created a quest for which 
of the three, totality, the universe, or individuality, is 'in fact' 'the' first truth. 

So it is Cartesianism, the concept of beginning/end, became a critical factor in the quest for truth. 
Cartesianism, beginning/end concepts, being the primary perceptual principle of science, grew in 
importance as the influence of science grew in importance. 

To better understand the concept of Cartesianism, lets examine a few characteristics of 'a' 
Cartesian system. 

A Cartesian system has an 'origin', has a 'zero' point, has a 'location' from which one begins. All 
systems found 'within' such a system, found 'within' a Cartesian system, also have an 'origin', 
have a 'zero' point, have a 'location' from which they begin. So it is metaphysics originating from 
'within' a Cartesian system, exploring 'truths' found 'within' a Cartesian system, perceive truths 
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to have an 'origin'. This is why metaphysics yearns to find, attempts to define its beginning point, 
its 'first truth', its fundamental principle. 

A Cartesian system of spatial depiction has a point of origin. The point of origin within a spatially 
oriented Cartesian system is the intersection of the 'x', 'y', and 'z' axis. When one first studies 
this point of origin, the point of origin is presumed to be 'fixed'. As one becomes familiar with the 
system, one begins to realize the point of origin is not 'fixed' but can be shifted in space. This shift 
of the origin does not destroy the Cartesian system, nor does it change the actual location of 
permanently fixed points. The shift of the origin does not change the perception we have of the 
'locations' in space but simply changes what appears to be the 'origin'. The shift of the origin 
changes the name, the coordinates we give to the permanently fixed points but this does not 
change what the point is nor does it change the characteristics of the point nor does it change the 
relative location, the relative abstractual function of one point to another. 

Now all this sounds complicated and confusing. Perhaps putting a name to the concept would 
help. We could call the concept an existence of 'relativistic perception'. Relativistic perception 
does not change what 'is' but simply changes one's perception of what is. 

Now what does this have to do with Aristotle? What does this have to do with philosophy? What 
does this have to do with metaphysics? What does this have to do with 'first truth'? 

Aristotle closed Zeno's open universal system. Aristotle 'created' a system 'within' which both 
the physical and the abstract could be found but 'from' which neither the physical nor the abstract 
nor both the physical and the abstract could rationally 'escape'. Under Aristotle's direction, 
confinement became true confinement. Thus, Aristotle directed us to examine first truth from 
'within' the confines of 'the' universe. Aristotle directed us to 'find', 'look for' first truth 'within' 
the universe. Aristotle directed us to look for first cause within the confines of the universe having 
forms such as 'a' primal atom from which the big bang 'originated', such as the source of 'Om', 
such as the source of the our very essence, and such as the origin of the soul 'within' physicality. 

It is important to reemphasize over and over again that Aristotle did not 'force' us to move 
primarily in the direction of 'closing' the system upon ourselves. We closed the system upon 
ourselves through our desire to find answers to the questions, Where am I?, What am I?, and Why 
do I exist? It was the desperate desire to find the answers to these questions which motivated us to 
'close' the system. And it was the closing of the self-imposed closing of the outer boundaries of 
our perception, which caused the concept of 'knowing' 'truth' to become a perceived unsolvable 
paradox. 

The process of 'closing' the system led to the concept of 'physical reality' becoming 'the' 1 st 
principle, first truth. The 1 st principle, the V* truth began to emerge as: The universe exists. As this 
'truth' emerged, the concept of 'seeing is believing' initiated the acceleration of the acceptance of 
this truth as being the 'first truth'. 

In Zeno's open system, the individual becomes 'knowing' and the physical body becomes just 
that, the physical. Such a statement appears to reinforce the concept of dualism, the perception of 
the physical and knowing being separate 

In a 'closed' Cartesian system being examined from 'within' itself, perceptions emerge such as: If 
the physical is 1 st truth, then 'knowing' evolves out of the physical. As such 'knowing' becomes 
an innate characteristic of the physical. The conclusion: Knowing is the 2 nd truth and evolves out 
of the 1 st truth: The universe exists. 
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Again: What does this have to do with Aristotle? Aristotle closed the semi-open system of Zeno. 
Aristotle established the perceived 'undeniable' 1 st truth: the universe along with its observable 
features are 'the' system'. The individual evolves out of the physical and there was no place to 
put the abstract other than label it, perceive it as nothing other than an innate characteristic of the 
physical. In short, Aristotle in essence established the concept of monism from which philosophy; 
try as it might over the next twenty-five hundred years, never recovered. 

Zeno had established the initial understanding of dualism, the physical body and abstract 
'knowing' are separate entities. Both seamlessness and multiplicity exist simultaneously. Both the 
physical and the abstract exist independently of each other while existing dependent upon each 
other. Both the abstract and the physical are 'real' yet 'real illusions'. Zeno was not sure how such 
a system would appear perceptually. Zeno was not sure how such a system could be understood. 
Nevertheless, Zeno took the first philosophical step towards understanding such a system by 
stating the obvious: Seamlessness and multiplicity exist. In order to accommodate such a 
perception, Zeno left the system semi-closed or semi-open depending upon one's point of view. 

Aristotle, who was to follow Zeno, closed the system. Aristotle established a linear perception of 
truth. Aristotle established the '1 st truth': The universe exists. There is no 'denying' the fact, the 
universe exists, for it is 'obvious', we can see it. Aristotle established: Individual 'knowing' and 
'summation of knowing'/the whole are not 'facts' for they are not 'observable'. The result: The 
universe exists is 'the' '1 st truth, and all other truths evolve from this 1 st truth and as such all other 
truths take second place to the most basic of truths, take second place to the 'holy grail': The 
universe exists. The result: Not only is a solid foundation for monism established, but monism 
gains an edge over dualism. 

Cartesian Systems 

A Cartesian system is: 

1. a closed system: 'what is 'is". 

2. a system with a beginning 

3. a system leading to a state of permanent equilibrium 

Now who is to deny such things as obvious as these and that is exactly the point of view from 
which Aristotle came. The genius of Aristotle was in the stating of the obvious. However, the 
obvious was the obvious because the perceptions of the day were just that, perceptions of 'the' 
day. A broader perception, a more intuitive perception was not conceivable by men of science or 
religion for they saw what they saw and believed what they believed. Philosophy, reason, was not 
the issue. Faith and observation, believing and seeing superceded reason. Neither the concept of an 
existence with no physical substance, nor an existence of the physical immersed 'within' the non- 
physical nor the concept of a 'nonphysical' immersed 'within' the physical was inconceivable. 
Such discussions were unreasonable to people in the 500s and 300s BC. What was obvious for the 
time was that the perceived physical was immersed within itself. Such an existence was verifiable 
while the concept of 'knowing'; the concept of abstraction was unverifiable by anything we could 
see or believe and for that matter by anything we could reason. Zeno alluded to an existence of 
seamlessness, abstraction, but Zeno could not verify its 'existence'. 

It may have been Aristotle who was to 'close' Zeno's system, who was to close the open border 
surrounding the physical. However, it was science and religion, which were to take their 
advancements over the next two thousand years and mold them to Aristotle's closed system. 

Now this was not a 'necessary' movement on the part of science and religion. Science and religion 
could have just as well have molded their advancements to Zeno's suggestions regarding a 
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possible abstractual existence. However, science and religion examined Aristotle's perceptions 
and agreed they were logical. They then molded their initial perceptual developments to 
Aristotle's system, a closed system. As time passed, religion and science found themselves 
increasingly entrenched, increasingly committed to 'a' closed system. Their traditions, 
perceptions, principles, laws, cultures, fundamentals became so entangled with the concept of a 
closed system, they could not turn back. To turn back took on the appearance of having to scuttle 
their most cherished ceremonies and establishments. 

Science and religion could have just as well molded their observations and beliefs to the open 
system Zeno had initiated. Philosophy could have reinforced the alternative action on the part of 
science and religion by offering a more expansive view of what existed 'outside' the system. 
Philosophy could have moved the concept of an exclusively closed system into being a closed 
system located 'within' an open system. Such a perception would have established the concept of 
a Cartesian system, the physical, being located 'within' an open system. In essence, this would 
have established a Cartesian system within a non-Cartesian system. This would have established a 
Cartesian system powering a non-Cartesian system. This would have established a system where 
all the parts make up the whole but the whole is not equal to the sum of its parts, rather the whole 
is greater than the sum of its parts. 

Before we can understand such concepts, we must further examine the paradox created by a closed 
system. 

The paradox of Cartesian Systems 

A Cartesian System is: 1. a closed system 2. a system with a beginning 3. a system leading to a 
state of permanent equilibrium 

1. A closed system: The only conceivable perception of reality during the time of Aristotle 
was that 

'reality' existed as it was as opposed to 'reality' existing as a potentially expanding 
entity. Eventually the constancy of the physical moved to being potentially expanding but 
in essence, due to its closed nature, remained static for there was no 'outside' within 
which to 'expand'. Such a system produced the perception: If the universe, the physical, 
dissolved into nothingness, nothingness would be all that remained. This led to the 
concept that the 'creator' of the universe was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe. 
This is a pantheistic approach vs. a panentheistic approach. Panentheism as opposed to 
pantheism takes the approach: If the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, 
nothingness may remain but this nothingness would be 'located' 'within' the creator, 
which in turn would remain part of the creator. 

2. A system with a beginning: Aristotle's system conceived of a beginning to all that existed 
within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the physical dissolved? What 
would remain? This was a senseless question to Aristotle for the concept of nothing did 
not exist. The concept of 'nothing' had been suppressed 5 by the Greeks. In essence, 
Aristotle's system had no end and no beginning. The universe, the physical, always 
existed and always would exist, (see: Zero: 'The Biography of a Dangerous Idea', 
Charles Seife, 2000) 

3. A system leading to a state of permanent equilibrium: Aristotle's system found itself 
constantly under attack. The concept of an expanding and shrinking universe - the Big 
Bang, the concept of an origin to the universe - Om, the concept of energy seeking to 
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reach a state of equilibrium - entropy, etc. evolved over time only to find themselves 
being shape-shifted to 'fit' the Aristotelian 'closed', Cartesian system. 

The concept of reverting to Zeno's perception of 'reality', 
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never became a realistic option for humanity. Humanity had too many unanswered questions 
regarding such a system. When removing dotted line, removing the boundaries confining 
humankind, removing the boundaries confining all beings with consciousness of consciousness, 
what becomes of 'knowing'? What becomes of self-remembering? What becomes of an ending to 
matter, energy, time, and mortality? What becomes of the concept of growth? What becomes of 
the concept of immortality? What becomes of the concept regarding the existence of three minutes 
'before' creation? What becomes of the very concept of 'a' 'significance' of the individual, of 'a' 
significance of our specie, of 'a' significance of the essence of Totality itself. Just what is '?', and 
how does '?' interact with the 'substance' 'within' the visible system? 

Even more unsettling was the lack of understanding of, 
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should the universe be removed for then one only has, 



and just what does that imply?! ! ! 

Just as surely as Aristotle closed the exits Zeno left open at the very outer edges of his system, 
Aristotle slammed shut the discussion regarding questions pertaining to an 'outside'. Aristotle 
took the first step in the direction of confining humanity to the limits of the physical and pushing 
humanity into the void regarding the lack of understanding the reasonableness of anything lying 
'outside' what we see or believe. A sense of hopelessness and despair became the insidious hidden 
ambiance of humankind, for humankind found itself confined perceptually and unable to 
rationalize any other alternative. 

However, in truth, the blame for the confinement of humanity was neither that of Aristotle nor that 
of religion nor that of science but rather that of philosophy. Philosophy was the one to declare 
metaphysics, declare the search for the ultimate truth, to be dead, to be unreasonable. Philosophy 
was the one to sell 'humanity out' in order to 'belong' 6 



Part II: Resolving the paradox 
Introduction 

Resolving the paradox of our individuality, 'being's', existing 'within' the physical while 
remaining an abstraction, does not require our discarding Aristotle's perception of the physical 
being a 'closed' system, a Cartesian system. To discard Aristotle's system in its entirety would 
generate as many problems as does accepting Aristotle's system as 'the' one and only system. 

If we do not discard Aristotle's Cartesian system, if we do not discard the concept of the universe 
being all there is, with what do we 'replace' it? First, we need only concede the physical as being 
'the' system 'within' which we find ourselves 'located' and as such, we are able to study it 
scientifically. 
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This may have the appearance of accepting Aristotle's Cartesian system as being 'the' system 
while professing not to regard it as such. How can this be? Is such a statement simply a process of 
substituting one paradox with another? 

If we follow up the concept of our abstractual 'form' existing 'within' the physical with the 
concept of the physical existing 'within' abstraction we obtain a different system than the one 
Aristotle put into place. 



In essence, such a perceptual development allows us to retain Aristotle's perception while 
simultaneously retaining Zeno's basic theories regarding seamlessness and multiplicity. 

This process allows us the luxury of speculating upon the existence of parallel 'unattached' 
realities existing 'within' the larger 'Reality'. The process allows us the luxury of speculating 
upon the existence of a region where 'things' move through time, allows the luxury of speculating 
upon 'things' being immersed within time, and allows us the luxury of speculating upon a region 
'within' which time is found to be immersed while simultaneously being a region independent of 
time. 

But such a discussion cannot be fully addressed in an 'introductory section'. This fact necessitates 
the need to establish the remainder of this tractate. 

Before we jump into the effort of resolving the paradoxes Aristotle's Cartesian system creates, a 
few more generalities are appropriate. 




The Abstract 
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Aristotle established the concept of 'a' system, 





The Universe 



which leads to the perception of a universal philosophy based upon 'a' I s principle, based upon 
the concept that 'a' 1 st truth exists: The universe exists. Now there is nothing 'wrong' with this 1 ! 
principle. It does, however, affect its occupants if accepted as 'first' truth. Aristotle's Cartesian 
system leads, generally speaking, to a concept we call materialism. To put it another way, a 
Cartesian system leads to physical hedonism. This is not a statement of negativity any more than 
stating that objects fall 'down'. The concept of a 'closed' system, a Cartesian system leading, 
generally speaking, to materialism is simply a statement of observation. 

The metaphysical system of 



on the other hand leads to the concept of 'spiritual' hedonism, abstractual hedonism. This is not to 
say 'spiritual' hedonism is 'better' than 'physical' hedonism, rather it simply states that the two 
perceptions of 1 st truth, a first truth based upon a constancy of physical Tocation'/a Cartesian 
system vs. a first truth based upon the relativity of 'location 7a non-Cartesian system, develop 
different perceptions regarding the 'purpose of life'. This well become clearer as we move further 
along in this tractate. 

Aristotle's system moves 'outward' to incorporate various developing scientific perceptions. 



The Abstract 
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The concentric circles begin filling up with concepts of solar systems, galaxies, vacuum potential 
levels, entropy, thermodynamics, etc. However, regardless of the complexity, which arises, the 
'fact' remains: There is 'a' 1 st truth and the 1 st truth is: The universe exists. From this most basic 
of basic understandings arises a specific perception: There is 'nothing' that exists 'outside' the 
physical. Such a statement, such a perception, gains more and more credibility over time because 
we 'look' for an alternative 'location' but can never seem to 'find' it because we never 'see' it 
regardless of how hard we try to 'see' it. 

Each new scientific development further reinforces the argument: If we cannot see it or measure it, 
it does not exist. This very statement of principle reinforces the 1 st truth which underlies the very 
nature of science: The universe exists. Science takes the lead regarding this 1 st truth. It is science 
to which we look when attempting to understand the abstract. However, is science the logical 
place to look when science itself is limited to 'seeing/measuring' the physical if the abstract is not 
physical, has no physical properties? 

We found ourselves embroiled for the next several millenniums within this debate. Such a 
perception appeared to have resolution. If we revert back to Zeno and reestablish the open 
boundaries Zeno places upon the universe as opposed to the closed boundaries Aristotle placed 
upon the universe we find we have: 
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This becomes: 
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if we establish the whole to be a 'system'. 

With this potential 'system' modeled, it is time to examine what the above perception would do to 
the concept of '1 st ' principle or what some call '1 st ' truth. 

Relativistic 1 st Principles 

First principle based upon 1 st truth: 



X: The whole - 'Being 
Y: The universe - being 
Z: The individual - 



'being' 
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1 st principle: 

a. Region 'X' 'viewing' region 'Y' and region 'Z' 





'looking into' 


'looking into' 


X 


► V 


► Z 



1 st principle exists and becomes region 'X' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 

b. Region 'Y' 'viewing ' region 'Z' and region 'X' 



'looking into' 'looking into' 
X < Y ► Z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 

2 nd principle exists and becomes either region 'X' or region 'Z' 

3 r principle exists and becomes region 'Z' or region 'X' depending upon the 

perception of '2 nd principle 



c. Region 'Z' 'viewing' region 'X' and region 'Y' 



'looking into' 


'looking into' 




x < 


■ v < 


z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'X' 

Because the regions 'X', 'Y', and 'Z' exist, be it as the 'real' or a 'real illusion', from the 'point of 
view' of regions 'X', 'Y', or 'Z', first principle always begins with itself. Without the region 
making the observation, the other two, 2 nd and 3 rd principles would not exist to '1 st principle' thus 
the 2 nd and 3 rd principles would not be a topic of discussion for l sl principle. 
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Strangely enough, such a perception changes when 'viewed' not from the point of view of the 
'region' but when viewed from the point of view of the 'object' found 'within' the regions 'X', 
'Y', or 'Z'. The region and the object 'found within' the region have different perception 
regarding 1 st truth, 1 st principle. We can examine this concept by 'looking' at the issue of 1 st 
principle from the point of view of the 'object' found within the region. To do so we will find if 
helpful to examine such perceptions of the object through using the perceptual tools available to 
the object, the tools of 'believing'/religion, 'observing'/science, and 'reasoning'/philosophy. 

1 st principle from the point of view of the object/individuality found 'within' 'X': 



The object/individuality 
doing the observing 

X: The whole - 'Being 

Y: The universe - being 

Z: The individual - 



a. When inside 'X' 'viewing' 'Y' and 'Z' 



* 


'looking into' 


'looking into' 

► Z 




► X ► Y " 





Religiously/believability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

3 rd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 

Scientifically/observability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

3 rd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 
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Philosophically/reasonablity: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

3 rd principle becomes region ' Y'/the universe 

4 th principle becomes region 'Z '/other individualities 

1 st principle from the point of view of the object/individuality found 'within' 'Y': 

The object/individuality 
doing the observing 

X: The whole - 'Being 

Y: The universe - being 

Z: The individual - 



b. When at 'Y' 'viewing' 'Z' and 'X' 



'looking 'looking 'looking 'looking 

into' into' into' into' 

X M Y <4 * ► Y ► Z 




Religiously/believability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

3 rd principle becomes either region 'X'/the whole or region 'Z'/other individualities 
4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities or region 'X'/the whole 

Scientifically/observability : 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

3 rd principle becomes either region 'X'/the whole or region 'Z'/other individualities 
4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities or region 'X'/the whole 

Philosophically/reasonablity: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

3 rd principle becomes either region 'X '/individuality or region 'Z'/the whole 
4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/the whole or region 'X'/individuality 
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1 st principle from the point of view of an object/individuality found 'within' 'Z': 



The object/individuality 
doing the observing 



X 



X: The whole - 'Being 



'being' 




Y: The universe - being 



Z: The individual - 



c. When at 'Z' 'viewing' 'X' and 'Y' 



X < 



'looking into' 



Y < 



'looking into' 



Z < 



'looking into' 



Religiously/believability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 
3 rd principle becomes the region 'Y'/the universe 
4 th principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

Scientifically/observability : 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 
3 rd principle becomes the region 'Y'/the universe 
4 th principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

Philosophically/reasonablity: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 
3 rd principle becomes the region 'Y'/the universe 
4 th principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 



So what does all this analysis demonstrate? It demonstrates that I s principle/l s truth, when 
viewed from the point of view of the 1 st truth itself, remains constant. 1 st truth, 1 st principle, when 
viewed from the point of view of 1 st truth, 1 st principle itself is itself. 
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On the other hand, when I s truth is viewed from the point of view of the object/individuality, I s 
truth is always the object/individuality. The reason individuality has difficulty seeing 1 st truth as 
anything other than individuality is because we view it from our point of view, we view it from the 
point of view of individuality because we are entities of individuality. We are individuals. 

In short, if one removes the bias of individuality from the mix, 1 st principle 'shifts'. To remove the 
perception of 1 st truth being illusive, one must view 1 st truth from the point of the perspective of 
the three first truths themselves rather than from the point of view of the object of individuality 
alone. The three regions, the three 1 st truths being: the whole exists- 'X', the universe exists - 'Y', 
and individuality exists - 'Z'. 

We have been debating 1 st truth from our point of view, from the point of view of individuality, 
for the last two thousand years. This explains why we have not resolved the issue of 'first' 
principle. This explains why we are confused. It explains why we have appeared to make little 
progress in philosophical, scientific, and religious fundamental, primal, perceptions regarding the 
issue of monism and dualism. We have been unable to resolve the issue of 1 st truth because we 
have been debating the issue from our/individualities point of view rather than the point of view of 
1 st truth itself. 

After thousands of years debating, we find ourselves seeking 'a' 1 st principle. We find ourselves 
seeking what we perceive to be a 1 st truth. We believe 1 st truth, 1 st principle must be a constant. 
We believe 1 st principle/ 1 st truth must always be 'the' 1 st truth. Each of our three means of 
perception, belief/religion, observation/science, and reason/philosophy, refuse to acknowledge the 
validity of the other's 1 st principle. 

The three, science, religion, and philosophy, view 1 st principle differently. Since we are a visual 
creature, we might better understand the concept of a shifting 1 st principle, a shifting 1 st truth 
through the use of graphics: 
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1 st principle 
for: 

Religion 

Science 

Philosophy 




The three, science, religion, and philosophy, have not been able to find a means of 'accepting', 
acceding to the 1 st principle of the others. With a concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle', this problem 
dissipates. With the concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle', none of our three means of developing 
perceptions find themselves 'needing' to compromise their perception of 1 st principle. Each 
maintains their perception of just what 1 st principle is when viewed from their particular point of 
region, when viewed from their particular point of reference, when viewed from the recognition 
that 1 st principle exists but varies with ones 'location' of perception. 

Why look at 1 st truth from the point of view of the 'region' itself rather than from our personal 
point of view, from the point of view of the object found 'within' the region? To put the question 
another way: Why should we discontinue looking at 1 st truth from the point of view of ourselves, 
from the point of view of the individual doing the perceiving? 

From our point of view, from the point of view of the individual, from the point of view of the 
entity of knowing, there would appear to be nothing left 'after' we are gone. We like to think it is 
not ourselves, which dies when we die but rather it is our physical presence which 'dies'. We like 
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to think we 'go to heaven or hell' and it is the physical no longer has relevance for us. We like to 
think we 'enter nirvana' and it is the universe which then is gone and out of our lives for good. 

It is for this reason, we subconsciously think of 1 st truth, 1 st principle from 'our' point of view 
rather than from a 'relativistic' point of view of the region. 

This concept of 'a region' making the observation is such a new perspective, it might be beneficial 
to once again review just what happens when it is the region making the observation rather than 
the object 'within' the region. As such, we obtain: 



X: The whole - 'Being 
Y: The universe - being 
Z: The individual - 



First principle based upon I s truth: 



X: The whole - 'Being 
Y: The universe - being 
Z: The individual - 



I s principle: 

a. Region 'X' 'viewing' region 'Y' and region 'Z' 





'looking into' 


'looking into' 


X 


► V 


► Z 



'being' 




'being' 
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1 st principle exists and becomes region 'X' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 

b. Region 'Y' 'viewing ' region 'Z' and region 'X' 



'looking into' 


'looking into' 


X < V 


► Z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 

2 nd principle exists and becomes either region 'X' or region 'Z' 

3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'Z' or region 'X' depending upon the 

perception of '2 nd principle 



c. Region 'Z' 'viewing' region 'X' and region 'Y' 



'looking into' 


'looking into' 




X < 


■ v < 


Z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'X' 

The shifting of first truths, the shifting of 1 st principles, is not an illusion. The model allows us to 
'see' that 1 st truth 'shifts' relative to which 1 st truth 'region' is making the observation. In short, 
we obtain what one might call 'relativistic 1 st principle' based upon what 'is' rather than based 
upon one of the 1 st truths making or developing 'all' the conjectures, axioms, and principles. 



The dance of the angels 

So where does all this relativistic shifting of 1 st principle lead us? It leads us back to the historic 
question regarding: How many angels can dance on the head of a pin? Now obviously this does 
not literally become the question, however, it does become the question in the figurative sense. 
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The age-old question regarding how many angels can dance on the head of a pin, now becomes: 

If there are three 1st principles, you/'being' exist, the universe/being (vb), action, process 
reality exists, and 'Being'/the whole exists, then how many universes can fit into the 
whole? How many universes can fit into 'Being'? 

This is not to imply angels are universes nor does it imply universes are angels. 

To better understand the question, let's examine the basic model shifting 1 st principles, shifting 1 st 
truths, implies exists regarding, the whole, the universe, and individuality. 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 



Time & 
distance 
encapsulated 



The Whole 
Abstraction 
Seamlessness 



G 



Universe: 'location' 
for development of 
'virgin consciousness' 
'virgin abstraction' 
• 

Universe: 'location' 
for the 'unfolding' of 
time and distance 



No time - No Distance 



The question regarding how many universes can exist within the model, suggests: If a universe 
exists 'within' a region void the universal presence of time and distance (see diagram), then how 
many other universes could exist simultaneously within that same region we find our own 
universe existing. The question suggests: If there is a region within which time/distance 
relationships are present as unique entities, if there is a region where time/distance relationships 
find themselves immersed rather than finding themselves, time/distance relationships, being 'the' 
abstractions 'within' which all 'things' are immersed then how many such relationships can exist 
within the 'whole'? 

The question becomes: How many of these 'things' we call physical universes, these 'things' we 
call 'realities' can be fit 'into' this abstraction, this 'region' of seamlessness, we call the whole? 
The question becomes: How many of these 'things' we call the 'lesser' 'realities' (lower case 'r'), 
would 'fit into' what could be called the 'greater' Reality (upper case 'R')? 

This 'region' of timelessness, this 'region' of what some might call eternity, finds itself void the 
all-embracing concept of distance and time. As can be seen from the preceding diagram, time and 
distance are found within the whole but not as an all - embracing characteristic but rather time and 
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distance are found 'within' elements of the whole. Examples of such elements are units of 
'knowing' such as an individual, and units of universes. 

As such, the issue of 'how many' universes can fit into the totality of abstraction arises just as the 
question regarding how many angels can dance on the head of a pin arose over a thousand years 
ago. Hopefully we will not find ourselves distracted by such an issue. Hopefully we will recognize 
the irrelevance of such an issue and stick to the task at hand: The task is to understand what the 
components of a 'universal system' are and how we, you and I, you and I together, fit into such a 
system? To put it in slightly different terms, the task is to answer questions such as: Where are 
we? What are we? And why do we exist? 

Just how many universes could potentially exist within a 'region' we call abstraction? How many 
universes could potentially exist within a region void the characteristic of universal time and 
universal distance or could exist within a region void the characteristic of multiplicity? Such 
questions are, in essence, irrelevant. What becomes relevant is understanding the concept of a 
universe existing immersed 'within' abstraction rather than immersed 'within' time and distance. 

Now granted time and distance are abstractions but they appear to be abstractions emerging out of 
'nothingness'. Time and distance appear to be distractions emerging from the innate paradoxical 
characteristic of 'nothingness' itself rather than emerging from the abstraction of 'knowing', 
'knowledge'. 

Time and distance appear to be innate characteristics of what we call the physical, what we call a 
universe, what we call reality (lower case 'r'). 

Time and distance become the tools we use to understand and comprehend 'nothingness'. Time 
and distance do not appear to be the tools we use to understand, observe/measure abstractions. 

Distance and time become the means by which the lack of physical characteristics found within 
'nothingness' itself. Distance and time do not appear to be the means by which the lack of 
abstractual characteristics found within 'nothingness' itself. 

Time and distance are characteristics of 'nothingness' 'within' which 'new' knowing, 'new' 
knowledge, 'new' consciousness, 'new' unique experiences can emerge and become a part of 
abstraction. 

There is no denying the concept of a region immersed 'within' time and distance as opposed to a 
region 'within' which time and distance are immersed is of immense interest. It is the utterance of 
this apparent paradoxical statement which in fact is not paradoxical which leads us to two 
concepts: the concept of 'finite infinites and the concept of infinite finites. 

The land of Limited Abstracts: finite infinites 

To 'go' to the land of Limited Abstracts, we need a player, a traveler. In the previous section, The 
dance of the angels, we have seen the development of two lands and one player: 
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Unique entities of 'knowing' 



Time & 
distance 
encapsulated 



The Whole 
Abstraction 
Seamlessness 



Q- 



Universe: 'location' 
for development of 
'virgin consciousness' 
'virgin abstraction' 
• 

Universe: 'location' 
for the 'unfolding' of 
time and distance 



No time - No Distance 



which now becomes: 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 



The land of Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 



The land of Unlimited Abstracts: 
Infinite Finites 



From the diagram, it now becomes obvious we have only three choices as to who will be the 
traveler. We can choose one of many unique entities of 'knowing' to be the traveler. We can 
choose the whole to be the traveler. Or we can choose the universe to be the traveler. 



113 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Perhaps the most comfortable choice to use as the 'traveler' is a 'unique entity of 'knowing' since 
it most closely approximates ourselves, since it most closely approximates what we are capable of 
'relating' to. 

Since we are to examine the Land of Limited Abstracts, we will need to go there. As such we shall 
graphically depict the 'move' as: 




Unique entities of 


'knowing' 




The traveler 



The land of Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 



Now, rather than 'move' the 'traveler', we shall simple expand the universe, the Land of Limited 
Abstracts. As such, we will obtain: 





The land of Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 
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Immediately we see we have recreated Aristotle's Cartesian System. We have recreated Aristotle's 
'closed' system. We recognize it for what it is. The land of Limited Abstracts is the universe. We 
recognize the system for what it 'contains'. The land of Limited Abstracts contains ourselves, 
contains individuals, contains unique entities of 'knowing'. 

The universe, the land of Limited Abstracts appears to encapsulate individuality. Surprisingly the 
medium, which, through our direct observations, appears to be found in every nook and cranny 
throughout the land is time and distance. One may recall that time and distance were the concepts 
Zeno was unable to place into 'a' system in a manner acceptable to himself, 

In the system, which emerged, time and distance appear to stretch from 'border' to 'border' 
'within' the universe. All the while, time and distance appear to be embracing the most 
microcosmic as well as embracing the most macrocosmic aspect found within this land, found 
within the universe. 

The traveler observes an obvious innate characteristic of this place of physicality 'within' which 
the traveler, a unique entity of 'knowing', a unique entity of abstraction finds itself traveling. The 
traveler observes a constancy of time and distance. However, one may say, time and distance are 
not constants 'within' this place called the universe. Aren't they? Einstein did not say time and 
distance 'change'. Einstein said time and distance 'change' 'relative' to other points of perceiving. 
Einstein said time and distance change 'relative' to other observers, when 'compared' to other 
observers, when 'compared' to other points of reference. 

Upon further examination, the traveler observes time and distance seeming to incorporate the very 
characteristics of infinite dimensions itself. To the traveler, time appears to 'go' on forever and 
distance appears to do likewise. On the other hand, to the traveler, the development of individual 
pieces, the development of unique entities of 'knowing' appears to begin and end. Each piece of 
awareness, each piece of 'knowing' appears to be unique because each interaction is experienced 
uniquely yet it's knowing and its experiencing appears to 'end', appears to terminate. 

To the traveler, each piece of experiencing appears to start from 'an' existence of virgin-ness and 
expand from there. Each unique entity appears to be shaped by interactions, which in turn emerge 
from not only observable action but out of each atomic and subatomic movement itself. The very 
motion of each atom found 'within' each unique entity 'located' 'within' the land of Limited 
Abstracts, found 'within' the traveler itself, finds itself 'contained' not only 'within' the 
'boundaries' of the Aristotelian 'closed system' but 'contained' 'within' the 'knowing' emerging 
from the 'virgin-ness' of each unique entity. 

Each motion of each atom, each motion of each sub-atomic particle in effect impacts the very 
perceptions the 'growing' 'knowing' formulates. The very motion of each atom coming into 
contact with the 'outside' boundaries of the traveling vehicle 'within' which the unique entity of 
knowing finds itself, affects, impacts the very perceptions the expanding 'knowing' formulates. 

To further impact the unique entities of knowing are the aspects of the seemingly infinite subtle 
varieties of visible and invisible energy forms, which add to the individual unique motions of 
atoms and molecules. The interactions affecting the development of each unique entity's 
perception regarding 'knowing' does not stop with atoms, molecules, and energy but moves on to 
interactions of free will components. The free will components involve not just 'the' unique entity 
of emerging 'knowing' but involves the myriad other pieces of unique entities of knowing 
interacting with each other and each other's environment. The process of unique entities 
developing unique 'knowing', 'growing' seems to the traveler to be infinite in scope. As infinite as 
the scope of expanding 'knowing' 'appears' to be, the traveler senses finiteness to the process for 
an end 'appears' in sight. 
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The unique piece of knowing ends its growth within the realm of the universe, within physicalness 
or so it appears to the traveler. The traveler recognizes itself involved in the process, recognizes 
each unique entity having developed, having 'become' its own unique self. 

In actuality, does the process ever end? That is another topic much too complex to address at this 
time. However, one thing the traveler notices is that the piece of 'knowing' representing itself, 
representing the traveler, appears to be unique. It appears the entity, which creates its own unique 
identity, is different from other entities of knowing. 

The traveler perceives itself to be the primary point of interest, the primary 1 st truth. Surprisingly, 
however, it is not the uniqueness of 'a' particular individual traveler that is the primary point of 
significance but rather the primary point of significance lies in the concept that individuality itself 
exists as an entity. 

From the point of view of the traveler 'located' within the land of Limited Abstracts, each unique 
piece of 'knowing' appears to have infinite influences affecting its development regardless of 
'when' it ends or the length of time it traveled. 

To the traveler, the whole, the Land of Limited Abstracts appears to be comprised of finite 
numbers of individual entities and each entity in turn appears to have infinite 'knowing' potential 
while 'within' the land of Limited Abstracts. The appearance of a potentially infinite 'knowing' 
arises from the assumption that each unique entity of 'knowing' will end its travel through time 
but this is not known to be an 'absolute' until after the fact. As such, the entity of knowing to have 
a sense of absolute uniqueness due to the myriad, almost infinite, if not infinite, internal and 
external interactions of free will interactions, molecular Brownian movement, atomic vibrations, 
subatomic motions, etc. 

In essence the land of Limited Abstracts becomes a location of both infinite finites and finite 
finites. This would appear to be a contradictory statement but in fact it is not. The contradiction 
simply emerges from a lack of fully comprehending the concept of 'relativistic 1 st truth'. 
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Perhaps a graphically examination of the land of Limited Abstracts would help: 



A finite Infinity 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 




The traveler 



The land of Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 
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For the traveler, the perception becomes: 



Incomplete Unique entities of 
'knowing' 




Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 



The land of Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 



The concept of 'Finite Infinites' emerges out of a sense that 'knowing' continually evolves 
through time and time is sensed to be endless. 

The concept of 'Infinite finites' emerges out of the sense that because time appears to be endless, 
the land of Limited Abstracts is endless and thus appears to produce 'finite 'potential' infinites' 
infinitely thus. 

The land of Limited Abstracts appears to be filled with finite numbers of limited Abstracts of 
infinite experiencing, knowing being produced infinitely. The land of Limited Abstracts, the 
universe, appears to be filled with abstractions 'floating' within the physical, appears to be a 
suspension of the abstract within the physical. However, the very nature of matter and energy give 
us a sense that the universe itself will end and if so had a beginning. The very concept of a 
beginning implies an end. 



Upon closer examination and observation, however, it appears time and distance themselves are 
located within the universe, located 'within' our 'reality'. As such it appears time and distance 
may not be endless after all. Upon very close scrutiny, it appears time and distance may have had a 
beginning and thus may, at some point, come to an end. 

The question arises: Is it possible for time and distance to be endless yet end? That also is a 
question unto itself and takes far too much space to discuss in this tractate. 



118 



The Error of Aristotle 



The land of Unlimited Abstracts: Infinite Finites 

To get to the land of Unlimited Abstracts we must begin 'somewhere'. As such we will begin 
where we ended in the last section. We will begin 'within' the walls of Aristotle: 



9 



Incomplete Unique entities of 
'knowing' 



9 



The traveler 



Outside the 
walls of 
Aristotle 




Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 



The wall Aristotle built. 



Outside the 
walls of 
Aristotle 



The land of Limited 
Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 



'Locations' 
of 'pure' 
abstraction 



Now to get to the land of Unlimited Abstracts we must leave the land of Limited Abstracts. To do 
so we again will not move the traveler but rather we will move the land of Limited Abstracts. 
However there apparently is 'nowhere' to move this land. Moving the land of Limited Abstracts 
appears to be an impossible task. 

Religions state there was a beginning to the land of Limited Abstracts, a beginning to the universe 
as such there may be an end. Science advocates an expanding universe, which could conceivable 
produce a contracting universe. Philosophy implies: For each beginning there appears to be an 
end. 



Therefore, with this in mind, we will not 'move' the land of Limited Abstracts for there appears to 
be 'nowhere' to move it. Instead of 'moving' the land of Limited Abstracts, we will erase it. You 
may object to this process. However, did you object to our erasing the Land of Unlimited 
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Abstracts when we proceeded to focus upon the land of Limited Abstracts? Since we found it 
acceptable to erase the Land of Unlimited Abstracts in order to study the Land of Limited 
Abstracts, our universe, we should not object to extending the same process to the second region 
of 'possible' location. 

By erasing the land of Limited Abstracts we obtain: 



9 



Incomplete Unique entities of 
'knowing' no longer are 
incomplete for they no longer 
have the potential to 'grow' 
their 'knowing' ' 



The wall Aristotle built - 
erased. 



9 




Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 





The land of Limited 


< 




Abstracts: 




Finite Infinites 



Immediately one notices that although we erased the location, erased the land of Limited 
Abstracts, we did not erase the non-physical entities of knowing. 
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The graphic is getting very complicate. To simplify things we will perform a few strokes of 
simplification: 

1. We will 'enclose' the diagram in order to focus upon its 'location' 

2. We will remover the '?' marks for now we understand the '?' indicates the land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 

3. We will remove the captions now that we understand what the objects represent 

4. We will reduce the number of unique entities since we understand that the 'quantity' 
of unique entities appear to be defined as limited in the sense that they exist as 
entities. Be prepared, however, to observe our perception expand in its magnitude in 
terms of what is 'defined' to be. 

With these four steps of simplification, our graphical depiction becomes manageable. 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 




This land obtains the characteristic of 'finite infinites' in the sense that each entity appears to be 
composed of infinite interactions as was discussed in the previous section: The land of Limited 
Abstracts. In fact, however, the land of Unlimited Abstracts gains the characteristic of Infinite 
finites for as we shall see there is no 'limit' to the development of these unique entities of 
'knowing', We are about to 'see' that Infinite finites are not the same as finite infinites. 

The concept of the Land of Unlimited Abstracts being composed of infinite entities which in turn 
are composed of infinite numbers of finite infinities, , evolves out of the concept initiated in the 
section: The dance of the angels. To understand this we must take the above diagram and 
reintroduce the universe: The Land of Limited Abstracts. 
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The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 




The universe, being the 'location' for the production of unique pieces of knowing, takes on the 
following appearance: 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 




where the unique entities of 'knowing' become a part of the total abstraction. If we remove all the 
unique entities of 'knowing' we obtain: 
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The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 




which becomes: 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 



o 



Now the dance of the angels begins. The question: How many universes can fit into the Land of 
the Abstract? 
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The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 




Keeping in mind the 'number' of universes, the number of 'regions' of physicalness 'located' 
'within' abstraction only becomes a question of numbers if the universes are immersed 'within' 
time and distance as opposed to universes be the location within which time and distance are 
'located'. As such, we can graphically label the location where time and distance, as universally 
uniformly distributed abstraction,, are 'found' and where also graphically label where it is time an 
distance are not 'found' 



Where Time and Distance 
are found 




The Error of Aristotle 



Diagramming in this manner, initiates the understanding regarding how it is infinite universes 
could exist in a region void the all encompassing characteristic of time and distance. 

In addition, this diagram demonstrates how it is that the 'number' of 'regions' 'within' which 
virgin consciousness develops and 'within' which universes themselves develop. As such, the 
'number' of entities of unique 'knowing' has no meaning from the perspective of the region void 
the concepts of universal time and distance. 

The concept of 'number' only takes on a sense of meaning in terms of the whole if the 'things', 
which the numbers represent, are related in some form through the process of sequencing 
connected to time or distance. The number 'five' for instance only has meaning if it represents 
what it implies and that is one more than four items. This concept of 'cardinality' both in terms of 
sequencing and in terms of representation loses its meaning in a 'region' void time and distance. 
Sequencing implies 'coming before' or 'coming after'. Both the concept of 'coming before' and 
'coming after' only have meaning to 'things' be they physical or abstractual, if the 'things' are 
located 'within' time or distance or both time and distance. 'Things 'containing' time but 'located' 
'within' the lack of time lose the meaning implied by the term 'number'. This too is a complex 
topic worthy of future examination. 

It appears an extraordinary number of concepts will be examined 'later'. Unfortunately, this is a 
correct observation. Space and time are both limited by the concept known as 'a' 'tractate'. It is 
time itself, which confines us to the parameter of limited discussions. It is the concept of 'tractate', 
which limits us to staying on task rather than chaotically diverting our attention away from the 
discussion at hand. The task is to develop understanding regarding how it is we became confined, 
regarding how it is we became caged in the first place. It is only through understanding the 
concept of how it is we are 'caged', that we can begin to explore the means of unlocking the door 
of our cage and stepping 'out' in to the realm of free space once again. 

Entities of 'knowing' found 'within' the Land of Unlimited Abstracts cannot be compared to each 
other through the process of 'relative' sequencing. The concept of which came first and which 
came second is a concept of time and therefore a region void time and distance lacks such a 
concept as a innate characteristic of itself. The concept of sequencing, however, can be found as 
an element of a subset found within such region, i.e. a universe. This type of time and distance is 
better known as physical time and physical distance, physical multiplicity and multiplicity of 
distance. 

It is also appropriate to note that abstractual time and abstractual distance, seamless time and 
seamless distance, may be found 'within' the unique piece of 'knowing' located 'within' the 
whole in the form of either an entity located 'within' universes or found 'within' the location void 
physical time and physical distance. As such, the concept of travel 'within' the universe is 
different than the concept of travel 'outside' the universe. 'Outside' the universe travel is not a 
situation of traveling from here to there for there is no distance found within Zeno's 'seamless' 
abstraction 

These two concepts also deserve further examination. Again, we must pull ourselves away from 
the temptation to digress. Again, we must rely on self-discipline and return to the task at hand. 

Understanding how 'a' 'whole' can be greater than the sum of its parts 

When discussing a metaphysical concept of 'relativistic 1 st truth' or what could be called 
'relativistic 1 st principle', we must gain an elementary understanding of what we refer to as 
'summation'. In our present society, we embrace the concept: The whole is equal to the sum of its 
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parts. The mathematical perception of the whole being equal to the sum of its parts, lies at the very 
core of scientific perceptions generated by observation. 

Just because the statement, The whole is equal to the sum of its parts, lies at the heart of 
observation, does not make it the heart of philosophy nor does such a statement become the heart 
of religion. In fact, as we have seen, the statement does not even surface as a factor when we 
discuss the most basic understanding regarding the three shifting 1 st truths. One may ask: How 
could it be that the whole may not be the sum of its parts? 

In the situation of 'relativistic 1 st principle', there is 'Being'/the whole, being/action, 
process/reality - the universe, and 'being'/individuality. 

These shifting 1 st truths, these shifting 1 st principles create the situation where there are the unique 
pieces of 'knowing'/individuality, there is the summation of the parts - unique pieces of 
'knowing', and then there is the sum itself. 

In short there is not just the sum of 'knowing' but there is the sum being aware of itself rather than 
being simply a sum. 

The concept of the whole being aware of itself as well as aware of its parts is significantly 
different to the sum of numbers being simply a sum the individual number values. The sum of 
numbers is the sum of numbers and exists having no awareness of itself. 

The concept of a sum of knowing entities being its own unit of knowing is also different than we 
find to be the case of ourselves as individuals. Although we do appear to have awareness of 
ourselves and awareness of our parts as humans we do not appear to have parts of ourselves which 
themselves are independent entities of individualistic entities of 'knowing'. 

With this understanding, we can now revisit the Land of Unlimited Abstracts. The whole, the 
Land of Unlimited Abstracts, now gains the following graphical appearance: 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 
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In such a situation, total knowing does not equal the sum of all knowing but rather total knowing 
'knows' of itself as the total. As such, total knowing is an entity itself rather than simply the 
composite of individual entities of 'knowing'. The result: The whole is greater than the sum of its 
parts. 

The simplicity of such a statement takes on a form of complexity when one factors into the 
concept of total 'knowing', being a 'Being'. The complexity expands when one adds the 
component of 'Being' not only having a conscious awareness of summation, but having its own 
uniqueness in that it has the ability to expand upon itself. 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 
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Combined with: 
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produces: 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 
Infinite finite s 



Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 




The traveler 



The physical, matter/energy 
What lies 'within' time 
Infinite Finites 



Incomplete Unique entities of 
'knowing' 



Oddly enough the abstracts 'outside' time, outside the physical, are limited, have no means of 
'growth'. They are just what they are. Interestingly enough, since these entities of abstractions are 
located 'outside' time and distance, they have no association with the concepts of 'past', 'present', 
or 'future'. This very lack of association demonstrates the significance of 'knowing' being added 
to the land of Unlimited Abstracts via the Land of Limited Abstracts. 



However, wouldn't the land of Unlimited Abstracts be taking on an aspect of time if items are 
'added' to it? The aspect of time, which would be implied, would be the concept of chronological 
order. 



In fact no such order would be infused 'into' the land of Unlimited Abstracts, for the land of 
Unlimited Abstraction is void both time and distance for time and distance are found encapsulated 
'within' the entities of 'knowing' 
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How can this be? Time and distance become a function of mass and energy, which in turn are 
found 'within' the land of Limited Abstracts. Thus, it is time and distance become aspects unique 
to entities of knowing developing 'within' the concept of the physical, developing 'within' the 
region of what is 'perceived' to be the real. 

It appears we come back to complexity again and again. Ockham would not be pleased. But the 
whole point of the two lands is that we have various potentials for developing answers to the quest 
for the holy grail philosophers have been seeking, religion has been seeking, and science has been 
seeking. It appears, depending upon the 'point of view' of the 'region' determining 1 st truth/l st 
principle, the issue of 1 st principle/l st truth is irresolvable. Such a perception emerges out of the 
lack of understanding rather than emerging out of understanding what has been said. 

What has been stated is simply that 1 st principle is relative. Each 1 st principle is as much 1 st 
principle as another. Each 1 st principle is 1 st principle if stating from 'within' the region of its 
emergence. Each 1 st principle gains equal rights to the status of being 1 st principle and as such 
each 1 st principle gains the potentiality of being just that, being 1 st principle. As such, each 1 st 
principle gains the equality of potentiality regarding being not just 1 st principle but even more 
importantly, being 1 st truth. Once again, the three 1 st principles are: The individual exists, The 
universe exists, The whole exists. In essence, we are establishing a concept known as 'relativistic 
1 st principle'. The concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle' does something 'for' the concept of 1 st 
truth, which the concept of 'constancy of 1 st principle' cannot. 

The equality of 'relativistic 1 st principle' 

'Relativistic 1 st principle' leads to 'equality of a floating 1st principle'. The existence of three 1 st 
principles, three 1 st truths simultaneously may not seem important but it is the only way to 
establish the equality of our three means of perception: faith/religion, observation/science, and 
reason/philosophy. After twenty-five hundred years of debate, it appears it is only through the 
process of recognizing the equally of each 1 st truth that we can recognize the significant each truth 
has to ourselves, has to all of humanity, has to perhaps all forms of 'knowing' universally. It 
appears it is only through the process of recognizing the equality of each 1 st truth that the potential 
to perceive 'knowledge', perceive abstraction, form unique abstractual perceptions, will emerge. It 
appears it is only through the process of recognizing the equality of each 1 st truth that we will ever 
be able to resolve the conflict existing, to resolve the conflict perpetually erupting, to resolve the 
conflict which keeps us divided as a specie, as individuals. 

Let's examine just how it is that the concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle' equates into the concept 
of equality for all three 1 st truths, 1 st principle. 
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The equality of 'relativistic 1 st principle 



Aristotle: 

Observation 

Cosmology 


Descartes 

Reason 

Metaphysics 


Zeno 

Belief 

Ontology 


1 st Principal: 


1 st Principle: 


1 st Principle: 


being (vb) exists 
The universe exists 
reality exists 
The physical exists 


'being' exists 
Individuality exists 
'Knowing' exists 
The soul exists 
Distinct/unique Multiplicity 
of 'Being' exists 


'Being' exists 
Summation exists 
The whole exist 
'God' exists 


2 nd Principle: 


2 nd Principle: 


2 nd Principle: 


being exists 


'Being' exists 


7 / 1 \ ' i- 

being (vb) exists 


3 rd Principle: 


3 rd Principle: 


3 rd Principle: 


'Being' exists 


being (vb) exists 


'being' exists 



The result of such a system, of a shifting relative I s principle based upon relative 'location': 

1. Each 1 st principle, each V* truth appears once as 1 st truth, 1 st principle 

2. Each 2 nd principle, each 2 nd truth appears once as 2 nd truth, 2 nd principle 

3. Each 3 rd principle, each 3 rd truth appears once as 3 rd truth, 3 rd principle 
The result: the emergence of a concept which could be call: the Equality of Principle 

Resolving the paradox of 'a' Cartesian System 

Relativistic 1 st principle: The process of 1 st principle changing as one changes the 'location of 
reference moves us from a Cartesian system built upon 'a' 1 st principle to a system of 'multiple' 
1 st principles. Such a perceptual shift moves us towards what one might term a non-Cartesian 
system. 
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This process can better be understood using graphics. The process becomes: 



The Whole: X 




Regions 'X', 'Y', and 'Z' look familiar because they are the regions from which we initiated the 
resolution to the Paradox Aristotle established through the natural extension of Zeno's paradox. 

With the perspective of the graphic established, we will shrink the size of individuality to better 
represent the relative size of individuality, 'being', knowing, unique entities with awareness of 
awareness. Obviously, the true scale cannot be depicted in graphics compatible to this word 
processing program but we can at least begin to make the effort. 

As such, the diagram might better be portrayed as: 



The Whole: X 
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Having made the effort to more closely approximate the three 'locations', we will now proceed to 
reintroduce our concept of Cartesian space, a Cartesian concept embracing the principle of a 
'beginning' having a point of 'origin', of a beginning point having an origin. With the 
establishment of an origin we can expand the graphic if we 'move outward' from the point we 
designate as the 'origin', 'move outward' from the point whose coordinates are (0,0,0), 'move 
outward' from the 'beginning point'. If we implement the process we obtain: 




We will shrink this Cartesian concept we obtain: 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 
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Having done this we will place this point of origin 'within' each of the three points of 'location': 
first within the universe, then within the whole, and finally within the individual. We will further 
examine each unique situation separately. We will examine each unique situation in terms of why 
we obtain three different 1 st principles. Due to the fact this tractate deals in particular with 
Aristotle, we will begin by first placing the point of reference, the origin of a Cartesian physical 
system inside the universe but 'outside' the individual, outside the unique perception of one's 
individuality, outside of the 'location' of one's consciousness. 

Following, these guidelines we obtain: 



The Whole: X 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 




Now we will call this point of origin located within a spatial universe permeated with time, point 
'A'. Keep in mind that point 'A' is just that, a point. Point 'A' is not an awareness nor does it 
itself have awareness of awareness. Point 'A' does not have consciousness of its own 
consciousness for it has no consciousness to begin with. Point 'A' is a point and a point by 
definition has no length, depth, or height. In essence, point 'A' is nonexistent in the sense of what 
we perceive existence to be from the point of view of the universe. Point 'A' is nonexistent in the 
sense of what 'things' are which are from the perspective a physical universe perceives existence 
to be. Point 'A' is, in essence, an abstraction. Point 'A' is. 

From 'A's' point of reference: 

1 . The physical exists 

2. The physical is observable, measurable 

3. Individual Z, is physical in nature 

4. Individual Z, if in fact Individual Z does have the ability to perceive abstraction, 
understands abstraction because of its unique assembly of atoms and molecules. 

5. Abstraction does not exist. 

6. Abstraction is simply an understanding of 'perfection' (i.e. a perfect circle) 

7. Abstraction, perfection, is simply a natural extrapolation of physical states 

8. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. exist 
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9. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. are attempts to understand perfect 
abstraction towards which imperfect abstractions lead. 

10. Imperfect abstractions do not exist as abstractions any more than abstractions exist. 

1 1 . Imperfect abstractions, as with perfect abstractions such as the perfect, do not exist. 

12. Imperfect abstractions can be found in the physical only in the imperfect form found 
in the reality of the physical 

13. The 'outside' to the universe is not physical 

14. The 'outside' to the universe is simply an idea and thus an abstraction 

15. 'The' 'outside' to the universe, being simply an idea, being an abstraction, does not 
exist. 

16. The net result: 

a. 'Being', totality, the whole, only exists as the physical, the universe. 

b. The universe is the ultimate form of reality. 

c. God is an abstraction 

d. God is 'dead' 

e. God does not exist 

f. The individual only lives while its physical form functions 

g. The 'knowing' of the individual exists only as long as the individual exists 

h. Immortality is a myth 

i. God is nature itself 

j. While Atheism may not be completely accurate, pantheism, as opposed to 

panentheism, is completely accurate 
k. Man can conceive of things which do not exist 
1. Free will only applies to an infinitesimal period of time for any one 

individual 

m. Concepts such as: 'Prey we are wrong.' 'Hope we are wrong.' 'Follow the 
rules of faith and you may get lucky.' begin to emerge. 

n. Hopelessness emerges from the understanding: 'A' span of time is 
'relatively' insignificant to the 'whole' 

o. All things emerge from the physical 

p. All 'things' emerge from Mother Nature including ideas themselves, 
q. Etc. 

Transferring the Cartesian system to the location representing the individual entity of continuously 
emerging 'knowing', we obtain: 



The Whole: X 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 
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The point of origin now finds itself located within an entity of 'knowing' which in turn is located 
within a spatial universe permeated with time. The point of origin, however, is itself located 
within abstractual knowing. We call this point of origin, point A. Point 'A' finds itself immersed 
within and surrounded by the universe. Point 'A' finds itself immersed within and surrounded by a 
biological sensory vehicle of physical ness. Being the origin of 'knowing', point 'A' has a sense 
there may be a limit to physicalness. Point 'A' has intuitive sense there may lie an 'outside' to the 
universe. However, Point 'A' is so far removed from what lies 'outside' the universe it is only able 
to make one observation. Point 'A' observes that it is immersed within the physical. As such: 

From 'A's' 'new' point of reference we now obtain: 

1 . The physical exists 

2. The physical is observable, measurable 

3. Individual Z, is physical in nature 

4. Individual Z, if in fact Individual Z does have the ability to perceive abstraction, 
understands abstraction because of its unique assembly of atoms and molecules. 

5. Abstraction does not exist. 

6. Abstraction is simply an understanding of 'perfection' (i.e. a perfect circle) 

7. Abstraction, perfection, is simply an 'idea' 

8. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. exist 

9. Abstractions of love, hate, jealously, desire, etc. are attempts to understand perfect 
abstraction towards which imperfect abstractions lead. 

10. Imperfect abstractions do not exist as abstractions any more than abstractions exist. 

1 1 . Imperfect abstractions, as with perfect abstractions such as the perfect, do not exist. 

12. Imperfect abstractions can be found in the physical only in the imperfect form found 
in the reality of the physical 

13. The 'outside' to the universe is not physical 

14. The 'outside' to the universe is simply an idea and thus an abstraction 

15. 'The' 'outside' to the universe, being simply an idea, being an abstraction, does not 
exist. 

16. The net result: 

a. 'Being', totality, the whole, only exists as the physical, the universe. 

b. The universe is the ultimate form of reality. 

c. God is an abstraction 

d. God is 'dead' 

e. God does not exist 

f. The individual only lives while its physical form functions 

g. The 'knowing' of the individual exists only as long as the individual exists 

h. Immortality is a myth 

i. God is nature itself 

j. While Atheism may not be completely accurate, pantheism, as opposed to 

panentheism, is completely accurate 
k. Man can conceive of things which do not exist 
1. Free will only applies to an infinitesimal period of time for any one 

individual 

m. Concepts such as: 'Prey we are wrong.' 'Hope we are wrong.' 'Follow the 
rules of faith and you may get lucky.' begin to emerge. 

n. Hopelessness emerges from the understanding of 'a' span of time being 
'relatively' insignificant to the 'whole' 

o. All things emerge from the physical 

p. All 'things' emerge from Mother Nature including ideas themselves, 
q. Etc. 
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Transferring the Cartesian system to the location of the 'whole' of continuously emerging 
'knowing', we obtain: 



The Whole: X 




Now we once again will call this point of origin located within timelessness, point 'A'. In a sense, 
it is inaccurate to depict a Cartesian system lying 'within' such a location for the location is void 
of time and distance existing as universal abstractions. Time and distance only find themselves 
'encapsulated' 'within' the unique entities of consciousness which have uniquely 'moved' 
through both time and distance while 'traveling' 'within' the physical, 'traveling' 'within' the 
universe 'within' which time and distance are found to exist as 'universal' entities (universal in 
terms of the limits of the physical universe itself). 



From 'A's' 'new' point of reference we now obtain: 



1 . The physical exists 

2. The physical is observable, measurable 

3. The physical of individual Z, is physical in nature 

4. The abstract of individual Z is abstract in nature 

5. Individual Z, if in fact Individual Z does have the ability to perceive abstraction, 
understands abstraction because its unique assembly of atoms and molecules allows 
the abstract as an entity to 'observe' the physical. 

6. Abstraction does exist. 

7. Abstraction understands 'perfection' (i.e. a perfect circle) 

8. Abstraction, perfection, is separate from, yet found both 'inside' and 'outside', the 
physical 

9. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. exist 

10. Abstractions of love, hate, jealously, desire, etc. are not attempts to understand 
perfect abstraction but exist as unique entities, exist as 'perfect' variations of 
'perfection'. 
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11. Imperfect abstractions do not exist as 'imperfections' but rather exists as 'perfect' 
entities of themselves. 

12. Perceived imperfect abstractions, as with perfect abstractions such as the perfect, 
exist. 

13. Perceived imperfect abstractions can be found in the whole only in the imperfect 
form found encapsulated 'within' a unique entity which developed from 'virgin 
consciousness' having experiences 'within' the reality of the physical 

14. The 'outside' to the universe is not physical 

15. The 'outside' to the universe an abstraction 

16. 'The' 'outside' to the universe, being an abstraction, exists. 

17. The net result: 

a. 'Being', totality, the whole, exists as the whole. 

b. The whole and its parts, the universe and the individual, are the ultimate 
form of Reality. 

c. The whole is. 

d. The whole exists. 

e. The physical individual lives while its physical form functions 

f. The 'knowing' of the individual exists 'eternally' not because the 
'knowing' moves through time endlessly but because the 'knowing' of the 
individual exists in a region of timelessness, exists in a region where time is 
a function found 'within' the 'knowing' of the individual. 

g. Immortality exists because unique entities find themselves immersed in a 
'region' void the universal presence of both time and distance. 

h. The whole is a unique entity itself. 

i. The whole has its own 'understanding' of what 'is' through it's 
understanding of what it is the sum of all its parts 'creates'. 

j. While Atheism may not be completely accurate, panentheism, as opposed to 
pantheism, is accurate in terms of what we are 'able' to perceive at this 
point in time 

k. Man and other forms of 'knowing' can conceive of things which do not 
exist 

1. Free will only applies to an infinitesimal period of time for any one 
individual 

m. Concepts such as: 'You are unique.' T am unique.' 'Our physical needs and 
appearances are not what we have in common. What we have in common is 
our need to develop uniquely as abstractual knowing.' 'We, you and I, you 
and I together, add to the emergence of the very uniqueness of the whole 
itself.' begin to emerge. 

n. Hope emerges from the understanding of 'a' span of time being 'relatively' 
significant to the 'whole' for the whole cannot be uniquely the whole 
without all of its parts, including your unique 'knowing' 

o. Virgin consciousness 'develops into unique 'knowing' and emerges from 
the physical 

p. One means by which unique 'knowing evolves is through 'traveling' and 
'emerging' from Mother Nature. This applies to the concept of unique ideas 
themselves. 

q. To the 'whole' one 'span of time' has no more significance than another 
'span of time' located within unique entities of 'knowing' because 'spans of 
time' have no significance to the whole for time is not found as 'an' 
element of the whole but rather is 'an' element of individual entities. 

r. Etc. 
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Things emerge from the physical, emerge from Mother Nature and 'enter' the abstract. The 
physical emerges from 'within' the abstract and unique experiencing, creating, 'knowing' can 
develop from experiencing 'within' this 'region'. Newness emerges through the process of being 
separated from totality through a process called 'exclusion through inclusion' versus the more 
commonly understood concept of 'exclusion through separation'. 

Reopening the walls of confinement 

A Cartesian system implies a 'beginning' and an 'end' even though the 'end' may not be 
perceivable. A Cartesian system 'going' from here to there, going from infinite 'smallness' to 
infinite 'largeness' suggests all 'things' lie somewhere between the two. This in turn suggests 
totality is the summation of all 'things'. 

'From' beginning towards the end is the perceptual direction Aristotle initiated. This does not 
imply only 'one' direction of perceptual observation. Such a perceptual observation has a 
seemingly infinite number of possibilities: 



Potential 
Origins 




And 



Potential 
Origins 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 
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and 




And 




140 



The Error of Aristotle 



By no means did Aristotle 'limit' us in our ability to perceive. Aristotle did not have the 'power' 
to 'control' us. Aristotle simply took the step towards examining the universe, examining Zeno's 
concept of multiplicity. Aristotle took the step towards examining all 'things' found 'within' the 
universe. In essence, Aristotle began an examination of the region of Limited Abstracts. 

Unfortunately, we, humanity, took this to be 'the' way and the only way to go. We ignored 
abstraction. We ignored going back to Zeno. We ignored taking 'a' step towards understanding 
seamlessness, abstraction. 

When one maps humanities perceptual historical path beginning with Zeno, one obtains: 




The question becomes: What happened? Why did we ignore the other half of Zeno's implied 
system.? 

We forgot the second half of Zeno's implied system because it is easier to 'believe' what one sees 
than to believe one's rationality. The last perceptual means of development to succumb to the 
principle, 'Seeing is believing.' was philosophy. As we discussed earlier in this tractate, 
philosophy held out admirably for almost two thousand years before it joined the ranks of science 
and religion in embracing this principle. 
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As the last graphic suggests, we moved collectively towards the concept of 'The universe exists 
and we are in the universe.' As such, we accepted an inside to the universe. We accepted a 
Cartesian perception of 'beginning/end' and rejected the concept of multiplicity/physicality and 
seamlessness/abstraction existing simultaneously in an independent yet dependent manner. For 
that matter we even left behind the concept of abstraction being 'the' form of existence and the 
physical being simply an illusion. With the acceptance of an 'inside' but not an 'outside' to the 
universe we moved towards the concept of monism verses pluralism. 

Now why mention it as monism verses pluralism rather than as monism verses dualism? The 
reason might better be depicted graphically than verbally: 

Monism verses dualism: 



Emerging out of Aristotle's perception 
regarding one basic existence: 

Multiplicity 
Physicality 



The Physical: 
Objects lacking 

'knowing 



The Physical: 
Objects containing 

'knowing' 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 



In a sense, the above is simply a line of continuum representing monism. Such a continuum 
develops through the perception of consciousness being an innate characteristic of unique physical 
structure. 
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Monism verses pluralism: 



Emerging out of Zeno's perception regarding 
two basic existences 

Seamlessness & Multiplicity 
Abstraction & Physicality 



The Physical 
Objects 
lacking 

'knowing 



Point A 
Moving through the 
perceived physical in 

order to 
Expand 'outwardly' 
Its abstractual knowing 






The Abstract 




Objects 


► 


containing 




'knowing' 





1. 

Each entity existing 

independent 
one from the other 




2. 

Each entity 
dependent 
one upon the other 


The whole 




Existing 




As a system 




Of the two: 




Independency & Dependency 


Seamlessness & Multiplicity 


Abstraction & Physicality 



You may notice there is a lack of a 'connecting' line. The lack of such a line implies the two are 
separate entities. It does not imply one does not affect the other, nor does it imply the two are not 
interconnected, interwoven. 

Within 'a' system of symbiotic panentheism, the growth of abstract concepts evolves and is 
'created' through growth of 'virgin consciousness'. Virgin knowing expands uniquely through the 
parameters of free will choosing in an uninfluenced manner how it will do so. Free will choosing 
to grow uninfluenced by stability and perceived of what 'is' 'outside' the physical. 
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What it means to Humanity specifically and all forms of virgin consciousness universally 
generally 

The result generated by the new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 
'Being", leads to a concept of infinite expansion of abstraction through growth. To put it another 
way, the result leads to opening the door to Humanity's prison. 

This may not seem like such a significant concept until one begins to reflect upon the question: 
Does confining humanity, does encaging humanity, lead to an increase in violence? If such is the 
case, then 'opining the 'walls' Aristotle built around the physical, may lead to a reduction of 
human violence universally. . . 

If such is the case then perhaps the detail given to the re-examination of Aristotle's system may 
not be insignificant after all. 

Aristotle's 'closed system' closed us off from the abstractual and 'placed' us 'within' the physical. 
Aristotle's system imprisoned us and as such we moved forward with our mimicry of the physical 
as opposed to our option of moving toward the perception of being abstractual. Physical hedonism 
became rational behavior and abstractual hedonism became irrational. 

Mimesis, as described by Renee Girard, grew out of the closed system initiated by Aristotle. 
Mimeses is the act of learning behavior through the act of mimicry. Mimesis is the act of 
mimicking the physical animalistic behavior we find all around us. Mimesis becomes what we 
embrace since it is what we 'see'. The concept of 'altruistic' behavior becomes just that 'altruistic' 
since we cannot 'see' it's abstractual rationality. Altruistic behavior therefore appears to be 
baseless thus 'altruistic'. 

By opening up Aristotle's system and establishing the rationale of abstractual existence we move 
'altruistic' behavior to the level of simply being reasonable and we move animalistic behavior to 
the level of being irrational behavior for an entity encapsulating abstractually perceptual abilities. 
Physical hedonism thus gives way to abstractual hedonism and becomes rational only if one 
'wishes' to perceive oneself as being simply a physical 'thing', perceive oneself as being simply 
temporary. 

The result: 

Responsibilities emerge: 

1 . The first responsibility: to universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness 
(one's self and others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: to journey unimpeded 

The understanding of 'a' solution to the paradox Aristotle initiated can be graphically depicted. 
Using Ockham's razor to the maximum, we obtain the graphic: 
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Generically speaking: we obtain symbiotic panentheism or more simply put: 'being' being 
'Being'. 

As such, should the universe 'dissolve', 'implode', 'die', we will remain 'within' abstraction, we 
will remain a part of the whole and nobody can take that away from you regardless of any denials 
on your part. 

But doesn't this do just what Aristotle did to Zeno's 'system'? Isn't enclosing abstraction in a 
'box' in essence the same as enclosing humankind in a circle? Surprisingly, no it is not the same 
thing but that also is another topic found outside the scope of this tractate 

If we must wait to understand the true nature of freedom, then where are we to go from here? We 
are about to examine perhaps one of the most treasured dreams of humankind. We are about to 
examine the potential reasonableness of freedom existing 'within' the confines of time. We are 
going to move forward in time itself. We are going to leave Zeno - 500 BC and Aristotle - 384 
BC and visit Boethius - 480 AD. 



We now understand that 

Aristotle is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' 
being filled Cartesianism, into that of being 'the' system filled with both Cartesianism and non- 
Cartesianism. As such, systems with a beginning end format and systems without a beginning end 
format, with the help of Aristotle, now have a location within which each dominates. As such, the 
understanding regarding the role of the Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism as well as the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism no 
longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of such an 
interrelationship is not only recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it is now 
understood how Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism interact one with the other. 



1 Question: What was Aristotle's own views on the existence of God? The sentence implies that 
he was an atheist. Answer: This is not to imply that Aristotle was an Atheist, rather it is to imply 
that the perception of reality being 'what is' leads to historical development of the 'lack' of 'a' 
causative force of the universe, leads to the historical development of a Hegelian foundationless 
system lacking the concept of 'beginning'/'end' as Eastern philosophy suggests. 

2 Question: Why were those repercussions unavoidable? Answer: Certain types of 'action' leads 
to what we perceive to be 'unavoidable' reactions. An example: If one steps off a cliff, one will 
fall. Now this not need be the case for one may step off a cliff and find one is held up by an 
invisible floor, however, the most likely result, the most assured result of stepping off a cliff is that 
one will fall. Confining, placing a person within a sensory deprivation chamber can eventually 
lead one to forms of violent actions while within the chamber in order to find a means of gaining 
sensory input once again. Now granted the universe is 'quite' large, but it becomes confining 
nevertheless when one establishes a 'boundary' to the universe. The 'boundary Aristotle 
established is the limit of matter, energy, time, and distance. 

3 Question: Why use the "caged animal" metaphor? Answer: Renee Gerard suggests humanity 
learns behavior through mimicry. The 'caged animal' metaphor simply uses the concept of 
mimicry and applies a natural understanding of what happens to 'free animals' being 'caged' to 
that of humanity being 'caged through the limiting of knowledge itself. 

4 Question: Would people of religious faith agree with you on this point? Answer: In spite of the 
fact that people of faith often wish to dismiss science, it science finds enough factual evidence to 
support their claims, for the most part, even people of faith eventually accept the findings of 
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science. As such they either learn to the scientific concept around their religion or they mold their 
religion around the scientific concept, i.e. the earth is spherical, the sun is the center of the solar 
system, man can fly, . . . 

5 Question: The word "suppressed" implies conspiracy and intent. Are you sure it was intentional, 
or simply a consequence or by-product? Answer: It was intentional - see Zero - The Biography of 
a Dangerous Idea, by Charles Seife, Viking Penguin, 2000 

6 Question: Are you being fair in stating that Philosophy sold out humanity? Answer: Absolutely! 
Philosophy has become 'a' toy of the academics and as such has shut itself off from the public. 
The only philosophers recognized as having any form of authenticity are those whose credentials 
include: Professor, Dr., affiliated with. . ., from the University of. . ., etc. It is not the idea, which 
has merit with 'philosophers' but the source. 
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Tractate 3 

The Error 
Of 

Boethius 



The Paradox of: 

Free Will 



The Need for: 

God, Free Will, and Immortality 
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1 . 525 AD Boethius - The Error of: 

Free Will - a new perception 2000 AD 




The error: The paradox of free will and divine foreknowledge 

The perception: Boethius moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system being filled 
with free will into that of being 'the' system filled with both free will and divine foreknowledge. 
As such, free will and divine foreknowledge, with the help of Boethius, now have a location 
within which they can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of both free will 
and divine foreknowledge as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between 
free will and divine foreknowledge not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of 
the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 3 

Boethius - The Error of 
Free Will Confined within the Boundaries of Determinism 



Part I: Creating the paradox of 'the' System 'containing' free will 
Introduction 

Free will confined within the boundaries of determinism is simply an illusion of free will. 

'There can be little question that Boethius, more than any other philosophic author, 
helped the great Schoolmen to retain a general comprehensive view of the world as a 
whole, in spite of the distractions of their minute inquiries. 

Boethius presented humanity with a model of a metaphysical system, which led to an 
understanding regarding how it is men retain free will within the parameters of an all-knowing 
entity. Boethius' metaphysical system describes an omniscient God and It's interrelationship to 
free will. Examination of Boethius' metaphysical system becomes the point of the first part of this 
tractate. The second part of this tractate is an examination of a means by which we can embrace 
such a system while freeing ourselves of the contradiction divine foreknowledge, determinism, 
pre-destination, or predestination impose upon the very concept of 'free' will. 

Paradoxically, the process of freeing ourselves of the confines of determinism is accomplished 
through a process of removing free will from the realm of determinism and then reinserting free 
will back into determinism through a process of 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation 
through exclusion'. The exploration of 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation through 
exclusion' is itself fully explored in Tractate 8: Russell. Although the in depth understanding 
regarding the concept of 'separation through inclusion' must wait for the Russell Tractate, we will 
initiate the understanding regarding such a concept within this tractate. 

Boethius argued we must accept free will as being recessive, submissive to divine foreknowledge, 
determinism, pre-destination, and predestination. Now if submissive independence is not an error, 
what is? 

Is Boethius to blame for our having been able to resolve the paradox regarding free will and divine 
foreknowledge? 

The answer is no. We are now the ones responsible for not resolving the issue regarding the 
paradox of the simultaneous independent existence of free will and determinism. Philosophers 
have expanded our understanding of abstraction and scientists have expanded our understanding of 
the physical. Now it is up to us to merge the two sets of knowledge. We have the knowledge. 
Therefore, it is up to present day metaphysicians to assemble these pieces of the puzzle and create 
a new metaphysical model. 

An alternative metaphysical perception, metaphysical model, to Boethius' metaphysical 
perception exists. The problem is to gain the attention of religion, philosophy, and science, all of 
whom have rejected the very validity of metaphysics itself. 

With this in mind, let's examine what it was Boethius laid out for us as a metaphysical perception. 
Let us then proceed to examine why this metaphysical system was accepted as a logical argument. 
We will then examine why such a metaphysical model advanced intact through history followed 
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by an examination as to why it is we have not yet discarded this metaphysical system. Finally, let 
us examine why it is we can now file Boethius' system away as an interesting perception found 
within the annals of philosophical history as opposed to its status of being an unresolved 
perplexing paradox of philosophical perception. 

A misconception of determinism 

Determinism and free will are perceived to be the two states of being/action found only 'within' 
process - reality (vb). This is a limited perception. It is a perception of 'confinement'. In order to 
expand our perception regarding free will and determinism, it will help to examine the types of 
action, which appear to exist. 

There appear to be three types of action correlating to the three regions of truth, the existence of 
'relativistic truth' as explored in the previous tractate: Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems. 

Action can be categorized as either active or passive. 

In terms of action, there is being/action in the active sense and being/action in the passive sense. 
This statement suggests only two forms of action rather than three forms of action. Upon closer 
examination, however, one finds each of these two forms of action, these two forms of 
being/action are themselves subdivided into two subgroups. 

Doesn't such a statement imply there are in fact only two forms of action? No, there are four 
forms of action, which emerge from the two primary sets of action. Each of these four forms of 
action are not themselves relegated to a lesser significance than the two sets from which they 
emerge. It is the action itself, which 'is' as opposed to the two sets within which they can be 
categorized. 

Understanding Boethius requires only the examination of three of the four forms of action. It is for 
this reason Part I: The Introduction of this tractate suggests there are three forms of action. 
Understanding the resolution to the paradoxical independent existence of free will and 
determinism requires the examination of all four forms of action. It is for this reason Part II: 
Resolving Boethius' Paradox deals with four versus three forms of action. 

Part I deals with three regions within which 'a' unique truth can be found to exist. 

Part II expands upon this understanding to include not three but four regions, not three unique 
truths but four unique truths. In fact, it might better be said: Each of the four action forms 
dominates a particular 'region' of 'location and that 'a' unique truth exists as 'a' unique dominate 
form of action, which 'gives' the 'region' its unique innate characteristics. 

Such a statement, however, is misleading for it would better be said that each region of first truth 
evolves an innate characteristic through the primary action found to dominate the region itself. 

To begin understanding the means of resolving Boethius' paradox, we must first examine 
Boethius' metaphysical system in terms of three action forms. 
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Three forms of action 

Before naming the three forms of action, it will help to briefly examine the three 'regions', which 
contain their own unique 1 st truth. The in-depth examination of such an understanding was 
explored in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems. 



The whole 
Timelessness 

The Void of space/distance 
Abstractual existence 



The whole universe 
Time 

The presence of Space/distance 
Physical existence 




The whole individual 

Abstraction found 'within' Physical existence 



Having identified three 'locations', we can list three action forms. We can then demonstrate why it 
is we find such action existing as an innate characteristic of the region. We can demonstrate how it 
is first truth is first truth while being first truth only from the point of view of the region itself. In 
short, we will both demonstrate what is meant by the term 'relativistic first truth' examined in 
Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems and demonstrate how 'relativistic first truth' can 
resolve the paradox of the independent existence of free will and determinism. 

Action: 

I. Passive action 

1 . Action bound by the laws of nature 

2. Action bound by the laws of determinism 

II. Active action 

3. Action bound by the laws of free will 
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Expanding upon our diagram through the placement of action, we obtain: 



Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 



The 'whole' - complete individual 
Abstraction - packets of 'knowing' found 
'within' the whole 



Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 




The whole 
Timelessness 

The Void of space/distance 
Abstractual existence 



The whole universe 
Time 

The presence of space/distance 
Physical existence 



Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 



The whole individual evolving 

Abstraction found 'within' physical existence 



And why is it actions found bound by the laws of nature and actions bound by the laws of 
determinism are both considered to be 'passive' forms of action? Action bound by the laws of 
nature and actions bound by the laws of determinism are both 'predetermined' and as such, they 
are not 'free' but 'bound' to be what they are. 
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This is not to imply actions bound by the laws of nature are each proceeded by conscious 'intent' 
to have the action be what it is. Rather it implies that the laws of nature determine action naturally. 

Within a system of divine foreknowledge, it could be said: Actions bound by the laws of free will 
are also 'bound'. Such a perception, however, evolves out of a perception that being 'bounded' by 
the lack of control of one's action is a form of control itself. Such a perception is correct. 
However, it is not correct in the sense one may first think. Actions bounded by the laws of nature 
and actions bounded by the laws of determinism are forms of 'controlled actions', which lie 
'outside' the realm of one's control. Actions bound by the laws of free will are by definition 
'controlled' in the sense that they are not controlled by a source 'outside' one's control but rather 
controlled by one's self. 

The question then arises: What do we call states of 'being'? Such existence is said to simple 'be' 
without action. In essence, there is no action to such forms of existence found within the physical 
universe. A rock exists, an atom exists, a star exists. These are forms of simply 'being' often 
referred to as states of being as opposed to states of action. 

One may object and point out that a star is a dynamic object. It is in essence a summation of many 
states of action. Fusion is but one such process taking place 'within' the star. This form of action 
does not apply just to the star however. The rock is composed of its own unique forms of action. 
Atomic vibration, subatomic particle movement, heat exchange, electromagnetic interactions, etc. 
'fill' the rock with action no less than the star is 'filled' with action, states of active being. 

These states of action are not forms of determinism. These forms of actions are actions bound by 
the 'laws' of nature. Such actions are discoverable through observation and measurement. We call 
such action, actions bound by the laws of nature. Laws of nature are not only predictable but lend 
themselves to a concept known as formulation. Formulation is simply a predictable pattern 
capable of being expressed through a mathematical equation. We may not have the mathematical 
sophistication capable of predicting all such actions but there is no denying we are working 
diligently on developing just such a level of sophistication. We may not have the time to develop 
this level of mathematical sophistication. The concept of limited time, however, is not stopping us 
from exploring such mathematical formulations. 

Such states of being/action, process - reality are not examples of determinism. They are instead 
actions generated by the laws of nature, which are inherent in our universe. Such actions are 
universal to our universe because they exist within a universe where such laws 'rule'. It is very 
possible such laws of nature may not exist in another universe. It is possible other universes abide 
by different Taws' or lack of Taws' as we might perceive an existence lacking 'rules' to be. 

We are not, however, here to discuss unique possibilities regarding a variety of existences 
potentially found within unique universes. We are here to understand our personal universe. Part 
of understanding our universe, understanding ourselves, understanding the whole, understanding 
the interactions of the three lies in understanding action. 

Actions bound by the 'laws' of nature are not forms of determinism nor are they forms of free 
will, they are rather just what they were stated to be, actions bound by the Taws' of nature. 

What are actions classified as forms of determinism and what are actions classified as forms of 
free will? Actions of determinism and actions of free will are actions, which are not bound by the 
'laws' of nature. 
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Newton identified three basic laws of action, as well as inaction. Inaction is an extreme form of 
action. Inaction is the purest form of minimalistic action found on the extreme end of the action 
continuum. 

Newton's laws 2 of motion/action existing 'within' nature: 

1 . A body continues in a state of rest or uniform motion in a straight line unless it is 
acted upon by external forces. 

2. The rate of change of momentum of a moving body is proportional to and in the 
same direction as the force action on it, ie. F=d(mv)/dt, where F is the applied force, 
V is the velocity of the body, and 'm' its mass. If the mass remains constant, F = 
mdv/dt or F= ma, where 'a' is the acceleration. 

3. If one body exerts a force on another, there is an equal and opposite force, called a 
reaction, exerted on the first body by the second. 

Actions of determinism and actions of free will are distinguishable from forms of action or 
inaction bound by the laws of nature. If one jumps off a cliff, they will fall. The process of falling, 
the action of falling is bound by the 'law of nature'. The decision to jump is a case of personal 
choice. One decides to jump or not to jump. 

It is the issue of choice being an option or not being an option, which is to be addressed in this 
article. It is the issue of whether the book of life 'is already written' or whether the book of life 'is 
in the process of being written' which is to be examined in this tractate. It is the development of a 
new means of 'looking' at, of perceiving the function of determinism existing simultaneously 
with, yet independently from, free will. It is the intent of this article to demonstrate that not only 
do the two, free will and determinism, exist uniquely and simultaneously but they do so in a 
critically interdependent fashion. 

The concept regarding a critical interdependence of free will and determinism establishes a 
metaphysical system wherein determinism and free will are dependent upon each other for their 
very existence as unique forms of action. 

But what of actions bound by the Taws of nature'? Actions bound by the laws of nature will find 
themselves addressed in detail throughout this work. One need but revert to Tractate 1 : Zeno and 
Seamlessness to find such an example. Within Tractate 1, one can find a detailed discussion 
regarding a region where an understanding emerges regarding the 'real' being simultaneously a 
'real illusion' and the 'real illusion' being simultaneously the 'real'. 

Limits placed upon Boethius 

To understand Boethius' metaphysical system one must understands the place in history Boethius 
occupied. Boethius followed Aristotle. It was Aristotle who, as we discussed in Tractate 2, closed 
the 'region' we call reality. 
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Zeno 



Progress 



The Universe: 



The Physical 
The Abstract 
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The Universe: 

Is a System filled with: 

The Physical 
The Abstract 




Aristotle 





Boethius was therefore faced with one and only one choice in terms of where to place all action, 
be they actions bound by the laws of free will or actions bound by the laws of determinism. 



Zeno 



Aristotle 



1 Progress 



Boethius 




The Universe: 

Is a System filled with: 

The Physical 
The Abstract 



Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 
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This is better understood if we diagram it as: 




The diagram demonstrates there being no 'outside' to 'reality'. Why is there no 'outside' to 
Boethius' 'observable' reality? There is no outside to physical reality because Aristotle closed it 
off from rational perceptual examination through the process of establishing a subconscious 
acceptance of the concept: 'Seeing is believing.' 

The result of Aristotle's action: Free will and determinism found themselves immersed 'within' 
the universe and only the universe. As such, humanity had no choice but to reconcile the 
apparently contradictory actions classified as free will and determinism. 

The process of finding a solution to the apparent paradoxical coexistence of free will and 
determinism existing simultaneously within the same location was the fundamental objective 
Boethius attempted to establish in his work: Boethius - The Consolation of Philosophy. The 
problem Boethius confronted, however, emerged from the limits within which Boethius found 
himself. Boethius found himself limited to 'a' reality comprised of the physical. As such, Boethius 
found himself limited to developing a means of reconciling the existence of free will and 
determinism 'within' the limits of a 'physical system'. 

An in depth examination of the paradox Boethius generated regarding the coexistence of free will 
and determinism can better be understood after having refreshed oneself with a few ofBoethius' 
thoughts extracted from his tractate: The Consolation of Philosophy. 

Some thoughts expounded by Boethius 

Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy 

Book V, section III: 

'Look,' I said, 'there is something even more difficult I find perplexing and confusing. 
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'Tell me,' she said, 'though I can guess what is troubling you.' 

'Well, the two seem clean contrary and opposite, God's universal foreknowledge and 
freedom of the will. If God foresees all things and cannot be mistaken in any way, what 
Providence has foreseen as a future event must happen. So that if from eternity 
Providence foreknows not only men's actions but also their thoughts and desires, there 
will be no freedom of will. No action or desire will be able to exist other than that which 
God's infallible Providence has foreseen. For if they can be changed and made different 
from how thy were foreseen, there will be no sure foreknowledge of the future, only an 
uncertain opinion; and this I do not think can be believed of God. ... 

Book V, section IV: 

Then Philosophy spoke. 'This is an old complaint about Providence. 

'It cannot be that what is foreseen as a future event does not come to pass. It would be as 
if we believed that what Providence foreknows as future events are not going to happen, 
instead of believing that although they happen, they were not predestined in their own 
nature. You will easily be able to see it in this way; we see many things before our eyes 
as they happen, like the actions we see charioteers performing in order to control and 
drive their chariots, and other things of this sort. But no necessity forces any of them to 
happen in this way, does it? 

. . . 'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, before 
they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of necessity. For just 
as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on what is happening, so 
foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But this is 
all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge includes 
the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Herein lies the crux of Boethius' argument, we, humans must accept his argument for it 
supposedly rises above human rationality and flows into the rationality of God, approximates 
God's rationality which is and forever will be unknowable to us. 

In short, Boethius is saying: It is so even if we cannot comprehend it. And just what is 'it'? 'It' is 
the perception: 'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge. . .For just as the 
knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on what is happening, so foreknowledge 
imposes no necessity on what is going to happen.' 

According to Boethius, divine foreknowledge, existing simultaneously with legitimate free will, is 
what it is. Such a concept reduces free will to a state of irrationality. The simultaneous existence 
of free will existing as free will even though the actions are pre-known is to be accepted as free 
will because Boethius has decided that such a state of existence is a primary theorem. As we can 
see from the previous quotes, Boethius tells us such a basic premise is to be accepted as a non- 
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debatable theorem. Why is it Boethius claims we must accept, without debate, such a theorem? 
We must accept such a theorem because the theorem resolves the paradox of free will existing 
simultaneously with divine foreknowledge. 

Such a perception is proposed as an ironclad theorem of metaphysics because it establishes a 
means of creating a rational understanding of an irrational position. In essence, Boethius attempted 
to rationalize an irrational metaphysical position. We cannot completely fault Boethius. There is 
no denying that Aristotle's perception of the physical universe existing as 'the' system is a very 
tempting metaphysical system to embrace. 

Aristotle established the scientific perception of there being 'a' singular location of existence. 
Aristotle established the scientific perception of there being 'a' location bound 'within' the 
physical, bound by the limits of the physical, confined by the limits of the physical. There is little 
doubt that such a metaphysical system is very difficult to refute since we can 'see'/observe this 
metaphysical system. 

Only an observable system, a physical system, is 'provable' through observation/measurement, an 
action of the physical itself. Abstraction is not measurable. Abstraction itself is not observable. 
What is observable in terms of abstraction is the affect abstraction has upon the awareness found 
within the physical. Free will and determinism are not the action itself but rather intent, which 
initiates action found within the physical. This is what is meant by: Free will being confined 
within the same boundaries, as determinism. 



Boethius' metaphysical system 

Boethius' metaphysical system displays free will as being confined within the same boundaries as 
determinism. 




It is obvious from the metaphysical system diagramed that the three forms of action must be 
reconciled metaphysically in terms of their interrelationships 'within' such a system. 
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To assist us in understanding the three forms of action we will examine the three forms of action 
through a series of diagrams: 

Key: 

Action 1 : Actions bound by the laws of nature 
Action 2: Actions bound by the laws of free will 
Action 3: Actions bound by the laws of determinism 



r - 1 



Boethius' metaphysical system placed all three forms of action 'within' the same container and 
shook up the three forms of action until they were completely emulsified. As such, the appearance 
of equality of action emerged. As with all emulsions, however, if one 'waits' long enough, the 
emulsion of action will eventually separate into layers of relative value. 



Such a process would take on the following initial appearance: 



r - 1 



r - 1 
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This, over time, settles into its various layers of value and becomes: 



Layer/level 3 : 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 



Layer/level 2: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 



Layer/level 1: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 



********* 



\.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J 



f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i 



Within Boethius' metaphysical system, determinism becomes level one for without levels, two 
and three being predetermined by level one levels two and three could not exist. Level two, a 
location for level three, becomes level two for without level two level three has no 'place' to be 
and as such could not exist. 

The graphic ofBoethius' metaphysical system, when viewed from the point of perception 
regarding higher levels of value, higher levels of dominance of one over the other, becomes: 



Of greatest value: 
Action bound by the 
laws of 
determinism 



f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i 



Of lesser value: 
Action bound by 
the laws of 
nature 



Of least value: 
Action bound by 
the laws of 
free will 



\.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J 



********* 



This form of categorizing action provides the logic of accepting, as well as provides the means of 
understanding how it is determinism could exist 'within' a region of free will. This form of 
categorizing action provides an understanding as to how it is possible for one form of action, free 
will, to fall 'under' the influence of determinism through the action of determinism superceding 
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free will. An example of just such a situation would be one forcefully holding the hand of another 
on a hot stove. This action supercedes the desired action of the victim and thus the concept of 
'victim itself emerges. 

Within Boethius' metaphysical system, what happens to the concept of 1 st truth? First truth 
precedes the 'levels' generated by such a system: 



3 rd truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 



2 nd truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 



1 st truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 



********* 



\.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J 



f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i f-i 



But, one may say: How could it be that first truth does not correlate to anything other than what 
Boethius suggests? Boethius used the metaphysical system Aristotle suggested: The physical is 
real and the physical is 'the' system. Isn't that in fact why 1 st truth is called 1 st truth? Doesn't the 
concept of there being 'a' single location of existence itself suggest there is 'a' singular 1 st truth to 
which this system can be reduced? 

As we shall see in the next few sections, the answer to both questions is 'Yes' if we apply 
Boethius' 'layers' of truth to the Aristotelian metaphysical system of 'a' location of existence 
being the universe itself, being physical existence itself. 

As we shall see in Part II, the answer to both questions is 'No' if we apply an independent location 
for each form of action for there are not three 'locations' of existence equating to three forms of 
action but rather there are four locations independent of each other equating to four forms of 
action. 



Boethius' metaphysical system and social acceptance 

Boethius' metaphysical system appears to provide the understanding necessary regarding the 
paradox of omniscience and free will existing simultaneously. Boethius' system provides the 
rational explanation regarding the contradictory simultaneous existence of an 'all knowing' whole 
and men having 'control' of their lives. Boethius appears to provide an understanding regarding 
why men are responsible for their actions in the presence of divine foreknowledge. 
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However, does Boethius' metaphysical system really provide answers regarding the contradictory 
simultaneous existence of free will and divine foreknowledge - predestined results, or is Boethius' 
metaphysical system simply a system which attempts to do so while falling short of the mark? 

Is there any other choice? Is there any other metaphysical system, which solves the paradox? Is 
there any metaphysical system which would remain standing once we applied Ockham's Razor to 
an alternative solution regarding 'free will' and divine foreknowledge, omniscience', existing 
simultaneously? 

Presently there is no other alternative metaphysical system other than Aristotle's metaphysical 
system of there being only one location of existence. As such, even today, we still perceive 
Boethius' solution to be 'the' solution to the paradox of free will and divine foreknowledge 
existing simultaneously. Thus: 

'There can be little question that Boethius, more than any other philosophic author, 
helped the great Schoolmen to retain a general comprehensive view of the world as a 
whole, in spite of the distractions of their minute inquiries. ' 3 

remains the order of the day. 

And so it is we continue to accept Boethius' solution: 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Boethius' metaphysical system and perpetual historical acceptance 

Historically we had little choice but to accept Boethius' metaphysical system for we had no 
'place' else to place either 'free will' or 'determinism' or 'free will and determinism' for that 
matter. 

Until we understand the concept of multiple locations of existence, we 'will' continued to accept 
Boethius' solution: 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Boethius' metaphysical system and why it is we have not presently discarded 

We presently have no choice but to accept Boethius' metaphysical argument regarding the 
contradictory simultaneous existence of free will and determinism existing 'within' the confines of 
a physical universe for the very confines of the physical is 'the' location Aristotle recognized as 
being 'existence', 'the' existence. 

We remain 'boxed in'. We insist upon following the primary principle of science that if one 
cannot measure it, it has no validity in terms of 'existing'. 4 As such, we relegate faith and reason, 
two means we have of developing truth, understanding truth, to the level of being second-rate 
perceptual tools. Because we perceive faith and reason to be second-class perceptual tools, we 
submit to the perception of observation/science being 'the' only 'true' perceptual tool we have in 
our arsenal of perceptual weapons. We 'believe', have faith in, and we think it is 'rational', 
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reasonable, that our understanding of the whole and of our, individualities' relationship to the 
whole is comprehensible only through what it is we 'see', what it is we can measure. 

Where does this leave us in terms of our present perceptions regarding the contradictory 
simultaneous existence of the individual's free will and the whole's divine foreknowledge? It 
leaves us in the same state of confusion regarding the interrelationship of determinism and free 
will as we experienced over fifteen hundred years ago: 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

In short, we remain frustrated. We continue to fall back upon the argument: 'Get used to it, 
because that's just the way it is.' 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

The wall of perception 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 5 

So it is our debates, regarding religion, begins. So it is our predisposition regarding ontological 
rationality emerges. All our debates regarding ontological, cosmological, and metaphysical 
discussions begin with a conscious or subconscious foundation that: 'It is not allowed to man to 
comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 

This is no way to begin a discussion regarding the concept of 1 st truth. This is no way to begin a 
discussion of 1 st principle. Who would dispute the concept that we 'cannot 'know' truth to be 
'truth'. However, just as surely as no one would deny we may not be able to 'know' truth to be 
truth, no one would profess we are incapable of defining 1 st truth, 1 st principle, as best we can. 
Having defined 1 st truth, we are then capable of proceeding with the dialectic regarding the 
defined truth and the impact such a defined truth has upon ourselves, our universe, and the whole. 

Without the acknowledgement of our being able to define 'truth' as best we can and moving on 
from that point, all science collapses. Without the acknowledgement of our being able to define 
'truth' as best we can and moving on from there, all faiths evaporate. Without the 
acknowledgement of our being able to define 'truth' as best we can and moving on with life itself, 
all reason becomes sheer irrationality itself. 

Time after time our religious, scientific, and philosophical opinions fall back upon the ultimate 
point of view we throw in the path of arguments persistently eroding away at our bastions of 
reason, faith, and observation: 'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of 
the divine work.' 

If we have in fact reached the limits of metaphysical philosophical arguments, it is not because 
there is no infinitely expansive realm of metaphysics left to be explored. If a metaphysical limit 
has been reached it is because we have defined the further limits of metaphysics to be nonexistent 
through the proclamation that: 'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of 
the divine work.' 

Boethius' words: 'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine 
work.' Are repeated over and over because they themselves are the words describing the barrier 
which keeps us separated from the great expanse of creativity regarding our further understanding 
the interactions and interrelationships between 'being'/individuality, being/action, process - 
reality, and 'Being'/the whole. 

As such, within this tractate, within this work, we are going to reject the concept of: 'It is not 
allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' while at the same time 
accepting its basic premise. This may sound contradictory but it is not. In essence, what we are 
going to do is accept that while the statement, ' . . .man may not be able to comprehend in thought 
'all' the ways of divine work.', we are going to presume that any questions man is capable of 
initiating, man is capable of resolving. The only limits man is incapable of understanding are 
limits man is incapable of defining. 

This is an exciting principle. It is the very principle that establishes as well as accepts humanity's 
purpose in terms of leaning and humanity's purpose in terms of gaining knowledge will never 
come to an end as long as 'the' universe exists. Such a principle establishes: If one loves the 
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pursuit of knowledge, as it appears our specie does, then one need never agonize as regards 
potentially approaching the end of the learning process. 

With this in mind, we have little choice but to accept the concept that free will may in fact exist 
independent of determinism and vice versa, determinism may in fact exist independent of free 
will. In fact, we may have little choice but to accept the fact that both statements exist as 'truths' 
simultaneously. 

How can we make such a statement when it appears we have apparently rejected just such a 
statement through our initial rejection of Boethius' metaphysical perception regarding the 
simultaneous existence of free will and divine foreknowledge? 

The very perception of the simultaneous existence of: 

1 . Free will existing independent of determinism 

while 

2. Determinism exists independent of free will 

is where the essence of this tractate lies. How can this be the essence of this tractate if the point of 
this tractate is to dismantle the issue of determinism and free will existing simultaneously as 
Boethius professes them to be? It is not the concept regarding the very existence of free will, 
divine foreknowledge, and the universe, which are being questioned. Rather what is being 
questioned, is the limited confinement itself, the limits we place upon such concepts that are being 
challenged within this tractate. 

Boethius asserted that we can create a solution regarding the two concepts: free will and 
determinism, through the process of mixing the two. Try as we might over the last 1500 years, we 
have been unable to create a 'solution' regarding the two. We have only been able to create a 
mixture of the two. 

A true solution of free will and determinism would create a system where each is independent of 
the other yet a system where each is dependent upon what the other has to offer. More 
contradictions? The statement is only a contradiction if one retains our present philosophical 
orientation of being 'enclosed' within 'a' system rather than being 'enclosed' within a system, 
which finds itself in turn enclosed within a system. 

We have a perception regarding a metaphysical system in place. One aspect of the perception we 
have in place was alluded to via Zeno. Aristotle identified a second aspect of the perception. 
Boethius then began the process of introducing a contradictory perception, which confused the 
issue regarding the simultaneous existence of free will and determinism. Boethius embraces 
Zeno's self-stated assertions of uncertainty as well as Aristotle's arguments regarding the universe 
being the only 'location' of the action. 

In order to embrace both Zeno and Aristotle, Boethius strongly suggests that free will and 'divine 
foreknowledge' are compatible in the form of adjacent actions of multiplicity found 'within' a 
region of multiplicity itself. 

The complexity of such a statement requires the application of Ockham's razor in order to reduce 
the statement to a more intelligible form. If the statement is unintelligible as it is, why make the 
statement in the first place? The statement is made because it accurately represents where we as 
philosophers presently find ourselves. Boethius led us into such depths of confusion. Boethius led 
us into the blind alley. However, can we really lay the blame upon Boethius for our being mired in 
the perpetual cyclical argument:. 
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'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 

We cannot, in good conscious, 'blame' Boethius for our previous inability to break out of the 
catch 22 within which we find our present metaphysical thought 

We, you and I and you and I together, willingly, through the process of free will, accept Boethius' 
presumptions. We embrace such a perception under the assumption that we are limited creatures 
not just in terms time but also in terms of timelessness itself. We embrace such a perception in the 
name of being humble before the majestic awesome presence of an 'all knowing' entity. 

False modesty leads to the entrapment of the mind within the confines of prison walls impossible 
to break through. The only way we have of breaking through our self-created wall of confinement 
is to break down the wall of humility we have built around ourselves. Boethius may have built the 
wall of limits within which we find ourselves entrapped, but we are the ones who have passively 
accepted their perceived impenetrability. 

To free ourselves of these prison walls, we must rely upon ourselves. The method of breaking 
through this wall of perception is to replace the perception itself with a new perception. 

Having said this, let's begin an examination of 'the wall' 




'the wall' 



We perceive free will and determinism to coexist not as a mixture but as a solution in and of itself. 
Try as we might, oil and water do not naturally create a solution. They are incompatible and that is 
just the point. Free will and determinism do not create a solution and as such, we cannot 
comprehend an alternative potential solution unless we are willing to remove the walls of Aristotle 
and begin looking for a different perception regarding how to incorporate the two, free will and 
determinism, into a different metaphysical model than the one Boethius suggested. 

Boethius asserted the two, determinism - 'divine foreknowledge' as he puts it, and free will exist 
side by side, exist as companions forever tied to the very substantive travels of all individuals be 
they human or other forms of existence which have the distinctive mark of free will stamped upon 
their brows. 

The only means we have of throwing off the yoke of determinism is through a new means of 
perception regarding just where it is we perceive ourselves to be. Such a perception would have 
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the effect of allowing ourselves to redefine what it is we understand ourselves to be. Such a 
redefinition would have the impact of allowing us to establish an understanding of just why it is 
we may exist as individuals and why it is we may exist as the sole remaining member of the 
specie, Homo sapiens. 

It is possible to model an understanding demonstrating how pure free will can exist 
uncompromised by 'divine foreknowledge'. In the process of building such an understanding, we 
will establish a model where free will and determinism may not only be independent of each other 
but may simultaneously be interdependent of each other's existence. The final result: We will see 
how it is metaphysics is alive rather than being 'dead' as we presently 'believe'. 

Even more excitingly, we will begin to gain an insight as to how it is metaphysics retains an ever- 
moving horizon, which may well extend infinitely beyond our reach just as finality to the extent of 
knowledge itself may extend infinitely beyond our reach. 

This tractate, however, is not the tractate within which this last statement will be specifically 
examined. The detailed examination of such a statement will have to wait for tractate 18: The End 
of the Beginning. For the time being, we must stay on track and return to our understanding 
regarding a new solution to the long-standing paradox regarding the simultaneous presence of free 
will and divine foreknowledge. 

Rationalizing the irrational 

T must be right because you don't 'know' that what you are telling me is an absolute.' 

What is this argument that because we have perceptual limitations, there are things we cannot 
'know' and therefore it must be accurate to assume 'divine foreknowledge' exists yet 'divine 
foreknowledge' is not determinism. 

Is a metaphysical system, which embraces the simultaneous existence of free will and determinism 
co-existing in the form of adjacent actions of multiplicity, found 'within' a region of multiplicity 
itself, a logical point of metaphysical perception? In terms of a metaphysical system of the past, 
yes it is. In terms of the new knowledge we have gleaned over the last millennium and a half, no it 
isn't. 

It is time to update our perception of rational metaphysical perceptions. In order to do so, lets 
examine a new metaphysical system to understand just how free will and determinism may coexist 
without contradicting one another as is the case with Boethius' metaphysical system. 

The limits of language 

We live 'within' the limits of what it is we are able to communicate to each other. We live 'within' 
this thing we call language. The implication is we will never 'know' truth. 

Regardless of whether or not one agrees with such a statement, one cannot ignore the fact that we 
are confined by language. Likewise it must be remembered that we are immersed 'within language 
and thus must either find a means to break out of the limits language places upon us or we must 
expand language to meet our expanded perceptions. 
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We presently embrace concepts such as: 

Free will has been predetermined yet predestined acts remain acts of free will. 
Predestined free will is free will. 

Free will immersed within divine foreknowledge is free will 

We accept such contradictions because we 'believe' 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

We hide behind the perception that it is 'too difficult' a paradox to understand the whole and as 
such we submit to arguments that we should not 'waste' our energies upon such impossible tasks 
as understanding the relationship between free will and determinism. 

Until we refuse to end our actions of hiding behind the conceptual perception that it is too 
complicated to revise language so as to elevate language to the level capable of describing 
advanced metaphysical perceptions, we will never understand how it is: 

Free will that has been predetermined is not free will. 
Predestined free will is not free will. 

Free will immersed within 'divine' foreknowledge might very well be free will 

It is understandable why we hesitate to release the concept of determinism and begin to embrace 
the full ramifications of free will. Free will places a yoke of responsibility upon each and every 
one of us. Determinism, on the other hand: 

1 . Provides the rational for our not being responsible for our actions 

2. Accepts our actions as a matter of fact, actions which we cannot avoid 

3. Excuses our need to take responsibility for our action 

Who would be so irrational as to accept one's responsibility for one's own action when there is a 
way to avoid such responsibility? That may be a fair statement, but to ignore 'what is' in favor of 
'what is not' does not nullify 'what is' being 'what is'. 

Should we be afraid of exploring a rational understanding of the whole and our relationship to the 
whole? Perhaps, on the other hand, perhaps Churchill provided some insightful perspective we can 
apply to such a situation when he said: 'We have nothing to fear but fear itself.' 
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Oil and Water 

Free will and determinism are like oil and water - you cannot put them together and obtain a 
solution. You may put them together but what you obtain is simply a mixture. 




So, which is the water and which is the oil? Is free will oil or water? Is determinism oil or water? 
If one is oil is the other water? 

When one performs the operation of mixing oil and water one obtains oil being contained within 
water unless one factors in the container itself. If one factors in the container itself, one may obtain 
a layer of oil coating the inside of the container within which water is found to contain the droplets 
of oil. This is not to be ignored for the analogy itself exists. For the time being however, we have 
little choice but to ignore this aspect of the analogy and move on with our discussion. The more 
complex analogy will be addressed later. 

As such, lets examine the two possibilities: 



170 



The Error ofBoethius 



Possibility 1: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 




Oil/free will 



Water/determinism 
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Possibility 2: 

Oil/determinism 
Water/free will 




Possibility #1 suggests free will is found immersed 'within determinism. Possibility # 2 suggests 
determinism is found immersed 'within' free will. Which is the 'correct' perspective? 

Let's examine the two possibilities and see where it gets us. As we do so, lets change the shape of 
the container for the purposes of making them more user friendly: 
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Possibility 1: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 




becomes: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 
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Possibility 2: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 




becomes: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 









Water/determinism 
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Now one will object to possibility #2 due to the general perception that oil is less dense than 
water. The objection evaporates, however, when one acknowledges that it is not oil and water we 
are examining but free will and determinism. Neither free will nor determinism can be measured 
in terms of density but the two are recognized as incompatible and thus the only rational we have 
been able to apply to our understanding regarding the existence of both existing simultaneously 
lies in Boethius' argument that the two can coexist if we accept: 

. . . 'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, 
before they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of necessity. 
For just as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on what is happening, 
so foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But this is 
all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge includes 
the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Boethius argues we must accept what we cannot possible understand as being what it is men say it 
is. Boethius argues we must accept our limits and stop trying to gain an understanding since we 
will never be able to understand. Boethius implies we have the ability to outline the problem but 
not the ability to understand the solution. 

So it is we have remained mired in the lack of understanding. 

Boethius states that free will finds itself subordinate to determinism, finds itself subordinate to 
divine foreknowledge yet remains free will and we must accept this in spite of the contradictory 
position such a statement forces us to assume. 

In spite of the historic acceptance of such a position, the question remains: Is 'free will' free or is 
free will subordinate to determinism? The true existence of free will as opposed to the 
subordination of free will to determinism is what we must rationally examine and examine in 
detail. 

The analogy of oil and water lies at the heart of the debate regarding: a) the independent - oil 
above water, b) the independent - an oil and water emulsion, or c) the interdependence - 
simultaneous existence of free will and determinism existing as a solution. 

Why all the concern regarding the two simple concepts of free will and determinism? If our 
actions are 'controlled' by the forces of determinism, we, each one of us, is 'controlled'. If our 
actions are 'controlled' by a 'higher' force - we are controlled. If our actions are controlled by 
ourselves - we are free. 'Being's' puppets or 'being free' that is the issue. 

This dialectic does not immerse itself only within past arguments, but rather this dialectic suggests 
a new solution to the debate. This dialectic suggests we reexamine the paradox from a new 
metaphysical perception. The new metaphysical perception is known: 

a. Metaphysically as 'being' being 'Being' 

b. Generically as 'symbiotic panentheism' 
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Let's begin to examine a new solution to this age old question regarding the simultaneous 
independent existence of free will and determinism by dividing action into four categories found 
'within' this thing we call existence. 

The four forms of action: 

Four forms of action: 

Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

The passive action of being is action in the form of the primal state of existence as 
opposed to other forms of action emerging from the primal state of existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are passive actions taken by inanimate objects 
as well as actions that simulate the action of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, 
a rock exists, you exist 

Active action: 

3. Free will 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' object, action which 
could go various ways and whose action was directed by the 'knowing' object of it 
own accord. 

4. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended actions have 
been overridden by actions of free will generated by a dominating second 'knowing' 
object 

This form of categorizing action provides the logic of accepting, as well as provides the means of 
understanding how determinism could exist 'within' a region of free will. This form of 
categorizing action provides an understanding how free will can fall under the influence of 
determinism through the action of determinism superceding free will. An example of just such a 
situation would be one forcefully holding the hand of another on a hot stove. The action of holding 
someone's hand in the fire supercedes the desired action of the victim to remove their hand and 
thus the concept of 'victim itself emerges. 

Passive action: 

1. The state of being: What 'is' 

The state of being is a form of action requiring no 'knowing'. The state of being is: 

a. The most basic form of action. 

b. The most elementary form of all forms of action. 

c. The primal state of existence. 
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All other forms of action emerge from this most basic form of action. 
Examples of states of being: I exist. A rock exists. 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature: What 'is being' 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are action requiring no 'knowing'. Since these 
actions require no 'knowing' they are classified as forms of passive actions. These 
are actions taken by inanimate objects. Such actions also include the actions of 
animate entities that simulate the action of inanimate objects. 

Examples of actions bound by the laws of nature: When dropped from a cliff, a rock 
falls. When dropped from a cliff, you fall. 

Active action: 

3. Actions bound by the laws of free will: What 'will be' 

Actions bound by the laws of free will are 'knowing' actions taken by a 'knowing' 
entity and are independent of the laws of nature and independent of the laws of 
determinism. These actions are actions directed by the 'knowing' entity. 

Examples of actions bound by the laws of free will are: I will step off the cliff. 

4. Actions bound by the laws of determinism: What 'has been' 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism are active 'knowing' actions taken by a 
'knowing' object and are independent of the laws of nature. These actions are actions 
taken by a 'knowing' entity whose intended actions have been over-ridden by actions 
of free will generated by a dominating second 'knowing' entity. 

Examples of actions bound by the laws of determinism are: I am, against my will, 
pushed off the cliff by an entity itself bound by the laws of free will. 

Having classified action in this manner, it is now possible to find a unique location for these four 
forms of action. The process of 'finding' a unique location for the four forms of action, provides 
us the means of examining the unique function of each action to the whole. 

The unique location of: 

1. What 'will be': A location for 'being' - individuality 

2. What 'is being' : A location for being - action, process/reality - the universe 

3. What 'has been': A location for 'Being' - the whole 

4. What 'is': A location for being - existence of existence 

The order listed is different from the order originally listed. There is a reason for this. The order 
was intentionally reordered to emphasize the concept: 

The individual value related to the four action forms have no relative greater significance 
or lesser significance to the metaphysical system within which they are found. The 
metaphysical system within which the four actions forms are found could not be 'the' 
unique metaphysical system it is if any of the four forms of action were to be eliminated. 
The value of each form of action is not a value of relativeness but rather the value of each 
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of the four action forms have not only equal value for its own self but have equal value 
for each of the remaining three. 

It must be emphasized repeatedly that the order is unimportant due to the lack of relative value 
existing within the system itself. What is important is the existence the four action forms. Without 
the existence of any of the four action forms, the system of 'being' being 'Being' becomes 
something it is not, which is a dynamic system. 



What 'will be': Free will - A location for 'being' - individuality 

A location for Free Will: The existence of 'the potential to be' 
A location of: What 'will be' 



Established, completed 
Units of Knowing 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Location of 
Determinism 




Evolving, incomplete 
Units of Knowing 



The 'location' of free will is a location where 'knowing' develops. The location of free will is 
itself a process. The location of free will, the 'location' of the process of what will be, provides the 
'location' for the development of 'becoming'. As such, under free will, 'becoming' develops itself 
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as a unique point of knowledge. It may even be possible that this 'location', the 'location' for the 
action of pure free will, itself grows as the entities of knowing gain a more in depth understanding 
of the 'location' itself. In essence, the very growth of knowledge, the very growth of the 'location' 
where 'becoming' becomes, may influence further development of that very location. 

Such a statement strongly implies: Complex abstractual perceptions developed through 'knowing' 
evolving 'within' a location where free will exists, may lend themselves to shifts of the location 
itself which in turn could conceivable alter the very perceptual potential of its very 'occupants'. 
This could lead to an infinite number of qualitative and quantitative variations of evolution of the 
location of free will, thus expanding the 'location of free will's' very ability to influence the 
development of new units of knowing. 

As complex as this may all appear, the simple point remains: It becomes obvious why 'location' 
becomes a necessary component of a metaphysical system such as 'symbiotic panentheism. ' The 
whole has the characteristic of not only being but the whole is dependent upon the existence of 
free will to 'produce', evolve, establish unique units of knowing which expand the very knowing 
of the whole. 

The reason determinism, as an aspect of the whole, is found 'outside' free will is because the 
knowledge, which has been established, the knowledge, which 'is', is. Each unit of knowing is a 
part of the whole. Each unit of 'knowing' can be 'examined' as infinite variations of partial units 
of itself, yet each unit of knowing can be 'examined' as a whole unit in and of itself found within 
the greater Whole. 

Since there is a seemingly endless, infinite number of units of 'knowing', units of knowledge, 
units of perceptions gained through the process of acquiring knowledge while evolving within a 
location for free will, there emerges a sense of omniscience of the whole. In fact, there would be 
what one would call omniscience of the whole. 

The question then becomes: Does free will exist as a part of the whole? Within a metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being', free will does exist as a part of the whole for there is a location of 
free will located 'within', and therefore is a part of, the whole. 

The question then becomes refined: Does free will exist as a part of the whole void the 'locations' 
of free will? In essence the question becomes: Does the whole as itself have free will? 

Well now, this is a question, which goes to the understanding of the whole as the whole as 
opposed to the interrelationship of individual units of knowing and the whole. This is a question 
philosophy has never asked before because philosophy did not understand the concept of the 
whole having its own knowing separate from its knowing as the sum of individual packets of 
knowing which was thought to equal the whole. It was never considered how it was possible for 
the whole to be greater than the sum of its parts. 

So again: Does the whole have free will other than that found within the physical universe within 
which knowing itself grows? 

The question leads us back to the concept: Which came first, the chicken or the egg? 

In terms of the whole: Could the whole have developed free will as a mechanism of growth or did 
the whole exist initially as the whole whose primal characteristics included the innate 
characteristic of free will? Alternatively, did the whole become the whole because it in fact used 
its preexisting free will to develop itself in the manner with which it does so? 
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This is not a typical question asked of metaphysics. Rather the question is a more theoretical 
problem requiring a theoretical solution. In essence, metaphysics, with the aid of these tractates, is 
becoming specialized into a field of theoretical metaphysics as opposed to the more practical 
metaphysics we find within our perception regarding reality of the physical universe, as we 
perceive it today. Again, another field of metaphysics arises, practical metaphysics. Once we 
begin to ask the more theoretical question we find ourselves being able to do so only 'after' we 
have accepted the more basic premises of metaphysics. The very acceptance of basic metaphysics 
premises produces what we call Practical Metaphysics. And with the establishment of practical 
metaphysics comes a natural out cropping, Metaphysical Engineering, the process of shaping 
society based upon what our most acceptable metaphysical system implies. The emergence of 
Metaphysical Engineering suggests Plato may have been more correct than he ever dreamed when 
he stated: It is the philosopher who should head government. 

What is: Divine foreknowledge - A location for 'Being' - the whole 

A location for divine foreknowledge: the existence of 'what is' 
A location of: What 'has been' 

Near the beginning of the book: Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Classics, 
1969, one finds the statement: 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 
(Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, IV, 6) 

Boethius then ends his work with the statement: 

'What does it matter, then, if they are not necessary, when because of the condition of 
divine foreknowledge it will turn out exactly as if they were necessary? The answer is 
this. It is impossible for the two events I mentioned just now - the rising of the sun and 
the man walking - not to be happening when they do happen: and yet it was necessary for 
one of them to happen before it did happen, but not so for the other. And so, those things, 
which are present to God, will without doubt happen: but some of them result from the 
necessity of things, and some of them from the power of those who do them. We are not 
wrong, therefore, to say that if these things are considered with reference to divine 
foreknowledge, they are necessary, but if they are considered by themselves, they are free 
of the bonds of necessity: just as everything that the senses perceive is universal if 
considered with reference to the reason, but individual if considered in itself. 

'But, you will reply, if it lies in my power to change a proposed course of action, I will be 
able to evade Providence, for I will perhaps have altered things which providence 
foreknows. My answer will be that you can alter your plan, but that since this is possible, 
and since whether you do so or in what way you change it is visible to Providence the 
ever present and true, you cannot escape divine foreknowledge, just as you cannot escape 
the sight of an eye that is present to watch, though of your own free will you may turn to 
a variety of actions. 

'Well, you may ask, isn't divine knowledge changed as a result of my rearrangement, so 
that as I change my wishes it, too, seems to change its knowledge? The answer is no. 
Each future thing is anticipated by the gaze of God which bends it back and recalls it to 
the presence of its own manner of knowledge: it does not change. . . but with one glance 
anticipates and embraces your changes in its constancy. . . So that the difficulty you put 
forward a short time ago, that it was unfitting if our future is said to provide a cause of 
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God's knowledge, is solved. The power of this knowledge, which embraces all things in 
present understanding, has itself set a limit upon things and owes nothing to events, 
which come after. And since this is so, man's freedom of will remains inviolate and the 
law does not impose reward and punishment unfairly, because the will is free from all 
necessity. God has foreknowledge and rests a spectator from on high of all things: and as 
the ever present eternity of His vision dispenses reward to the good and punishment to 
the bad, it adapts itself to the future quality of our actions. Hope is not placed in God in 
vain and prayers are not made in vain, for if they are the right kind they cannot but be 
efficacious. Avoid vice, therefore, and cultivate virtue: lift up your mind to the right kind 
of hope and put forth humble prayers on high. A great necessity is laid upon you, if you 
will be honest with yourself, a great necessity to be good, since you live in the sight of a 
judge who sees all things.' 6 

In essence, Boethius stipulates the book is already written. 'To which book are we referring?' one 
may ask. We are referring to the book, which has more significance to ourselves than any other 
book. We are referring to the book, which outlines life itself. We are referring to what one might 
call the 'Divine Book'. 

The Divine Book includes the chapters: Divine Foreknowledge, Pre-destination, Predestination, 
and Determinism. 

The book to which Boethius refers is not an ongoing book but rather a closed book, a completed 
book. The closed book - the fallacy of the argument regarding a 'closed' book and God opening 
the book does not mean the ending is not 'known' just because the players themselves do not 
know the ending until they get to the end. 

We speak of 'a' book because Divine Foreknowledge suggests all is 'known'. As such, the 'book' 
has been written. So where is it one finds the 'divine book'? One finds the divine book located in a 
region of established abstraction void actions bound by the laws of nature: 




Unit A 



The Whole 



Perhaps one could say: The book is not 'a' book but rather 'a' set of books. 
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Such a perceptions could be represented as follows: 




This representation demonstrates the concept Boethius suggested regarding Divine 
Foreknowledge. So, what is the difference between the first and second diagram? The difference 
lies in the different perception, which emerges from each perception. 

The first diagram suggests the existence of 'a' book and thus suggests 'all is known' to the whole. 

The second diagram suggests a series of books, which in turn suggests a production of books. The 
second diagram suggests there is a 'source' of these books. As such, the question arises: Is there a 
'location' from which the books evolve? 

The first diagram suggests the existence of 'a' book: 




The Whole 
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Upon further examination, 'The Divine Book' becomes: 




And then, since 'the' Divine Book contains 'all knowing' we in essence have: 




The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
The second diagram suggests a series of books: 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 




The Whole 



One could depict the concept of an 'emerging/evolving' 'knowing, depict the concept of 
'emerging/evolving' books as" 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 




The Whole 



Evolving 
Divine Book 
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Now isolating the 'evolving' Divine Book in order to facilitate it's evolving uninfluenced by what 
is, we obtain: 




Evolving 
Divine Book 



We are back to the concept of abstraction existing 'outside' the physical. Once again, we are back 
to the solution we examined in Tractate 1 : Zeno and Seamlessness. Again, we find ourselves 
confronted with the concept of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' coexisting as was discussed in 
Tractate 1 . The diagram clearly demonstrates the relevancy of the solution we examined within 
Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems, the concept of 'relative first truth' as opposed to 
Aristotle's implied existence of 'a' 'first truth'. 

Determinism is determinism, predestination is predestination, the book is the book, and divine 
foreknowledge is foreknowledge be it divine or otherwise. 

Philosophically, it has often been said that life is but a book already written within which living 
entities of reality can no more see what is to come than can the characters in a book. 

If one should open the book at page 15 today or tomorrow, the results are the same. The characters 
on page 15 have no idea regarding what will happen on page 456 regardless of how many times 
the book has been read from cover to cover by the 'whole', by totality, by 'God'. Regardless of 
how many times 'God' rereads 'the book', the 'story' remains the same for Divine foreknowledge, 
as espoused by Boethius, remains Divine foreknowledge. Within 'Boethius' metaphysical system, 
regardless of the fact that the 'whole' may be found existing hunched over the book and rereading 
it for the hundred millionth time, the ending remains the same. 

Some would say language is too limited to allow us the ability to understand what it is we cannot 
possible perceive. Again how ludicrous, if we can perceive the overall concept then the overall 
concept is not outside our ability to perceive the concept itself. 'A' concept may take some time 
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to develop language capable of expressing the concept we perceive. It may take time to develop 
our understanding in order to express the concept we think we understand. It may take time to 
expand upon our perceptions in order to express what it is we sense our perceptions to be but 
which we have difficulty fully understanding. Regardless, if we do not 'presently' find it within 
ourselves to express what it is we 'perceive', eventually we will be able to express what it is we 
could not temporally express. 

What does this have to do with Boethius? If we insist upon embracing the concept that there are 
things we conceptualize but will never be able to understand, then we shall remain ignorant of 
understanding not because we can 'never' understand but because we choose not to understand. 

The only way to begin to understand the concept of 'determinism' and 'free will' existing 
simultaneously is through the process of remaining open and rejecting suggestions that we accept 
our lack of understanding as being simply a limitedness of our abilities. In short we cannot resolve 
the paradox of free will and determinism existing simultaneously until we dismiss Boethius' 
resolution to the issue as being simply something we have to accept, as being beyond our 
intellectual abilities. 

Zeno, with the introduction of the paradoxes of time and space, reached the philosophical level of 
understanding what it is we sense but could not express in the time period of 500 BC. For two and 
a half millennium, we have been 'stuck' at this level. We have embraced Boethius' resolution to 
the problem, the concept of our limitedness, because we have been unable to express a solution to 
the problem. We are now at a point where we can begin to understand seamlessness existing 
simultaneously with multiplicity. We are now at a point where we can begin to understand how it 
is the physical world, multiplicity, can exist simultaneously with the abstract, seamlessness. Such 
understandings now begin to emerge through understanding the concept of seamlessness existing 
independent of multiplicity, through understanding that seamlessness, abstraction, exists 
independently of multiplicity, the physical, through understanding one existing 'inside' the other, 
through understanding a greater Reality existing 'outside' physical reality, through understanding 
the physical, multiplicity, existing immersed 'within' timeless existence itself. 

What 'is being': Determinism - A location for being - action, process/reality - the universe 

A location for Free Will to act: The process: individuality, 'being', becoming 
A location of: What 'is being' 

We have briefly examined the need as well as the rationality regarding 'a' location for both free 
will and divine foreknowledge 

What then of determinism: Isn't determinism the same thing as divine foreknowledge? We often 
consider the two to be the same concept. Therein lies one of our problems regarding the 
paradoxical perception that free will and divine foreknowledge exist simultaneously as 'the' 
dominant form of action located 'within' the 'same' location. 
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By classifying action into four classes, we find a separate location for determinism. Presently we 
have proposed: 
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So where does this leave us regarding 'a' location for determinism? We have 'a' location for 
which one of the four forms of action has not been attributed: 



Location for: 
Determinism 




Now we begin to understand what is meant by the concept: Determinism 

Passive action: 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature: What 'is being' 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are actions requiring no 'knowing'. Since these 
actions require no 'knowing' they are classified as forms of passive actions. These 
are actions taken by inanimate objects. Such actions also include the actions of 
animate entities that simulate the action of inanimate objects. 

Examples of actions bound by the laws of nature: When dropped from a cliff, a rock 
falls. When dropped from a cliff, you fall. 



What 'is': Pre-destination/predestination - A location for being - existence of existence 

A location for determinism to act, a location for free will to act, the process of the whole 
becoming, a location of What 'is' 
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What is 'intended': Determinism and free will simultaneously independent 

What then are we to say regarding our fourth form of action: Actions bound by the laws of: The 
state of being: What 'is'? 

This is perhaps the most interesting of the four forms of action for it is this very action, which 
makes the concept of separation of free will from divine foreknowledge possible. 

Passive action: 

1. The state of being: What 'is' 

The state of being is a form of action requiring no 'knowing'. The state of being is 
the most basic form of action. This form of passive action, the state of 'being' itself 
is the most elementary form of passive action. The primal state of existence is the 
most basic form of action. All other forms of action emerge from this most basic 
form of action. 

Examples of states of being: I exist. A rock exists. 

Where are we to find such action? It would appear there is 'nowhere' to place such action other 
than 'outside' the system thus once again rendering the system an incomplete system. 

To understand the fourth location it will help to first simplify the concept. We do so be examining 
a simple circle: 




At first glance, it would appear the circle divides space into two regions: 




The 'outside' 
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Upon closer examination, we find this to be an incomplete perception. In actuality, the circle 
divides space into three regions: 



The circle itself 




The 'outside' 



With this in mind, we can reexamine our previous diagram and as we do so it becomes apparent 
that there is not only 'a' location for our fourth form of action but in fact there are three locations 
for our fourth form of action: 
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Three Locations for: 
What is 

Existence of existence 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of determinism 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of free will 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of divine foreknowledge 



Location for: 
Determinism 
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Functionality of action 

Now we have a problem. We come back to our previous statement: 'Having classified action 
(classified action into distinct groups) in this manner, it is now possible to find a location for these 
four forms of action. 

To refresh our memory regarding these groups we see we have two major groups each of which 
are further divided into two subgroups: 

I. Passive action 

a. States of being 

b. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

II. Active action 

a. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

b. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

At first glance it would appear there are three forms of active action and one state of pacifity. How 
is it 'action' bound by the laws of nature are passive when they involve motion. Metaphysically all 
forms of action, regardless of whether or not they are 'in' motion or simply existing, without 
'knowing' are passive forms of action. 

This then brings us back to our previous examination regarding the 'levels' at which actions are 
placed: 



4 th truth: 




Action bound 




by the laws of 
free will 


********* 


3 rd truth: 




Action bound 




by the laws of 




nature 


\.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J 


2 nd truth: 




Action bound 
by the laws of 


r _ 1 r -, | r -, | r ~ "j r ~ "j r ~ "j r ~ "j r ~ "j r ~ "j 


determinism 




1 st truth: the 




state of being 





Part II of this tractate found a new level of action being introduced into the model. As such the 
dynamics of the graphic has been expanded to include four action forms versus three action forms 
found in Part I of this tractate 
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Two questions emerge from the information we have: 

1. How is it possible one form of action is, can be, appears to be, more significant than 
another if all forms of action exist? 

2. How can there be four simultaneous independent 'locations' for action when we 
'know' of only two possible forms of action: the active and the passive forms of 
action. 

Regarding question #1 : 

There is no rational answer to the question. The only way to answer the question is to simplify our 
diagram. Rather than 'level's of one dimension we will mold action into a two dimensional state: 

We will begin the process through the application of Ockham's razor by removing the perceived 
relative values of significance we previously illustrated: 

********* 

\.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J \.J 
r -i r -i r -i r -i r -i r -i r -i r -i r -i 



Applying Ockham's razor once again, we obtain: 
* 

r - -J 
► 

If we then establish boundaries of existence for actions bound by the laws of nature, we obtain: 
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/ \ 
/ \ 

I \ 
\ J 

\ / 



r - 1 



If we continue to expand upon the boundaries enclosing actions bound by the laws of nature we 
obtain: 



r - 1 
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If we then establish boundaries of existence for actions bound by the laws of determinism, we 
obtain: 



/ 



\ 



/ 



\ 



\ 



\ 



/ 



/ 



Now why expand the boundaries regarding actions bound by the laws of determinism beyond the 
boundaries of actions bound by the laws of nature? We do so first to respect Boethius' concept of 
divine foreknowledge being 'within'. The concept of actions being 'found' 'within' totality 
applies to all forms of action. We do so secondly because, as we shall see, it provides the means of 
resolving not only Boethius' paradox of free will versus determinism but it also resolves Zeno's 
paradox of seamlessness versus multiplicity. In addition, the action of expanding the boundary of 
actions bound by the laws of determinism in such a manner as to encompass actions bound by the 
laws of free will allows for the resolution of Aristotle's paradox. As we shall see in another 
tractate, this very perceptual process allows for the resolution regarding the paradox of a Kantian 
Cartesian system versus a Hegelian non-Cartesian system. In fact, such a perceptual model, 
provides a means by which we can resolve a myriad other metaphysical, ontological, and 
cosmological paradoxes as well. 
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But back to the task we have been addressing, understanding 'location' of action.. The question 
then becomes: What then of: 



Why it becomes: 



Or: 



Whose 'location of existence becomes quite obvious when we remove the clutter and label the 
'locations' of action: 




This does not appear to answer question #2: How can there be four simultaneous independent 
'locations' for action when we 'know' of only two possibilities? We understand the concept of the 
entity and the concept of the universe, our reality. 
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Perhaps this can more simply be explained through the examination of a circle: 




There appears to be two locations in this diagram: 

1 . The inside of the circle 

2. The outside of the circle 

In actuality, however, there are three locations to this diagram: 




The 'outside 
the circle 



With this in mind, we can then identify the four locations of our previous diagram: 
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But how can a 'location' implement 'action'? It cannot. What implements action are entities 
themselves. How then do we reconcile such a statement with the diagram above? We cannot if we 
retain Zeno's perception as discussed in Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness: 




Nor can we reconcile such a statement if we retain Aristotle's perception as discussed in Tractate 
2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems: 




However, we can reconcile the questions: 

1. 'But how can a 'location' implement 'action'?" 

2. How can there be four simultaneous independent 'locations' for action when we 
'know' of only two possibilities? 



198 



The Error ofBoethius 



if we go back to the previous diagram: 




The entity 'within' the circle, within the physical obviously exists, obviously exists within a 
region of action bound by the laws of nature, intuitively exists within the region of action bound 
by the laws of free will - actions that do not defy the laws of nature. 

Where, however, is the entity implementing action bound by the laws of determinism? 
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The solution becomes apparent when the entity whose actions are bound by the laws of free will as 
well as whose actions are bound by the laws of nature are terminated by the laws of nature 
themselves and thus moves into the non-physical, pure abstractual location of existence. As such, 
the diagram becomes: 




Existence of 
no time 
and 

no distance 



Why do the discussion of time and distance suddenly enter the discussion. Time and distance enter 
the discussion because we understand time and distance to be functions of the physical, functions 
of space, matter, and energy themselves. As such, the introduction of these concepts at this point 
in the discussion helps us to visualize, in a less theoretical manner, the metaphysical system 
suggested. This helps to initiate discussions immersed in pragmatism. 



Locations for actions 

Four questions arise with the establishment of forms of action: 
There are four forms of action: 

a. The state of being: a form of passive action 

b. Actions bound by the laws of nature: a form of passive action 

c. Actions bound by the laws of free will: a form of active action 

d. Actions bound by the laws of determinism: a form of active action 
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The question: Why? 

Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of being? 
Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of nature? 
Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of free will? 
Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of determinism? 

The short answers: 

What is 
What must be 
What could be 
What is is 



Determinism 



Free Will 




What is 



What could be 



In order to expand our understanding regarding all this back and forth in terms of perceptual 
understanding, perhaps it would be beneficial to examine the concepts of divine foreknowledge, 
pre-destination, predestination, and determinism in a little more detail. 



Divine foreknowledge, pre-destination, predestination, and determinism versus free will 

Having touched upon the concepts free will, divine foreknowledge, pre-destination, and 
predestination it may help, before we move on with attempting to further resolve Boethius' 
paradox, to examine the four more closely as regards present day perceptions versus a new 
perception. 

Divine foreknowledge: 

The concept of divine foreknowledge suggests an awareness of all there was and all there is. The 
question arises does divine foreknowledge imply an awareness of all that will be. The very name 
'foreknowledge' suggests that to be the case but is it necessarily the case? 



201 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Present day perceptions: 



#3 < 



#2 




Within such a system, there is only one possible conclusion to the question: Does divine 
'foreknowledge' imply not only an awareness of what was and what is but an awareness of what 
will be? 

Since the location of all knowledge is 'contained' 'within #3, entrance of 'new' knowing unknown 
to an omniscient location would suggest the omniscient location is in fact a location without 
omniscience. The conclusion: Location #3, being omniscient, has no option but to have knowledge 
of what will be. 

This perception is rational yet unexplainable when examined in the face of free will being free 
will. Thus Boethius' statement: 

. . . 'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, before 
they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of necessity. For just 
as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on what is happening, so 
foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But this is 
all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge includes 
the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

becomes the rationale as to why this is so. Our lack of understanding is due to our limited 
perception relative to the Whole itself. We perceive the Whole as being what is found 'within' 
physical reality, within our universe. 

Can such an argument be circumvented? A modification of our present perception through the 
simple process of shifting the location of the physical reality from being placed within a void into 
being placed within a region of abstraction will resolve the issue. The perceptual development of 
an abstractual region not only eliminates the questionable region of a void, region #2, existing 
'outside' of regions #1 and #3 and thus simplifies the perception but the process of shifting the 
physical into existing 'within' the abstractual simplifies the repercussions regarding the concept of 
'death' itself. Interestingly enough, the concept of 'death' does not just apply to unique entities of 
'knowing' found 'within' the universe but applies to the unique entities of 'knowing' found 
'within' the abstract should the universe itself 'die'. 
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But why wouldn't the abstract shift into the physical as opposed to the physical shifting into the 
abstract? This discussion took place within Tractate 1 : Zeno and Seamlessness. 

Let's look in more detail at what we are suggesting. 

The new perception: 



#3 A . 









Within such a system, there is a new possibility regarding the question: Does divine 
'foreknowledge' imply not only an awareness of what was and what is but an awareness of what 
will be? 

Within such a system, since the location of all knowledge is 'contained' 'within' #3, entrance of 
'new' unknown knowing into an omniscient location would not require entrance for it would 
already be 'within'. As such, the concept of what will be would be a part of what is and thus 
becomes a form of what is versus what will be. 

However, wouldn't the entrance of unique entities of 'knowing' into #3 imply either a level of 
cardinality, an order of consecutiveness, or both? If we reexamine the diagram using a little more 
detail, we begin to find answers to just such questions regarding levels of cardinality and orders of 
consecutiveness. 



The abstract without the physical 
Without Time or Distance 



The physical without abstraction 
With Time and Distance 




The abstract with awareness of the physical 



The physical with awareness of abstractions 



203 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Such a perception does more than provide a symmetrical orientation to the perception we have of 
what we call our universe, what we call reality. 

Such a perception explains how it is possible to gain an entrance of 'newness', an entrance of what 
'will be' into what 'is' without our present understanding of 'newness' following 'oldness', 
without the need of our present understanding of consecutive order and our present understanding 
of 'levels' of cardinality in terms of individual significance. 

When 'newness', what 'will be', enters region #3, 'newness' carries with it an understanding of 
time and distance but enters a region lacking time and distance. As such, independent packets of 
knowing have no relative primal order upon which they depend once within region #3 . 

The same concept applies to relative concepts of 'worth'. This concept will be examined in detail 
within Tractate 4: Copernicus. In the mean time, let us return to the concept of 'free will' 
becoming simply a state of what 'is' within such system and thus the concept of what 'will be' no 
longer becomes an issue for region #3. The result: The concept, divine foreknowledge, becomes a 
possibility for region #3 while simultaneously being a non-issue for region #1. 

This process is best described as a process of separation through inclusion as opposed to 
separation through exclusion. This concept is described in detail in Tractate 8: Russell. Although 
the process of separation through inclusion best describes the system, Tractate 4: Copernicus lays 
the foundation to understanding such a concept through its dialectic regarding centricisn versus 
non-centricism. 

The new perception initiates an understanding regarding how it is 'free will' could exist 
simultaneously with 'divine foreknowledge'. This in turn allows us to discard Boethius' premise 
that humanity is capable of perceiving paradoxes including some of which humanity is incapable 
of resolving. 

Thus, Boethius' statement: 

. . . 'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, before 
they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of necessity. For just 
as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on what is happening, so 
foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But this is 
all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge includes 
the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

is on the brink of finally being able to be discarded, at least for the time being. Interestingly 
enough, while we may be able to discard Boethius' concept regarding the limitedness of entities of 
'knowing' we are able to retain Boethius' concepts regarding the simultaneous existence of 'free 
will' and 'divine foreknowledge'. 

So much for 'divine foreknowledge', but what of pre-destination? 
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Pre-destination: 

Pre-destination is the concept of individual entities of 'knowing' having a variety of locations to 
which the individual entities of 'knowing' can 'go'. In the case of pre-destination it would better 
be said: Pre-destination is the concept of individual entities of 'knowing' having pre-assigned 
locations to which they are sent irrespective of the desire of the individual entity of 'knowing', 
irrespective of the desire of any parts of the whole, and irrespective of the desire of the whole 
itself. Pre-destination applies to the situation where the entities of 'knowing' becoming separated 
from the physical should such a separation be possible. 

Present day perceptions: 



Within such a system, there are three possibilities: We are 'pre-destined' to enter one of three 
locations: 

1. Upon death we may enter the universe. However since the universe is immersed 'within' 
time, since time is an apparent innate characteristic of a matter/energy system, then when 
time ends abstractual knowing has two possibilities 

2. Upon death of the universe or before the death of the universe, abstractual knowing will 
enter either #2 or #3. If abstractual knowing enters #2 then abstractual knowing is alone, 
perhaps forever, fear enters the picture. 

3. Upon death of the universe or before death of the universe, abstractual knowing will enter 
either #2 or #3. If abstractual knowing enters #3 then abstractual knowing no longer 
remains isolated, fear exits the picture 

The criteria for entering #3: 'behavior' as pre-defined by 'men' or 'God'. 

The new perception: 



#3 "4 



#2 




#3 <4 
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Two possibilities: We are 'pre-destined' to enter one of two 'locations' 

1. Upon death, we may enter the universe. However since the universe is immersed 'within' 
time, since time is an apparent innate characteristic of a matter/energy system, then when 
time ends abstractual knowing has one possibility: 

2. Upon death of the universe or before death of the universe, abstractual knowing will enter 
#3. If abstractual knowing enters #3 then abstractual knowing remains but no longer 
remains isolated, fear exists the picture 

The criteria for entering #3: There is no criterion for entering #3, for there is no other possibility. 

The implication is that pre-destination no longer becomes a pre-destined destination but rather the 
location is singular. Only one location exists although that location may be subdivided into various 
distinct perceptual subsets. The result of a perception of singularity: the elimination of the need to 
'enter'. One is already 'in' the location of one's desired final destination. 

If pre-destination no longer becomes pre-destined in the sense that a choice of one of several 
destinations is 'made' or is 'assigned for one's self by a second party other than one's self, what 
then of predestination? 

The concept of pre-destination becoming obsolete is not the only resultant obsolescence the new 
perception, singularity of location, creates. 

Predestination: 

Present day perceptions: 

Predestination: The doctrine that man 's salvation or damnation was predetermined from 
eternity by God. When the doctrine holds that not only man 's eventual disposition but 
every event of his life is predestined, the position is identical to a special kind of 
determinism. 7 

Under an Aristotelian system, predestination suggests the 'divine book' has already been written. 
Predestination suggests, although one may not 'know' of one's future, the reader, the author, or 
both can certainly look ahead and discover what is to happen to the participants, the characters, 
'within' the book. This concept, however, eludes the characters found within the 'divine book'. 

The 'degree of action', possessed by the characters found within 'the divine book', separates 
predestination from various types and degrees of determinism. 

Regardless of the degree of separation, however, all forms of predestination and determinism 
embrace the concept of 'a' 'divine book'. One form of 'divine book' may be more interactive than 
another but they all have 'an' ending. 

The new perception: 

Within a perceptual system of singularity subdivided into subsets, time and distance are not what 
complete individual entities of 'knowing', entities of individuality; find themselves immersed 
'within'. Rather completed entities of 'knowing find time and distance immersed 'within' 
themselves. Time and distance find themselves immersed 'within' completed units of 'knowing'. 
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On the other hand, it is the 'forming', the 'evolving', 'incomplete' units of 'knowing' which find 
themselves immersed 'within' time and distance. 

The perception of the whole system creates a new understanding as to the 'meaning' of 
predestination. 

Before examining the new perception regarding predestination, let's reexamine the new perception 
regarding singularity of location. We will begin such an examination with a familiar diagram. The 
diagram is slightly different, however, from what we examined previously. In this diagram, the 
specific regions within which time and space can be found are identified. When examining such 
regions, do not overlook the significance regarding the difference between physically experiencing 
time and space versus abstractually perceiving time and space. 
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Three Locations for: 
What is 

Existence of existence 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of determinism 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of free will 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of divine foreknowledge 



Abstractually 
Perceiving 
Time and Space 



No 

Time or Space 
Abstractual existence 



Location for: 
Determinism 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Location for: 
Divine foreknowledge 




Location for: 
Free will 



Physical 

Time and Space 

Physical existence 



Evolving 
Divine Book 



Physically 
Experiencing 
Time and Space 
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So what does this do to the concept of 'predestination'? 
This perception moves predestination from being: 

Predestination: The doctrine that man 's salvation or damnation was predetermined from 
eternity by God. When the doctrine holds that not only man 's eventual disposition but 
every event of his life is predestined, the position is identical to a special kind of 
determinism?' 

To being: 

Predestination would now suggest the 'divine book' has not 'been' written but 'is being' written. 
Predestination suggests, although one may not 'know' of one's future, neither does the reader, 
neither does the author know of one's future for the future has not yet been written for the 'book' 
is written but on the other hand the 'book' is ever evolving within a 'location' of timelessness. 

Predestination would now suggest absolutely NO entity can look ahead and discover what 'is to 
happen' to the participants, the characters 'within' the book. The concept of 'knowing' how the 
story ends eludes all entities of the system including the entity of the 'whole' system itself. 

How can this be? The inability to understand the 'end' of the story becomes a characteristic of the 
system for the concept of time is not 'a' universal factor of the whole but rather time simply finds 
itself as 'an' aspect of subsets of the whole rather than being 'a' universal characteristic of the 
whole. 

As such, the 'divine book' appropriately becomes the epitome of the lesser known children's 
novel: 'The Never Ending Story'. And just why would such a perception be 'appropriate'? It 
becomes appropriate for it moves us into understanding that we are not a subset of a 'static' 
'whole' but rather we are a subset of a 'dynamic' whole and as such we do not have just a journey 
of exciting discover awaiting us but rather we have an 'endless' exciting journey of discover. 
Within such a perception, we will never run out of 'new' exciting experiences and fascinating 
previously unknown knowledge for 'newness' itself becomes an innate characteristic of the 
'whole'. Such a perception represents the fountain of youth for our specie, for how can one ever 
grow old when presented with an endless emergence of new frontiers to placate our unquenchable 
thirst for new knowledge. 

This new perception suggests the only form of 'predestination' lies in the concept of change itself. 
This new perception suggests we, as individuals and as a specie, are a part of this thing called 
'eternal change' in a much greater degree than we have every previously conceived. 

Within the new perception, although predestination and determinism embrace the concept of 'a' 
'divine book', they embrace it as a 'Never Ending Story' for the 'divine book' no longer has 'an' 
ending. 

How does this new perception affect the concept of determinism? Does determinism remain 
simply an extreme form of predestination, as we presently perceive it to be? 

Determinism: 

Present day perception: 

When the doctrine holds that not only man 's eventual disposition but every event of his 
life is predestined, the position is identical to a special kind of determinism 9 
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Within an Aristotelian system, the statement is absolute not only in terms of what it implies but in 
terms of what it so succinctly states. As such, no more need be said regarding present day 
perceptions of determinism. 

The new perception: 

To best understand the concept of determinism as it applies to a perception of singular location 
composed of subsets, a diagram once again will be the best manner to initiate the discussion. This 
diagram may look familiar, as it well should by now, but the dialogue boxes are now filled with 
the four forms of action: 



Established, completed 
Units of Knowing 



Unique entities performing: 
Actions bound by the laws of 
Free will 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Unique entities 
performing: 
Actions bound by the 
laws of 
Determinism 



The Whole 



Location 'Where' 
Actions of 
Determinism 
Influence Actions of 
Free will 




Location where 
Free will is unrestricted 
by the innate 
characteristics of time 
and distance found 
within the physical 



Location where 
Free will is restricted by 
the innate characteristics 
of time and distance found 
within the physical 



Evolving 
Divine Book 



Actions of 
'states of being' 



Evolving, incomplete 
Units of Knowing 
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Now what is the difference between regions #1 and #2 in terms of determinism? 
Region #2: 

Within this region, within the region of the physical universe, actions bound by the laws of nature, 
actions which are subject to the laws of nature, actions observed and measured through the fields 
of science: physics, genetics, chemistry, etc. 

Within this region, free will may operate but it does not operate unaffected by the laws of nature. 
Region #1; 

Within this region, within the region of pure abstraction, actions bound by the laws of nature are 
not found. As such, entities found 'within' this region have a much greater degree of potential acts 
they can 'perform' but the trade off is: They are unable to 'experience' 'originally'. Even though 
'free will exists within this region, no unique, no original 'change' takes place because 'unique 
change' is a function of time and time is a function of the sub-entities rather than being a function 
of the whole. 

In this section of the tractate, we have been giving a cursory examination to the concepts of divine 
foreknowledge, pre-destination, predestination, and determinism. One should note, that the 
concept of 'free will' has now been added to the equation. What of 'free will', does it change in 
terms of a 'new perception' as opposed to 'present day perception'? Absolutely, a perceptual 
change in our understanding of free will is where the heart and soul of this tractate lies. The 
understanding of a concept such as free will cannot be expressed in 'a' paragraph but rather takes 
a complete tractate to accomplish. The totality of this tractate is where a new understanding of free 
will lies. 

With this in mind, we need to examine the concept of free will in detail. Before we do, however, 
let's examine the concept of determinism in a little more detail. 

Internationality: the need 'for' a location of determinism 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism: What 'has been' 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism are active 'knowing' actions taken by a 'knowing' 
entity and are independent of the laws of nature. Actions of determinism are actions generated by 
a 'knowing' entity whose intended actions are to over-ride actions of free will generated by a 
second 'knowing' entity. Examples of actions bound by the laws of determinism are: I am, against 
my will, pushed off the cliff by an entity itself bound by the laws of free will. 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism tend to establish 'gods' and 'God'. What is the 
difference between 'gods' and 'God'? 'gods' are 'beings', physical essences, 'higher order' 
'beings' while God is an abstractual essence, 'higher order' 'Being'. 

'beings' versus 'Being', what is the difference? In the sense of the four actions identified by 
metaphysics, nothing. 

However, isn't there a difference of degree? Actually, there is no difference of degree. The action 
of overriding the free will of an entity is the action of overriding the free will of an entity. Isn't 
there a form of overriding the free will of an entity, which the entity in turn can overcome? If the 
entity whose freewill is being overridden manages to overcome the action of 'gods' or God and 
thus maintains its actions bound by the laws of free will, manages to maintain its desired course as 
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originally intended, then its free will has not been overridden. As such, free will becomes the 
dominant action and determinism, although it remains an issue, becomes the recessive action. 

Wouldn't an entity whose free will has been impacted by a 'god' or 'God' in an attempt to 
override the entity's free will, find its intended actions altered by those very attempts to override 
its initial actions in the first place? Certainly. Wouldn't such alterations be a form of 'overriding' 
the purity of action attempted by the entity attempting to initiate actions bound by the laws of free 
will? Absolutely. The degree of purity initiated by entities attempting to maintain their free will as 
well as the purity of actions initiated by entities of free will is not the issue here. Such concepts are 
discussions regarding what we call principles and issues regarding 'standing up for one's 
principles'. 

With this having been said, we can now examine what actions bound by the laws of determinism 
really are. Such an examination brings us back to the four forms of action: 

1. The state of being 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

3. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

4. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Do not loose sight of the fact that within this tractate, the order given for the four forms of action 
in no way implies relative significance of one form of action over another. It may be too difficult 
to subconsciously overlook such a natural tendency without a little help. To assist us in 
recognizing the equality regarding all forms of action, lets restate the four forms of action and then 
proceed: 

1 . Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

3. The state of being 

4. Actions bound by the laws of free will 
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Through the aid of the concept of 'location', we can begin to examine the four forms of action: 



Actions bound by the laws of free will 




Actions bound by the laws of determinism 



With this diagram in mind, lets re-categorize our four forms of action: 

Forms of determinism: 

1 . Actions bound by the laws of nature 

2. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

3. States of being 

Forms of free will: 

4. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

We have little difficulty acknowledging 'the state of being' exists. 

We have little difficulty acknowledging, 'actions bound by the laws of nature' exist. 

We have little difficulty acknowledging, 'actions bound by the laws of determinism' exist. 
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We do, however, have a problem understanding forms of free will. For the time being, we are 
going to set free will aside and focus upon the other three forms of action. 

As such our previous diagram now becomes: 
Outside the Universe/'outside' the physical 



Earthquakes, volcanoes, waves, wind, starlight, gravitational pull, etc. are all forms actions bound 
by the laws of nature. These actions are, in present day society, perceived as neutral actions but 
actions nevertheless. They are perceived as actions, which affect entities of 'knowing'. For the 
most part, however, they are actions whose pre-existing laws we, entities of knowing, find 
affecting ourselves in a neutral manner. These forms of actions originate in response to the 'laws' 
of nature and are not 'initiated' in a conscious manner planned by the natural entity of the 
mountain, the star, the ocean, the atmosphere. 

I am, you are, the mountain is, the lake is, the house is, the tree is, etc, are all forms of actions 
represented by the passive action: the state of being. These actions are in present day society, 
perceived as neutral actions but actions nevertheless. They are perceived as actions, which effect 
entities of 'knowing', but for the most part, are actions whose pre-existing laws we exist 'within' 
rather than being actions unit entities intentionally, 'knowingly', willingly, and consciously 
initiate in a physical sense. 



Inside the Universe/the physical 



The Individual/ 'knowing' 




Actions bound by the laws of determinism 
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Murder, rape, verbal-abuse, genocide, physical assault, etc are, from the perspective of the victim, 
all forms of actions bound by the laws of determinism since the actions are not 'controlled' by the 
victim. These action, are in present day society, perceived as aggressive actions, forms of action. 
They are perceived as actions, which affect entities of 'knowing'. Such actions are actions the 
entity does not 'wish' to have forced upon it. In the pragmatic sense, there is little arguing such 
actions occur within the physical, but what of such actions existing outside the physical? Outside 
the physical 'actions bound by the laws of determinism' do not exist for to exist and be 'effective' 
in an 'affective' manner actions bound by the laws of determinism must have a medium of action. 
Such a median is the physical itself. Without the physical, abstraction as well as any entity of pure 
abstractual existence need not submit to unsolicited actions of other purely abstractual existence. 

With this in mind, we can examine the concept of divine foreknowledge as 'the' ultimate form of 
action bound by the laws of determinism. Abstractual existence is what determinism lies 'within' 
and the abstract is the means and the location within which established consciousness, 'being' 
itself, exists timelessly and within which established consciousness, 'being', understands its very 
timelessness. 

When observing human behavior and interactions, it becomes obvious where free will does not lie. 
While free will may lie not only within actions bound by the laws of nature, and within actions 
bound by the laws of determinism, and within actions bound as states of being, free will in the 
purest sense lies 'within' itself, within the entity itself. 

With this in mind, we come to the concept of free will itself: 
Potentiality: the need 'for' a location of free will 

It is the 'entity', which 'performs' the action not the 'region'. Thus, the previous diagram needs to 
be expanded to include 'entities' within the abstract, to include units of knowing of what is 
uniquely perceived and uniquely experienced. As such, the diagram becomes: 



Actions bound by the laws of free will 



* 




The state of being 



Actions bound by the laws of determinism 



Actions bound by the laws of nature 
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Now we are ready to discuss the issue of free will and determinism existing simultaneously in two 
versus one location. 

The potential 'to be', action bound by the laws of free will, tends to establish self preservation as 
'the' ultimate form of action since the physical existence is what free will lies 'within' and since 
the physical is the means by which and the location within which virgin consciousness, 'being' 
itself, emerges and expands its very self. 

Action bound by the laws of free will is not an 'absolute', rather action bound by the laws of free 
will are actions that we 'perceive to be occurring' : 

Perceive to be occurring: 

a. Perceive: active 

b. to be: passive 

c. occurring: active 

This state, the passive sandwiched between states of the active, replicates a dynamic metaphysical 
systems as opposed to static metaphysical systems 

Dynamic metaphysical system: 'being' being 'Being' 




So why is this a 'dynamic' metaphysical system? It is dynamic because it provides a means for 
'growth'. All is 'known' except 'what is to be'. 
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Static metaphysical system: 











Passive 


being 


Determinism 




'Being' 




Active 


Free Will 


< 


p 












Passive 


'being' 


Determinism 





So why is this a 'static' metaphysical system? It is static because it provides no means for 
'growth'. All is 'known'. 

With this in mind, once again we come back to: 



Oil 




We will now dissolve the confinement of the border in order to remove the confusion of oil having 
an affinity to its container. As such, we obtain 
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We then create 'a' system by adding a boundary, which has no affinity for either oil or water. We 
do so simply for convenience. We thus obtain: 
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We then call oil by its correct symbolic name and do the same for water. 




We then simplify using Ockham's 




Determinism 




If we then create a 'location for free will to function within a realm of space and time, we then 
obtain 
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Once again we come back to the model of 'being' being 'Being'. 
Nothing: the need 'for' a location of nothing 

We have discussed the concepts regarding the existence of free will and the existence of 'divine 
foreknowledge'. We have discussed the concepts regarding a 'location' for free will and a 
'location' for 'divine foreknowledge'. The natural extension of such dialectic would appear to 
move into the direction of examining the existence of 'nothingness' and the 'location' for 
'nothingness'. 

To move into the direction of such a discussion, however, would deprive us of completing the task 
at hand. The task at hand is finalizing our understanding as to how we can reasonably and 
rationally resolve the paradox regarding the simultaneous existence of 'free will' and 'divine 
foreknowledge'. 

The issue regarding 'nothingness' is extremely important and is not to be ignored. As such, the 
examination of 'nothingness' will be examined in the Tractate 4: Copernicus. Why discuss the 
issue of 'nothingness' within the Tractate 4: Copernicus? We will examine the concept of 
'nothingness' within the Copernicus Tractate because it is Copernicus who unwittingly led us 
away from understanding nothingness itself. 

The Book of Divine Foreknowledge 

Boethius' system introduces us to the Book of Divine Foreknowledge: 
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Hidden deep within the 'Book' is free will 



Free will 




Within the book, one is free to make choices of their own preference but the choices are already 
'known' by the ultimate Knowing, 'known' by 'Omniscience'. 

Religions would suggest the book is a form of encyclopedia of the whole; the book is a source of 
all knowledge. 

If the book is a source of all knowledge, then Boethius is correct in his assumptions regarding the 
limits of men. If such is the case, then humanity can perceive of paradoxes whose solutions will 
never be know to humanity due to the limits 'placed' upon humanity not by itself but rather due to 
limits 'placed' upon humanity by a 'superior' Being. 

If we find a means of resolving the contradicting paradox regarding the simultaneous existence of 
divine foreknowledge and free will, then we will, for the present, have removed the limits 
humanity places upon itself. If we can find an alternative solution to Boethius principle relegating 
humanity to a 'limited' status, then we will be ready to move on and free philosophy and 
metaphysics of its present constraints, thus opening the doors of not only truly new and exciting 
philosophical and metaphysical perceptual developments but we will have opened the doors of 
truly new and exciting cosmological and ontological perceptual developments as well. 

This then leaves us with discussing the remaining two possibilities: 

Which came first the chicken or the egg? 

Which came first determinism or free will? 

This question is very similar to the question, which surfaced in Tractate 1 : Zeno and 
Seamlessness. In this Tractate, the question arose: Does the abstract exist 'within' the physical or 
does the physical 'exist' within the abstract? 
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The Location of Free Will 

Perceived 'free will' located 'within' the physical: 

We understand free will to apply to active forms of actions. Previously we categorized actions into 
two forms: 

Forms of action: 

Passive: 

1. State of being 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Active: 

3. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

4. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Since the two forms of actions: states of being and actions bound by the laws of nature are actions 
we do not perceive as being actions generated by forms of consciousness, we will set them aside 
and concentrate upon the other forms of action, free will and determinism. 

Free will 'within' the physical: 



And it is within the physical we perceive abstraction to exist. Love, hate, jealousy, joy, awe, 
inspiration, knowledge, consciousness of consciousness, .... 

But what of: 

Free will 'within the abstract 





The physical 



Free will 
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Since free will is an abstract concept we will use the same geometric configuration to represent 
abstraction: 



□ 



Free will 



The abstract 




If free will is to be free will, the individual must be the individual and as such, multiplicity 
becomes: 




So it is, we come back again to the whole being the sum of its parts yet being the whole, having its 
own distinct identity. Thus giving rise, once again, to our understanding that in this type of 
metaphysical perception the whole is 'greater' than the sum of its parts. 
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Where then is free will found in relation to the physical? It is found 'within' the physical just as it 
is found 'within' the abstract. As such, we obtain: 



□ 



Free will 



The abstract 




The physical 



Which we can now label as: 



Free will 'within' : 

The abstract 

Divine Foreknowledge 

The Book of Omniscience 

Actions bound by the laws 

of determinism 



Free will 'within': 
The physical 

Actions bound by the laws of free will 



/ 



No Time 
And 

No Distance 

No Perception of Time 
And 

No Perception of Distance 




Perceptions 
of: 

Time 

And 

Distance 



Time 

And 

Distance 

Actions bound by the laws of nature 
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And what of the passive actions categorized as: states of being? These actions are represented by 
the black boundary lines of the three forms of action symbolized by the small square, the circle, 
and the large rectangle. 

The location of Determinism 

The large rectangle: 

The latter diagram defines the location of determinism. Determinism is found in the whole, the 
large rectangle. 

Entities of 'knowing' can travel 'within' the whole as they so choose and experience everything 
including all abstractions they so desire to experience for they are no longer confined by the 
restraints of time and distance. 'Knowing' of all entities is open to all to experience for the abstract 
cannot be hidden from the abstract. 

The whole is the whole and is 'knowing' of its wholeness. So it is the whole is the sum of all its 
parts in addition to being an entity in and of itself. 

The whole grows with the growth of virgin 'knowing' and this 'new' 'knowing' adds to the whole. 

Sequentiality is not an issue of the whole, for sequentiality is a function of time and distance and 
since time and distance are not an innate characteristic of the whole of abstraction, ordinal 
sequentiality are not innate characteristics of the whole. 

Both the whole and the individual entities of 'knowing' are incapable of awareness of what is not 
and what is not is what 'virgin knowing' is to become through free will. 

The circle: 

The latter diagram defines the location of determinism. Determinism is found in the physical, the 
circle, both through actions bound by the laws of nature and actions bound by the laws of 
determinism. 

The square: 

The latter diagram defines the location where determinism is not. Determinism is not found in the 
square. Determinism is not found 'within' free will. 
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The misnomer of 'free will' 




If 'free will' was established as action independent the action of determinism then is free will 
really 'free will' or just another form of determinism? If such were the case, then free will would 
have been established by determinism and thus free will would have been established through the 
act of determinism. If free will is found within determinism then was free will established 'after' 
the fact of determinism's existence? 

On the other hand, perhaps 'free will' void determinism initiated determinism. Perhaps 
determinism was established as a 'storage' location for free will. 

At this point in time, it cannot be determined which of the two, free will or determinism, came 
first. Nor would it seem, are we capable of determining if neither is the case. We are presently 
incapable of determining if one came before the other or if the two 'came' into existence 
simultaneously. 

In actuality, the three options regarding which came first, free will, determinism, or both 
simultaneously, are not as impossible to discuss as one might think. 

The third choice: 

Simultaneous emergence of free will and determinism would suggest an existence before 
either form of 'active action', determinism or free will, existed. But is it possible for 
there to be a from of action, other than either passive action or active action. Is it possible 
for there to be a form of action other than the four forms of action we discussed: States of 
being, actions bound by the laws of nature, actions bound by the laws of determinism, 
and actions bound by the laws of free will? 

If one wishes to proceed with such an argument one must be able to describe such action 
in order for this dialectic to proceed. . In the absence of such a description, we will let the 
possibility of such a possibility stand but we will ignore the dialectic of such a possibility 
until the description of some form of action, other than passive or active action, emerges. 
Having set such a possibility aside, we should then proceed with the dialectic 

A point of information: This work regarding The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical 
Perception will not ignore the argument: what came 'before' free will and determinism. The 
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immersion into this very concept initiates the totality of the last chapter: Chapter 18: The End of 
the Beginning - Theoretical Metaphysics. 

This then leaves us with discussing the remaining two possibilities: 
Which came first the chicken or the egg? 
Which came first determinism or free will? 

This question is, in essence, no different from the question, which surfaced in Tractate 1 : Zeno and 
Seamlessness. In this Tractate, the question arose: Does the abstract exist 'within' the physical or 
does the physical 'exist' within the abstract? One may refer to Tractate 1 if one chooses but rather 
than reiterate what came before, it is time to begin to address a summary of the issue of free will 
versus determinism. 

It appears an extraordinary number of concepts will be addressed in the manner of 'refer to what 
was previously . . . ' or addressed as ' later we will . . . ' . Unfortunately, this is a correct observation. 
Space and time are both limited by the concept known as a 'Tractate'. It is the concept of space 
and time, which confines us to the parameter of limited discussions. It is the concept of "tractate', 
which limits us to staying on task rather than chaotically diverting our attention away from the 
discussion at hand, which is understanding how it is we became confined, caged, in the first place. 
It is only through understanding the concept of how it is we are 'caged' by limitations of creative 
understanding, that we can begin to explore the means of unlocking the door of our cage and 
stepping 'out' into the realm of free space once again. 

Part of unlocking the door to this cage of philosophical confinement lies in exploding the 
perception of Boethius: 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 10 

Perceptions generated by Boethius lead to slamming shut the doors of perceptual 'knowing' and 
locking it shut. Free will lies behind the door labled: 'It is not for us to know. 'lead to multiple 
perceptions such as: 'If man were intended to fly, God would have given him wings.' 

The misnomer regarding free will lies in the perception : Some people think free will is never 
interrupted or superceded. But as we have seen, there are two forms of action which often interfere 
with free will: 

1 . Action bound by the laws of nature 

2. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Actions bound by the laws of nature often supercede the desire to accomplish the actions bound by 
the laws of free will. 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism often supercede the desire to accomplish actions bound 
by the laws of free will. 

The ultimate extreme of both forms of action, actions bound by the laws of nature and actions 
bound by the laws of determinism, is exemplified as action which terminates actions bound by the 
laws of free will found within individual entities existing through action bound by the laws of the 
state of being. 
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Letting go 

It is time for us to let go ofBoethius' metaphysical system. Previously we could not let go of 
Boethius' perceptions because we had nothing to fill the vacuum 'letting go' would create. We 
could not let go of the concept: 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge includes 
the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

It is now time to let go of such perceptions. We have an alternative set before us regarding a 
perception of free will and determinism. We have an alternative which provides the means of 
'letting go' the concept that it is humanity who defines what it is we cannot 'know'. It is time to 
file Boethius' concept regarding the 'limits' of humanity, the limits of 'beings' found within the 
universe, away as a part of the annals of history: 

We come to the first paragraph of this Tractate: 

Free will confined within the boundaries of determinism is simply an illusion of free will. 

'There can be little question that Boethius, more than any other philosophic author, 
helped the great Schoolmen to retain a general comprehensive view of the world as a 
whole, in spite of the distractions of their minute inquiries. ,n 

At this point in time, philosophers have not resolved the issue. On the other hand, at this point in 
time, philosophers have refused to embrace the rationality of a 'whole' enveloping the physical. 
As time has demonstrated, two and a half millennium of time, we cannot resolve some of our 
greatest philosophical paradoxes without the use of both the rationality and the reasonableness of 
such concept. 

Until philosophy moves to the level of accepting its primary tool, reason, as being itself a 
legitimate tool , the paradoxes will remain paradoxes. Is the lack of being able to resolve the major 
paradoxes addressed within the Tractates of the work, The War and Peach of a New Metaphysical 
Perception, a negative? It is only a negative if one believes stagnation is a negative. 
Why is it a 'negative' action to take the position: It is unimportant to resolve the issue of free will 
versus divine foreknowledge. Why is clinging to the concept that the relationship between free 
will and divine foreknowledge found within Boethius' paradox a negative? Why is refusing to 
face perhaps one of the most influential paradoxes to confront us for the last twenty-five hundred 
years a potential negative? The answer to all these questions lies in our abhorrence toward the 
concept that we are a stagnant specie. 

We have addressed three forms of paradoxes: Tractate 1: seamlessness versus multiplicity, 
Tractate 2: one first truth versus multiple first truths, and now Tractate 3: free will versus divine 
foreknowledge. In each instance it has been argued that we can resolve the paradox through the 
means of expanding our perceptual understanding reason, metaphysics, philosophy, can provide. 

In the past, we have been unable to resolve many philosophical paradoxes because the greatest 
paradoxes deal with abstractions and abstractions are not 'physical' in nature. As such, these 
paradoxes are not measurable for they are not items characterized by time and space. 

Abstractions are capable of comprehending time and space but time and space are not capable of 
comprehending abstractions. 
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To resolve abstractual paradoxes embracing characteristics of time and space, one presently has 
only the tool of reason at one's disposal. 

Until we resolve the major paradoxes encompassing the interrelationships of the abstractual and 
the physical, the paradoxes will remain. The negative aspect of a state of stagnation is the state 
within which such a state leaves us, units of knowing. We remain mired at an established level of 
understanding. 

Are there other levels of understanding awaiting us? Indubitably, and we, you and I, you and I 
together, will be left wanting in terms of rising to this new level of understanding until we find the 
means of resolving the primitive paradoxes presently facing us. 

So what next? One thing is certain; we have not come to the end of our understanding regarding 
the issues of great paradoxes facing humanity. Our next step is to step 'out' beyond the issue of 
space itself. 

It must be stated at this point that such a statement is a misconception for we cannot step 'out' 
beyond a region of infinite space. As we shall see in Tractate 4: Copernicus, we can only step 
'into' a realm of infinite space and as we shall see, it is only by confining ourselves that we can 
free ourselves of confinement. 

So it is free will may very well not be found 'within' 'the' System ' but rather free will may very 
well be found 'within' 'a' system 'itself 'contained' 'within' a 'greater' System. 

Are we creating a paradox? It is only a paradox if one does not understand the solution to the 
paradox Copernicus espoused the paradox of Centricism versus non-Centricism. 

We now understand that 

Boethius is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' 
being filled with determinism, into that of being 'the' system filled with both determinism and free 
will. As such, both free will and determinism, with the help of Boethius, now have a location 
within which each dominates. As such, the understanding regarding the role of free will and 
determinism as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between free will and 
determinism no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of 
such an interrelationship is not only recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it 
is now understood how free will and determinism interact one with the other. 



1 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Books, 1969, England, Victor Watts, Merton 
College, Oxford. 

2 Oxford: Concise Science Dictionary, 1996. 

3 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Books, 1969, England, Victor Watts, Merton 
College, Oxford. 

4 Question: I understand what you mean by this. However, an ambiguity still remains. In quantum 
theory, many "theoretical" particles are "expected" to exist, even though they have yet to be 
measured. Answer: True, however, science has the perception that if it exists, it is measurable. It 
may not be measurable today, it will be measurable sometime in the future. Science attempts to 
validate 'theoretical' particles existing by finding a means of proving their existence through 
measurement. 

5 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, IV, 6 
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6 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Classics, 1969, pi 67 - 169. 

7 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1980. 

8 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1980. 

9 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1980. 

10 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, IV, 6 

11 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Books, 1969, England, Victor Watts, Merton 
College, Oxford. 
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Tractate 4 



The Error 
Of 

Copernicus 

❖ 

The Paradox of: 
❖ 

Centrist Systems 
• 

The Need for: 
A Point of Origination 
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1 . 1543 AD Copernicus - The Error of: 

Centrist Systems - a new perception 2000 AD 




The error: The paradox of Centricism 

The perception: Copernicus moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system being filled 
with Centricism into that of being 'the' system filled with Centricism and non-Centricism. As 
such, Centricism and non-Centricism, with the help of Copernicus, now have a location within 
which they can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of both centricism and 
non-centricism as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between Centricism 
and non-Centricism not only remain in a state of confusion but even more disconcerting, the 
existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' 
system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 4 

Copernicus - The Error of 

Centrist Systems 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Centrist System 
Introduction I 

With the scientific understanding of the sun being the Cartesian 1 point of origin, the point (0,0,0) 
as opposed to the individual being the Cartesian point of origin, the individual was literally put 
into motion. 

By moving the concept of the center from being a man, to the center being the sun, Copernicus in 
essence created the perception of humanity having lost its sense of being the center. Such a 
perceptual development introduced two concepts into our understanding of the universe. First: we 
now perceived the universe to have a center, scientifically speaking. Second: Philosophically 
speaking, we now perceived the universe to be the whole within which 'a' center could be 'found'. 

Before Copernicus' revelations, we had philosophically perceived 'the center' to be that of 
'knowing'. Pre-Copernicus, we perceived the human id not only 'representing' the center of 
reality but 'being' the center of reality. With Copernicus' observations, humanity lost its concept 
of being the center and as such, philosophy/reason found itself being moved from the forefront to 
being place behind science/observation, and eventually being removed from second place in line 
to being placed third in line. This second transition of moving from second place to third place 
occurred with the cultural elevation of God/religion via Christianity, Islam, etc to second place. 

How does Copernicus' development of Centricism and non-centricism differ from the Aristotelian 
development of Cartesian and non-Cartesian? The Aristotelian system of Cartesian and non- 
Cartesian emerged as a static physical system while the Copernican concepts of Centricism and 
non-Centricism moved the perceived Aristotelian 'static' system into a perceived 'dynamic' 
system of movement. 

With the acceptance of the Copernican system, everything became objects in motion and all 
motion took place around a center, thus centricism. In fact, with the acceptance of Copernican 
system, everything became objects of motion centered around the Aristotelian point of origin. 

The Aristotelian system led to the Copernican system, which was to lead to the Kantian system. 
This historical evolution was to open up the concept of system to Kant's dynamic 'closed' 
Cartesian system. Kant's system would in turn open up the concept of 'systems' and allow for the 
development of Hegel's suggestion of 'the' system being a dynamic 'open' non-Cartesian system. 

The development of both Kant's and Hegel's systems in turn created the potential acceptance of a 
new metaphysical model which was to follow their innovations. The new system model which was 
to follow Kant's 'closed' dynamic Cartesian system and Hegel's 'open' dynamic non-Cartesian 
system was a model perceived as a 'dynamic open non-Cartesian system powered by a dynamic 
closed Cartesian systems' or better labeled as 'being' being 'Being' or more generically speaking, 
symbiotic panentheism. 

However, we are moving too rapidly, therefore let's begin again: 
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Introduction II 

Copernicus was not a philosopher but Copernican perceptions immensely influenced philosophical 
thought. 

The perception initiated by Copernicus: The system is a location for Centricism as well as for non- 
Centricism. This perception moved Aristotle's Cartesian perception from that of being a static 
system to that of being a dynamic system and in essence introduced the concept of Centricism co- 
existing with non-Centricism within our universe, within our reality. 

As we found with Aristotle, scientifically introducing two extremes of a concept may assist the 
workings of science but it can greatly befuddle our abstractual perceptions of philosophy and 
religion. 

To unravel the philosophical and religious riddle introduced through the elevation of the 
significance of Centricism to that of non-centricism, we must first understand the pre and post 
scientific perceptions existing before Copernicus' Centricism was established as a scientific 'fact'. 

Pre-Copernican 

Before Copernicus, the center of existence resided with the individual. One might even suggest 
that pre-Copernicus, the center of existence resided 'within' the individual. 

The individual was the center of 'knowing' since the individual was where 'knowing' resided. 
This is not implying that gods or God were not recognized entities. Rather it suggests that gods 
and God were perceived to be humanistic in form or at the very least capable of presenting 
themselves as such. 

Pre-Copernicus, 'knowing' was the center of existence. Zeno acknowledged this with his 
suggestion that although abstraction might be a separate entity found 'within' the universe, it 
existed as a separate entity nonetheless. 

Philosophy, religion and science all reinforced each other in terms of the center. Philosophy 
viewed the individual as the center of reason, the center of knowing. Religion viewed the 
individual as the center of attention, the arena around which the gods centered their attention. 
Science viewed the individual as the center of all that exists, the heavenly bodies all revolved 
around the individual, revolved around 'knowing', revolved around awareness. 2 

Now it was understood that men did move from place to place. However, it was also presumed by 
groups of men, that the heavenly bodies revolved around their particular group, revolved around 
their particular location of 'home'. 

Post-Copernican 

With Copernicus, the center of physical reality began to move outward from the individual. 
Science/ observation began to seek the center and as the process of seeking the center evolved, the 
center was found to move 'outward', move away from humankind. 

The understanding regarding 'where' the center was 'located', moved from being 'within' the 
individual to being. . . well, we no longer knew where the center was to be found. It was the center 
we now sought to find. 
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With Copernicus, the sun became the center of the concrete/physical. In spite of the fact that the 
sun now becomes the center, the concept of 'the center' remains and as such, the universe 
eventually evolves into being the concept with a center via the big bang. Confusion over the 
centrist perception not only remains in terms of the concrete but the concept of centricism remains 
in terms of perceptions regarding abstractual concepts. Humankind 'looks to' the center of all 
things: the center of the concrete and the center of all abstraction. 

Scientifically the center was 'probably' 'out' there somewhere. The quest for the scientific holy 
grail became the quest to find the center, the quest to find the primary origin of both the universe 
and life. The more science looked, the further removed the center became from the individual. In 
the macroscopic sense the center moved from the center of 'knowing' found within the individual 
to the sun, to the center of the galaxy, to the center of the universe. In the microscopic sense the 
center moved from the center of 'knowing' found within the individual to the cell, to the nucleus 
of the cell, to the nucleus of the atom, to the quark, to. . . 

As the search for the center moved away from abstractual 'knowing' and into the physical, science 
took off as 'the' source of knowledge. As the reputation of science being the legitimate tool for 
finding the 'center' increased, the legitimacy of philosophy and religion diminished. 

The further the center became removed from the individual the more insignificant the individual 
became. Insignificance was not necessarily increasing in terms of human behavior but 
insignificance was increasing in terms of humanity's own perception regarding the rationality of 
human significance. 

As time progressed, tolerance and respect due the individual was increasing but tolerance and 
respect were not increasing due to the increase in the rational understanding regarding why such 
respect should exist but rather tolerance and respect were increasing based upon the argument: We 
should tolerate and respect each other because.. 'Because why?', was the question and the answers 
centered around answers such as: Because we say we should. Because we believe we should. 
Because that is the way I want to be treated. Because God said we should. Because. . . 3 

Where were the answers involving the rationality of such behavior? The further we moved the 
center away from ourselves, the further removed the rationale regarding tolerance, respect, human 
compassion, abstract hedonism became removed from our understanding these very aspects of 
human knowing. 

Our significance became simply a grain of sand in the beach of time as the center of origination 
moved further and further outward from ourselves. 

As the center moved further and further away from ourselves, we lost the understanding regarding 
our significance for our significance became lost in time, space, and perceptual understandings 
regarding the limitlessness of reality versus Reality. Reality, with an upper case 'r' became lost 
and as such religion and philosophy became confused, humankind became lost and confused. 

Energy - matter are dualities of the physical universe. Time - distance are dualities of the 
abstractual universe. Both dualities are dualities of our personal universe. Are they the only forms 
of physical existence or abstractual existence found within our personal universe? We are not 
naive enough to believe, with a fair amount of certainty, that this is not the case regarding 
abstractional concepts found within our personal universe. We are naive enough to believe, with a 
fair amount of certainty, that is the case regarding physical concepts found within our personal 
universe. 
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Why are energy and matter something in which we 'believe' regarding the physical but time and 
distance are not something in which we 'believe' regarding the abstract? We believe the physical 
to be composed of only matter and energy because that is all we can observe/measure at this point 
in time. We believe the abstract is composed of more than time and distance because there are 
more than these two ideas of which we are consciously awareness regarding 'knowing' itself. 

One may say, however: We can measure time and distance. That is true, and so it is we may find 
time and distance to be aspects of the physical, to be innate characteristics of the physical 4 , to be 
aspects unique to the physical rather than aspects of abstractual existence itself. That too, however, 
is another topic. Are we going to postpone our discussion of such a topic as we have so many 
others? Yes and no, for we have already touched upon this very idea in both tractates one and two 
and we will delve into the concept of time and distance within practically every tractate found 
within Book II of this trilogy. 

For the time being, however, we must stay on task and examine the concept of Centricism and 
non-Centricism, which Copernicus has so eloquently placed before us. 

Copernicus' paradoxes 

First a person's home, then city, country, continent, planet, sun, and galaxy 'had a center', was 
'the' center. Now it is the origination of the Big Bang, which is the center. The origination of the 
Big Bang is now the point of origination, the center, we seek to 'find'. The 'primal atom', the 
point from which our universe began its expansion is what we desperately seek to find as we 
literally turn our earth into a massive radio telescope. It is the 'center' we seek to find as we send 
huge telescopes into orbit around our little inconspicuous planet. 

The concept of a center, the concept of 'a' point of origination, haunts us because we perceive 
time to be the one and only true existence. We have no perception of the concept regarding a 
'location' of timelessness. 

The only way to eradicate or change the perception we have of ourselves is to change our 
perception. To be truly a change, such a perceptual shift must metamorphize our present 
understanding regarding our immense insignificance into becoming an understanding of our 
phenomenal significance. 

Such a task is no easy matter. Such a task cannot emerge from science/observation; rather such a 
metamorphosis must emerge from philosophy/reason and in particular from metaphysics. It is 
observation of the physical/science whose function it is to aid us in understanding the degree of 
our insignificance. It is reason/philosophy, metaphysics in particular, whose function it is to aid us 
in the understanding the degree of our significance. 

Why is this the case? This is the case because science deals with the physical and philosophy deals 
with the abstract. Again, we see the validity of Zeno's assertion that both the physical and the 
abstract exist as independent entities dependent upon one another. 

Where then does our third means of developing perceptions enter the picture? Religion, our ability 
to believe, our third means of developing perceptions, finds its function lies in aiding us in 
believing what it is we observe and what it is we find reasonable. This is not to say that everything 
we observe or reason is 'fact'. Rather it simply says: If we cannot believe in anything we observe 
or believe in anything we reason, then there is nothing but religion itself left in which we can 
believe. 
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We presently have a fairly secure scientific/observational understanding regarding who we are and 
how it is that we, humans, awareness, a packet of knowledge, an entity of abstractual 
consciousness, function as an entity of abstractual consciousness existing in a region where we are 
immersed in time rather than time being immersed within ourselves. Since we basically 
understand the concept that our physical essence lies within time and space, we will not be 
examining such a concept within the limits of this tractate. 

We presently, however, do not understand who we are and how it could be that we, humans, 
awareness, a packet of knowledge, an entity of abstractual consciousness, could function as an 
entity of abstractual consciousness existing within a region where we are not immersed in time but 
rather time is immersed within us. The understanding of this concept will be the focus of our 
attention in Part II of this tractate. 

What do the two previous paragraphs have to do with Copernicus, Centricism, and non- 
Centricism? 

The first 'We presently. . . ' paragraph deals with Copernicus' initiation of Centricism being the 
principle found within our universe, found within our reality. It is this concept, which 
fundamentally defines Zeno's concepts of 'multiplicity' discussed in Tractate 1. 

The second 'We presently...' paragraph deals with Copernicus' inadvertent initiation of potential 
non-Centricism being the principle found 'outside' the universe, found 'outside' our reality, found 
'within' the greater Reality. It is this concept, which fundamentally defines Zeno's concepts of 
'seamlessness' discussed in Tractate 1. 

How do we begin to understand such an alien concept as time existing 'within' us when we exist 
in a region of timelessness? How does such a concept even begin to relate to Copernicus himself? 
The whole concept of understanding such seemingly non-understandable concepts had its 
foundation laid within Tractates one, two, and three. Zeno, Aristotle, and Boethius all influenced 
our way of thinking and as such subconsciously directed us to a conclusion regarding Copernicus' 
revelations, conclusions Copernicus may have also deduced but by no means stipulated in his 
observations. 

Copernican astronomy: The system of astronomy that was proposed by the Polish 
astronomer, Nicolas Copernicus (1473 -1543) in his book, De revolutionibus orbium 
coelestium, which was published in the month of his death and first seen by him on his 
deathbed. It used some elements of 'Ptolemaic astronomy', but rejected the notion, then 
current, that the earth was a stationary body at the centre of the universe. Instead 
Copernicus proposed the apparently unlikely concept that the sun was at the centre of the 
universe and that the earth was hurtling through space in a circular orbit about it. 5 

What was it Copernicus suggested that had such a great influence upon our philosophical train of 
thought? Copernicus moved the concept of 'center' beyond our reach and it has remained beyond 
our reach ever since. 

The concept of center moved off our planet, moved beyond our ability to 'go there'. As our 
abilities to 'go there' expanded, the 'center' of our 'known' reality moved further and further from 
our reach. One thing that did not change, however, was our perception that a center to 'it all' could 
be found and so it is we look for the origination of 'Om' the sound emanating from the center of 
origination itself, the sound originating from the center of the universe itself, the sound originating 
from the center of reality itself. 
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Since Copernicus, we have clung to the concept of centricism and rejected the very idea of a non- 
centrist existence. So it is, abstraction and the physical remain as Zeno's seamlessness and Zeno's 
multiplicity confined 'within' reality. So it is we ignore the concept of a greater 'Reality'. So it is 
the Aristotelian concept of the physical and the abstract being 'contained' within the lesser reality 
of the physical universe maintains its status of authenticity while the potential existence of a 
greater Reality, a reality with no center maintains its status as an occult form of metaphysical 
existence. 

How sad it is that we have allowed the once proud intellectual arena of metaphysics to fall to such 
a lowly status. How sad that we have wrapped ourselves within the boundaries of the physical, 
only to feel its wrappings shrink in upon our psyche and sense our sanity slipping into a form of 
mimicry Gerard so aptly describes. 

We must find the means of cutting the wrappings confining our psyche. We must emerge from the 
imprisonment of our own making or we shall surely collapse what small sense of abstractual 
hedonism still exists and we shall find ourselves completely seduced by the charms of physical 
hedonism. 
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Part II: Resolving the paradox of Centricism with a new metaphysical perception 
Centricism 

Philosophically we have been immersed within the concept of centricism since time began. 

1 . We have seen ourselves as the center of concern. 

2. We have seen our tribes as the center of sociological development 

3. We have seen 'Om' as the center of the universe. 

4. We have seen the Earth as the center of the universe. 

5. We have seen the Sun as the center of the solar system. 

6. We have seen the nucleus as the center of the atom. 

7. We have seen God as the center of creation. 

8. We have seen ourselves forever searching for the center, for the origination point of the 
universe. 

Philosophically and religiously, Centricism has not disappeared just because Copernicus 
scientifically demonstrated that the earth is not the center of the solar system. We still seek the 
center. 

We are not only scientifically, but philosophically and religiously enamored with the concept of 
'a' 'center'. 

We understand there is a location for multiplicity. We now understand there may well be 'a' 
separate location for the 'lack of multiplicity Vseamlessness. (Tractate 1: Zeno) 

We have now seen there is a location for the physical. We have seen there may well be 'a' 
separate location for abstraction. (Tractate 2: Aristotle) 

We have observed there is a location for free will. We have observed there may well be 'a' 
separate location for determinism. (Tractate 3: Boethius) 

By the end of this tractate, we will be able to make a fourth statement. We will be able to state: 

We recognize there is a location for centricism. We recognize there may well be 'a' separate 
location for non-centricism. (Tractate 4: Copernicus) 

The rationality regarding our universe, our reality, being a part of a larger 'Reality', grows with 
each tractate. 
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A location of centricism 

With Zeno, Aristotle, and Boethius, we understand the characteristics of the universe to be: 




Time and distance exist 'within' the physical because time and distance are innate characteristics 
of matter and energy 6 . We can add the abstractual understanding regarding the concept of 
Centricism to this graphic since Copernicus elevated the concept of Centricism to the level of 
being a basic principle of science for many centuries following his observations. 

The graphic may therefore be expanded as: 




Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 



Rather than spend large quantities of time building a rational for the existence of an 'outside' to 
the universe, let's simply add an outside to the universe. To better understand the rationale for 
such a leap, one needs to retrace their steps and read Tractates 1, 2, and 3. 

With this said we can move immediately into the next section and add the 'outside' to the graphic. 
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A location of non-centricism 

The location of non-centricism: 
The characteristics: 




No time 
No distance 
No physical 
No mortality 

Eternity 
Immortality 



Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 



Time and distance exist 'within' the physical because time and distance are innate characteristics 
of matter and energy. Time and distance do not exist 'outside' the 'location' of the physical since 
time and distance are innate characteristics of the physical and the physical cannot be found 
'outside' the physical itself 



The dynamics of centricism 

Centricism involves two primary concepts: time and distance. Without time and distance no center 
can be found. 

Time and distance invoke the concept of motion, finding, seeking, looking for, reaching for, . . . the 
point of origination, the point (0,0,0), ... 
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To understand the dynamics of Centricism, let's remove the location where Centricism is not the 
dominating concept: 



We understand the dynamics of the universe to be what the dynamics of the universe are as 
perceived by ourselves and what we, at this point in time, perceive the universe to be is a region 
permeated with the concept of beginnings leading to endings. We understand the initial step in the 
process is the concept of 'beginning' for without 'a' 'beginning' we cannot rationalize an 'ending' 
to what it was which we were focusing our thinking process or meditation upon. 

Not only do we perceive the universe to be filled with concepts of beginning - end but science 
perceives the universe itself to be affected by such linear events as beginning - end. In fact, many 
scientists are looking for the very process of beginning - end, which they believe, may apply to 
the universe itself. Other scientists, unable to understand the answer to the question, 'What existed 
before the universe?' are attempting to understand the mechanism required which would explain 
the concept of the universe having 'no' beginning and 'no' ending. 

The major hurdle confronting scientists today in terms of building a workable model of a 
'timeless' universe is time itself. Time appears to permeate our universe from one end to the other. 
Time in fact appears to be an innate characteristic of matter and energy themselves. 

It was Einstein who suggested: E = mc(2). 'c' being the velocity of light in a vacuum is simply d/t 
and thus not only are matter and energy implied to be directly dependent one upon the other but 
matter and energy are demonstrated to be absolutely related to both space/distance and time. 

As such, as long as we perceive the model of the universe to be a model depicting the universe to 
be 'filled' with matter and energy, we will perceive the universe to be 'filled' with time. 

Does this imply we must discard our perception of the universe existing in order to resolve the 
paradox of Centrist systems, resolve the paradox of all 'thing's having a point of origination? We 
cannot discard our perception of the universe existing and expect such an action to be 'acceptable' 
to beings 'existing' within such a location. We can however build a metaphysical model, which 
leaves the universe temporarily intact and functioning for trillions of years or more. We can build 
a metaphysical model, which demonstrates a function for such an existence and as such, a function 
for the entities found 'within' this subset of the whole, found 'within' the element we call 'our' 
'reality', the universe. 



'Location' 
of 

Centricism 




Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 



Mortality 
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How does one accomplish such abstractual tasks? One takes the first step and accepts the 
characteristics of time, and thus the characteristics of matter, energy, and space, to be infinite 
within its own characteristics of time itself but finite 'because' it is just that: time. 

At first glance, this may appear a strange action to take, but the precedent of accepting apparent 
dual contradictory characteristics is an idea that has already been set by science. It was science 
that first suggested we accept the characteristics of a photon to include characteristics of both 
matter and energy. 

Since science established the concept of potentially accepting dual contradictory characteristics, 
there is no reason we cannot apply the concept of duality to time, space, matter, and energy. In the 
metaphysical model suggested of an 'outside' to the physical, we are applying the duality of 
infmiteness and finiteness to the concept of this new metaphysical perception. Time is infinite for 
it has no end until the end occurs and time is finite in nature for time is limited to the concept of 
time itself. 

Many would object to such a contradictory statement regarding time. Many would argue: There is 
no way such a perception can be 'proved'. That is the same argument humanity used to explain 
why man cannot fly, why man cannot get to the moon, etc. 

To continue our examination of a new metaphysical perception we are going to do what 
individuals such as the Wright brothers and Van Braun did. We are going to ignore critics and 
explore the uncharted. We are going to explore the concept that time is infinite by means of its 
linear characteristic but finite by means of its own existence. 

Having made the decision to accept the duality of finiteness and infmiteness of time, we will 
accept the same of matter, energy and distance/space. But why accept the same of three new 
concepts, the concepts of matter, energy, and distance/space? We place the same parameters upon 
matter, energy, and distance/space as we do upon time because science directly ties the four 
together through the mathematical language of science via the equation E = mc(2). When science 
distances itself from their own basic perception and replaces the perception of E = mc(2) with a 
new perception expressed mathematically and accepted by the scientific community universally 
then we will metaphysically have to reexamine what it is that we are about to do in establishing a 
new metaphysical perception. 

With this having been said we are now ready to explore the dynamics of a non-centrist location. 
We will do so by first establishing such a location. 
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So again, we come back to: 




in order to build our location of non-Centrism. 

We build the location of non-Centricism through the simple action of designating a location of 
non-Centrism: 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 
No mortality 




Eternity 
Immortality 



Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 



Mortality 



The first question, which arises, is: Why place the location of non-Centricism 'outside' the 
physical, outside the universe, outside 'reality'? We are not going to address that issue in detail in 
this tractate since it was examined in detail in Tractates 1 and 2. 

It should be stated at this point, however, that the diagram is not intended to suggest that 
Centricism can only be found within the universe and therefore cannot be found 'outside' the 
universe. Nor does the diagram suggest that non-Centricism can only be found 'outside' the 
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universe and therefore cannot be found 'within' the universe. What the diagram suggests is that it 
is Centricism which is the predominant characteristic found 'within' the universe and that it is 
non-Centricism which is the predominant predominant characteristic found 'within' the region 
'outside' the universe. 

Having said this and having established the location of non-Centricism, we can now begin an 
examination of the dynamics regarding the 'location' we call a location for non-Centricism. 

The dynamics of non-centricism 

A region of non-centricism lacks four primary elements found within a region where centricism 
dominates. Non-Centricism lacks the pervasive presence of time, space/distance, matter, and 
energy. Ignoring concepts of matter and energy for now, we can begin an examination of 
abstractual concepts of time and distance. Extracting the concepts of matter and energy from the 
region of centricism will allow us to examine the dynamics of time and distance/space. 

The concept of a beginning, an origination, the origin, loses its meaning within a region we call 
non-Centricism. In a region where matter and energy do not exist as a part of the universal fabric, 
time and distance/space are elements, which in turn do not exist as part of the universal fabric. 
Without the perceived abstractual concepts of time and distance/space, the concept that a center 
can be found loses its validity as a fundamental principle of existence and thus the understanding 
of the concept of a non-centrist location begin to emerge. 

How is it possible to find the lack of time and distance within the universe? 7 The only way to find 
such a 'location' within the physical is to look to the non-physical, look to abstraction. 

Is this to say the 'location' of non-centricism is found within the physical? No, rather it is to say 
we have within our reality the indication that a 'location' of non-centricism does exist. We have, 
within our physical reality, non-centrist concepts which we can observe but which we cannot 
measure physically. We have, within our physical reality, non-centrist concepts we believe but 
which defy faith. We have, within our physical reality, non-centrist concepts we find logical but 
which reach beyond our rationality. 

In spite of our primitive understandings regarding abstractions, we refuse to acknowledge the 
possibility of there existing 'a' location where abstractions can exist 'outside' the physical. 

Our refusal to acknowledge the possible existence of 'a' location where abstractions exist outside 
the physical partially emerges from the implications such an existence implies. Time and distance 
are concepts that provide the means by which we understand what it is to move from 'here' to 
'there'. Zeno described such movement as incremental elements of multiplicity. Zeno, however, 
did not ignore the abstractual. Zeno, through his introduction regarding the paradox of space and 
time, introduced the concept of seamlessness. 

Seamlessness, the lack of time and the lack of distance, invokes the scientific concept regarding 
the lack of motion. Without 'a distance' through which to move, motion becomes a perceived 
contradiction and time becomes an unnecessary element. Without the existence of time and 
distance/space, the concept of motion becomes irrelevant. The concept of motion in and of itself 
creates the need for time within which to move from point B to point C. Thus without 
distance/space and time, motion becomes irrelevant. 

The lack of time and distance does not, however, become a problem just for science. A lack of a 
point of origination for motion, a lack of a beginning, in essence, a lack of creation becomes what 
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at first glance might be perceived as a fatal blow for religion. In fact, however, it does no such 
thing. 

Philosophy, in particular metaphysical models, in a region void time and space/distance, 
experiences similar apparent setbacks, as do science and religion. Without time, philosophically 
and metaphysically, the problem of a beginning as initiated by a linear progression of time would 
appear to suggest there is no need to find the source of knowledge, no need to seek 1 st truth, no 
need to look for 1 st cause, no need to reach for the meaning of life itself. 

Movement involving relocation through the process of incremental multiplicity, which the 
physical incorporates, need not be one of relocation from one physical location to another physical 
location. 

There are two forms of movement. There is physical movement, which is characterized by the 
principle of multiplicity and there is abstractual movement, movement characterized by the 
principle of seamlessness. Abstractual movement can be found in the 'location of Centricism' and 
might better be characterized as simply a process of thought displacement. 

Although abstractual movement, thought displacement, seamlessness of motion, can be found 
within a location of Centricism, such movement would best describe the primary form of motion 
found within the 'location' of non-Centricism. 

To best understand such concepts let's examine the concept of physical motion existing within the 
location of Centricism. 




The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 
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For the entity of 'knowing - A' to move from point B to point C, 'A' must traverse distance/space, 
which takes the function of time to accomplish since distance/space is a characteristic of 
matter/energy, which produce the innate characteristic of time itself. 

This process of 'physical movement' is what could be explained as an orderly process of 
sequential actions or simply sequential orderliness. 

Little more need be said regarding such movement since we are quite familiar with this type of 
motion, which surrounds us on a daily basis. 

This brings us to examining 'motion' within' the location of non-Centricism. In fact, such an 
examination leads us directly to understanding just why such a location is called non-Centricism. 

To understand movement within non-Centricism, we must rebuild the location of non-Centricism. 
To do so we will take the latter graphic and expand it through the inclusion of the location of non- 
Centricism: 




250 



The Error of Copernicus 



To simplify the discussion we will extract the region we have already explored. If we remove the 
physical, we obtain: 




'Location' No time 

of No distance 

Non-Centricism No physical 



Having removed the physical, time, and distance/space, we obtain a location where points B and C 
still exist but to go from point B to Point C takes no time since there is no physical distance 
between them. 

The ramifications of such a perception may better be understood in terms of the interaction, which 
occurs between several entities of knowing. 



Entity A of 
knowing 



Point B 



Point C 



'Location' 
of 

Non-Centricism 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 
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In essence, this depiction now becomes: 




'Location' No time 

of No distance 

Non-Centricism No physical 



The 'distance' between point B and C no longer exists 'between' points B and C. 

Distance/space and time do not disappear. Distance and time remain but remain as abstractual 
items of knowing found within the knowing of each entity itself. Each entity of knowing which 
experienced time and space through the process of 'traveling' through time and space, traveling 
through the physical, traveling through reality, traveling through the universe, has retained its 
awareness and understanding of just such experiencing. 
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Lets examine the graphic with many entities of knowing: 



'Location' 
of 

Non-Centricism 



n 



a 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 



Such a perception initiates an understanding regarding what might be called a form of Brownian 
movement of thought, of abstraction. Brownian abstractual principles may in fact, apply equally to 
abstractual concepts found within a region of non-Centricism as it applies to physical concepts 
found within a region of Centricism. 



Metaphysical perceptions now begin to emerge as the foundation of free will and the individual. 



Within a location of Centricism: 



1. Sequential orderliness of thought, sequential orderliness of cause and effect, emerges as a 
universal characteristic of Centricism 

2. One can impact 'what is' and what 'will be' or what 'could be' since 'what is' is too short 
a time to exist and 'what will be' or 'what could be' do not yet exist. 

3. One develops as a unit of unique knowing through the action of free will which 
eventually adds to the location of non-Centricism 

4. One retains one's own unique self but can expand upon what it is one understands with 
the incorporation of the understanding of one's own self in relationship to what exists 
around one's self. This expansion is limited in scope by the limits of what exists as 
opposed to the non-existence of 'what will be'. 
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Within a location of non-Centricism: 

1. Non-sequential randomness of thought, non-sequential randomness of cause and effect, 
emerges as an expansion of perceptual possibilities found as a universal characteristic of 
non-Centricism 

2. One can impact 'what was' and 'what is'. Experiences such as the existence of Hitler's 
actions and Gandhi's actions exist and thus create the personality of the whole itself. 8 

3. One develops the potentiality of the non-Centricism location through the introduction of 
one's unique knowing acquired through 'present' actions invoked while in the realm of 
space/distance and time found within the realm of Centricism. 

4. One retains one's own unique self but can expand upon what it is one understands with 
the incorporation of unique units of knowing which exists around one's self. This 
expansion, is unlimited in scope by the infinite potential of newness 'what will be' 
affords the region of non-centricism. 

These statements incorporate the concept of orderliness and randomness. In the Western 
scientifically oriented society, the term 'orderliness' is viewed as a positive characteristic and the 
term randomness is viewed as a negative characteristic. 

Within this tractate, the concept of positive and negative characteristics are not the issues being 
addressed. Rather we are examining the very basics of existence itself. 



The law of inverse proportionality 

Science speaks of the principle of symmetry: For every action there is an equal and opposite 
reaction, positives and negatives, up and down, matter and anti-matter, energy and ? (anti- 
energy?). Religion initiated this principle with its concept of 'good' and 'evil'. But what of 
philosophy, what is it philosophy has put into place regarding the principle of symmetry? 

It might be stated that in terms of symmetry, philosophy has put forward the concept of life and 
death. Such a perception initiates the concept of death being a form of 'evil', death being a 
negative as opposed to the positive of life. 

If we were to graph such perceptions, we would obtain: 

Scientifically: 





Negatives 




Positives 




* 








fe- 
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If one then combines the positive with the negatives one obtains: 



A 



Negatives 



Positives 



And then 







Neg£ 


r osmv 
tives 


;s 









And finally: 



Or: 



o 



'Nothing' 



The same process can be applied to other scientific perceptions: For every action there is an equal 
and opposite reaction, up and down, matter and anti-matter, energy and ? (anti-energy?). 
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Applying the principle of symmetry to 'good' and 'evil' becomes the central aspect of many 
religious perceptions regarding the 'eternal' conflict of 'good' and 'evil'. 

Philosophically if we apply the same concept of symmetry to 'life' and 'death' we obtain: 





Death 




Life 




^ 








fe- 



This makes no rational sense in terms of our present day perceptions regarding 'death'. 
Scientifically death means 'end'. What then has philosophy to offer our understanding regarding 
the perception of life and death in terms of the principle of symmetry? 

Philosophy has nothing to offer our understanding regarding life and death but confusion and 
uncertainty. This confusion and uncertainty spills over to religion and science. The perception 
diagramed, having no rationality associated with it, causes the very principle of symmetry to take 
on the perception of being a faulty principle. The perception regarding the principle of symmetry 
being flawed, attaches a sense of doubt to the scientific and religious principles involving 
symmetrical perceptions. 

If one philosophically accepts death for what it is, one obtains: 



Death 



Life in the physical 
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And then: 



Death 





Life in the abstract 




Life in the physical 




<— 




— ♦ 




— ► 



This perception moves 'death' from being the opposite of 'life' to being a 'cross-over' point as 
opposed to a form of existence. Why does such a graph suggest that death becomes a 'cross-over 
point' as opposed to a form of existence itself? Death has no past and no future. Death is an 
existence in the present. 



If we apply the same graphic actions to this philosophical depiction as we did to scientific 
depictions we obtain: 



Death of an individual 
entity of knowing 




Death of physical existence 
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Which, applying the graphics demonstrating the scientific summation of the concepts positive and 
negative, we obtain: 



Death 



A 



Life in the abstract 



Life in the physical 



And then 



Death 



7 



Life in the abstrac 



Life in 'the physical 



And finally: 



Death 
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Or once again: 



Death 



o 



'nothing' 

Such a philosophical perception may seem insignificant until one realizes it brings philosophy into 
line with science and religion. It is philosophy, which takes a lesson from religion/believing and 
science/observing means of developing perceptions. Is such a lesson important for philosophy? 
Absolutely. Philosophy has been 'stuck' long enough in terms of resolving its most prominent 
paradoxes. It is time for philosophy to resolve its most perplexing puzzles and move on. 
Philosophy has no reason to fear its becoming an outmoded form of perception. Resolving the 
most intriguing philosophical paradoxes will not bring an end to philosophy. Other paradoxes are 
awaiting discovery but these other paradoxes must wait for philosophy to accomplish its present 
task, the task of understanding the relationship between the abstract and the physical. Once 
accomplishing this task, philosophy will find that new, exciting, and even more challenging 
frontiers await. Such an event occurred with science and it will occur with philosophy. 

How can philosophy accomplish its desire to resolve the philosophical paradoxes confronting it 
for the last twenty-five hundred years? Philosophy simply needs to expand its concept of 'reality' 
to that of 'Reality'. Philosophy simply needs to embrace the physical with the abstract: 



Reality reality 






y4— * 


b 
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And place the individual entity of 'knowing' where we know it to be, within the physical: 




Which is the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism. 

With the application of the principle of symmetry to philosophy, we find the paradoxes of 
philosophy become manageable and allow philosophy to move on with its task of providing 
science and religion new perceptions and paradoxes intended to challenge their creative thought 
and development. 

This process does not appear to be a form of 'inverse proportionality'. This segment of the 
Tractate appears to deal with the law of symmetry. Therefore why title it: 'The law of inverse 
proportionality'? 

Philosophy has an obligation to advance thought into active forms of imagery rather than cement 
thought into static forms of imagery. The law of symmetry, as we saw demonstrated, suggests all 
concepts, be they physical or abstract, can be reduced to 'nothingness' itself. This is not what is 
being implied by the progressive diagrams illustrated within this section. 

What is being implied is something new. What is being implied is the existence of an active form 
of imagery. What is being suggested is that the abstract exists within the location of abstraction 
and the abstract also exists within the location of the physical. One location becomes the 'real' and 
the other becomes a 'real illusion' yet at the same time, the 'real illusion' becomes the 'real' and 
the 'real' becomes the 'real illusion'. Which is which depends upon one's point of reference. This 
concept was fully addressed within Tractates 1, 2, & 3. As such, we will not explore such a 
discussion other than to say: 

Philosophically speaking, 'all' does not reduce to 'nothingness', rather 'nothingness is 
the mirror separating one side from the other, separating the 'real' from the 'real illusion'. 
As such, the principle of symmetry rather than being the principle of symmetry is 
suggested by metaphysics to be the law of inverse proportionality. 

This is no insignificant statement. This statement could revolutionize scientific and religious 
perceptions. And who said philosophy had nothing new to offer our perceptual development? 
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But why use the analogy of nothingness representing a mirror as opposed to nothingness being a 
location of reductionism where all reduces to the lack of everything including the lack of 
nothingness itself. A mirror is functional. It is not a glass separating one from the other. If one 
views oneself in a mirror and spends some time examining the opposing image, one realizes that 
the image is not the same as the object. With some detailed observation, the person viewing their 
image realizes that their right hand is the images left hand. Thus, a transformation takes place 
between the object and the emergence of the object's image as projected by the mirror. 

In essence, a form of inversion of the object becomes the image and thus becomes the law of 
inverse proportionality. This proportion will become an important element in the two tractates, 
Tractate 7: Hegel and Tractate 9: Einstein. 

The 'location' of 'nothingness 

The left becomes the right and the right becomes the left at the boundary. Where is this boundary? 
The boundary is best described as a mirror. When looking into the mirror one will notice that as 
one lifts their right hand the mirror image lifts its left hand. As one scratches one's right ear the 
mirror image scratches its left ear. 

It is often quoted that the eye is the mirror into the soul of a man. What then of the eye one views 
when looking into the mirror? Is it one's own soul or the soul of the whole, the soul of God Itself 
into which one peers? 

And what mirror is it of which we speak when speaking of 'nothingness itself It is nothingness 
which separates the 'Real' from the 'real'. It is nothingness, which acts as the boundary separating 
the 'real' from the 'real illusion' (Tractate 1: Zeno). It is nothingness, which acts as the boundary 
separating the Cartesian from the non-Cartesian (Tractate 2: Aristotle). It is nothingness, which 
acts as the boundary separating 'free will' from 'determinism' (Tractate 3: Boethius). And now we 
in essence are exploring the concept of nothingness separating Centricism from non-Centricism 
(Tractate 4: Copernicus). 

What is perceived by us as 'nothingness' has its location as the mirror itself. Nothingness is and 
nothingness functions as the zero point on a number line. Nothingness allows one side to 'see' the 
other side, to see the image as we saw in the Tractates dealing with the concepts Boethius, 
Aristotle, and Zeno placed before us. Each philosopher had a dilemma with which to deal and each 
dealt with their particular philosophical dilemma in their own unique manner. 

Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, and now Copernicus could not see the mirror just as we cannot see the 
mirror as we gaze into the mirror itself. They each 'gazed into the mirror and saw what they 
wanted to see. They saw their right hand scratching their right ear and we, humanity, followed 
their lead. We, humanity, assumed what they had to say was true and we followed in their 
footsteps as if the truths they espoused were in fact 'truths' when in fact they were simply 
perceptions, their own personal perceptions, as best they were able to describe them. We assumed 
what they had to say was fact when in fact it was simply the best they could express the facts they 
had available to them personally. 

We know in part, and we prophesy in part. 

But when that which is perfect is come, then that which is in part shall be done away. 
When I was a child, I spake as a child, I understood as a child, I thought as a child: but 
when I became a man, I put away childish things. 

For now we see through a glass, darkly, but then face to face: now I know in part: but 
then shall I know even as also I am known 9 . 



261 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



To look in a mirror is not to look in a mirror but to look at the inverse of the image, the left 
becomes the right and the right becomes the left. 

Looking into nothingness does not cause us to see into what lies beyond the barrier of our reality 
but rather allows us to see a vision of what lies there. 

To introduce a new concept into the picture, it will be helpful to revert to a simpler diagram than 
the ones that have been evolving. As such, to understand the concept regarding the 'location' of 
nothingness we will revert to the diagram: 



The abstract without the physical 
Without time or distance 



The physical without abstraction 
With time and distance 




The question now becomes: If nothingness exists, then where 'could' it exist? To understand such 
a discussion it becomes necessary to answer three questions: 

1. Does 'nothingness' exist? 

2. What is 'nothingness'? 

3. Where is 'nothingness' found? 

Why this order to the questions? The concept regarding the very existence of nothingness evolves 
even before we define it because it was Boethius who suggested: 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But this is 
all wrong.'... 
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'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge includes 
the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see the 
future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

' . . . it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior. ' , which in turn implies it 
is quite illogical for the 'inferior', 'ourselves', to perceive of either a concept or 
'something' which is imperceptible to the 'superior' 10 , 



1. Does 'nothingness' exist? 

We perceive of 'nothingness' as the lack of 'something'. Since we perceive of 'nothingness' as a 
lack of even abstraction itself, it would seem it exists. The very removal of 'nothingness' 
undermines all our present day fundamental cosmological, ontological, and metaphysical debates 
starting with Boethius himself. 

Is the existence of 'nothingness' itself an absolute? Strangely enough, removing 'nothingness' 
from our present metaphysical model leads to the eventual termination of the system itself, leaving 
'nothingness' in place of the metaphysical model we removed. In such a scenario, 'nothingness' 
becomes 'something'. In essence, a paradox arises equaling that which Boethius wrestled, 
equaling the paradox regarding free will versus divine foreknowledge. 

Within the perspective of the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', removing 
'nothingness' leaves the system intact. Thus, under such a scenario, 'nothing' becomes just that 
'nothing'. Within this type of metaphysical system, NO paradox arises. 



2. What is 'nothingness'? 

Nothingness is nothing. Nothingness is a void of all. 

1 . Nothing is a lack of matter. 

Since matter is perceived to be 'something'. Nothingness, therefore, must 'contain' 
no matter. 

2. Nothing is a lack of energy. 

With the development of Einstein's equation demonstrating a direct relationship 
between matter and energy, energy is perceived to be 'something'. Nothingness, 
therefore, must 'contain' no energy. 

3. Abstraction is perceived 'to be'. 

Nothingness is the lack of all, a void of all. If abstractions are a 'part' of nothingness, 
then nothingness is no longer 'nothingness'. Any existence capable of being 
subdivided into sub-parts is equal to the sum of its parts. As such, any existence 
capable of being subdivided is by definition not 'nothingness' for by definition it is 
no longer a 'void' of all but rather a sum of all. 
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What then is 'nothingness'? Nothingness is definitely not matter. Nothingness is not energy. 
Nothingness does not appear to be abstraction. It appears nothingness is closer to being energy 
than matter. Nothingness appears to be even closer to what we perceive to be abstraction than it is 
to being energy. In all likelihood however, nothingness may be our first glimpse into what acts as 
the fundamental unit of existence itself. 

It is easy to come off task at this point. Moving into a dialectic regarding the topic of nothingness 
being the fundamental unit of existence itself, becomes an almost irresistible act. However, our 
task - within this tractate - is to explore the concept of Centricism versus non-Centricism. As such, 
we must return to work. 



3. Where is 'nothingness' found? 



The abstract without the physical 
Without time or distance 



The physical without abstraction 
With time and distance 




The physical with awareness of the abstract 
without time or distance 



a. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' region #3? 

b. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' region #1? 

c. Can 'nothingness' be found 'within' region #3? 

d. Can 'nothingness' be found 'within' region #1? 
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a. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the whole, 'outside' region #3? 

'nothingness' 'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 


'the whole' 






#3 


O 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 



Since 'nothingness' in this graphic 'lies' 'outside' 'the whole' the whole to be the whole must 
expand to include what lies beyond it to remain 'the whole'. As such we obtain: 



'nothingness' 










'nothingness' • 
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As such the 'whole' now becomes: 
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The significant result is that it appears 'a whole without 'nothingness" is different from 'a whole 
with 'nothingness". 

If 'nothingness' exists, it appears to 'lie' 'within' 'the whole'. If one places 'nothingness' 
'outside' the 'whole', the 'whole' must expand to include 'nothingness' or it is, by definition, no 
longer the 'whole' 

Therefore in terms of the question: Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the whole, 'outside' 
region #3? The answer is 'nothingness' does not exist 'outside' the whole at least from all possible 
perspectives of the whole itself. 

If such is the case, the question arises: Does 'nothingness' have a function? As we are about to 
explore, nothing lacks function within the whole, including 'nothingness' itself. 

d. Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the physical, 'within' region #1? 

'd'? Is this not out of order. Alphabetically, yes it is out of order. Order, however, is not the point 
here. In fact what we are about to do is examine the concept beginning with the 'furthest' 
'outward' reaches of which we can possibly conceive, followed by the furthest 'inward' reaches 
we can possibly conceive. In short, we are examining the furthest extremes conceivable for 
'nothingness'. Having done so we will then examine 'nothingness' in terms of the more moderate 
points of view. 
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We will begin exploring the inner most extremes of 'nothingness with our last graphic. 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 



' s 'the whole' 
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'nothingness' ✓ 
/ 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' \ 



To better depict the process of examining 'nothingness' in terms of the inner most extreme, 
we will remove the 'outer' aspect of our drawing and enlarge region #1 : 



0 
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We will not enlarge region #1: 




We recognize this as the physical. We often label this region, the universe. Taking the region 
for what it is we will label it and place a representative of nothingness within this universe. 
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A vacuum is unnatural state of nature but we are not discussing a vacuum, we are discussing a 
region of nothingness. Not only is nothingness a lack of matter, but nothingness is a lack of 
energy. We can move to an even greater extreme, for nothingness is not only the lack of matter 
and energy but nothingness is a lack of matter, energy, and abstractions. Thus time and space 
would be absent within a region of nothingness. 

Some would argue the lack of space and time cannot be found anywhere within the region of the 
universe and therefore such a concept is irrelevant. Time and space appear to be an innate 
characteristic of matter and energy. Some would disagree and say matter and energy are innate 
characteristics of time and energy. This is the old puzzle: which came first - the chicken or the 
egg? In this particular puzzle, the subject deals with innate characteristic and as such becomes: 
Are time and space innate characteristics of matter and energy, or matter and energy innate 
characteristics of time and space? 

Since time and space are missing 'within' the region of 'nothingness', the region takes up no time 
and space and thus is in essence non-existent from the perspective of the region of the physical. 

Therefore in terms of the question: Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the physical, 'within' 
region #1? The answer is 'nothingness' does not exist 'inside' the physical at least from all 
possible perspectives of the physical itself. 

It might be feasibly possible to either find or create a region in the universe lacking matter and 
energy but it does not appear to be feasibly possible to find or create a region in the universe 
lacking time and space for time and space appear to be the very fabric of the universe itself. 

b. Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the whole, 'within' region #3? 
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To better understand the answer to this question we must refer back to a diagram found in section: 
The dynamics of non-Centricism: 



Entity A of 
knowing 



'location' 
of 

Centricism 




Point C 



The Universe 
Physical reality 
The concrete 
The abstract 
Time/distance 



'location' 
of 

non-Centricism 



Time 
Distance 
Physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 
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We will 'reduce' the graphic to a more manageable form and then add 'nothingness' 
within region 3: 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 




Nothingness: 



No: 



#3 




Matter 
Energy 
Time 
Space 



This concept is understandable if one acknowledges an 'existence' of the physical lying within the 
non-physical, lying within the abstract. The question now becomes: Does abstraction lie within 
'nothingness'? The answer would appear to be: If 'nothingness' is truly 'nothingness' then 
abstraction itself would be found to be absent 'within' 'nothingness'. 

Could such a region exist 'outside' the physical but 'within' the abstract? The answer appears to 
be: Yes it is conceivable for the lack of matter, energy, time, space, and all abstraction to exist 
within a region of abstraction itself. 

Therefore in terms of the question: Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the whole, 'within' region 
#3? The answer is 'nothingness' does not exist 'inside' the physical at least from all possible 
perspectives of the physical itself but 'nothingness' could lie within abstraction, could lie within 
region #3 if it lies outside region #1. 

In short, it might be feasibly possible to either find or create a region within pure abstraction 
lacking matter, energy, time, and space since time and space are not what the fabric of which the 
abstract is composed 

c. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the physical, 'outside' region #1? 

At first glance, this would appear to be the same question as 'b. Can 'nothingness' be found 
'inside' the whole, 'within' region #3?' Questions 'c' and 'b' however, are significantly different 
questions. 

Again, graphs will simplify our understanding of the question. 
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Before we go any further, let's reiterate a concept presented in Tractate 1: Zeno. The concept: A 
circle divides existence into three regions: The inside of the circle, the outside of the circle, and 
the circle itself. We must also reiterate two basic principles of geometry: The first concept: A 
circle is composed of an infinite number of points in a plane located equidistant from 'a' point, the 
center. The second concept: 'a' point is a location in space having no dimensions, having no 
length, breadth, or depth 

With this in mind, we will compress the contents of the circle, compress the universe, apply the 
contraction aspect of the Big Bang Theory to our diagram. 

If we compress the border, separating the physical and the abstract we begin to see the expansion 
of a region lacking matter, energy, time, and space. In fact, if we follow the logic of 'b. Can 
'nothingness' be found 'outside' the physical, 'outside' region #1? 
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Now we can understand that no matter how much the universe expands or contracts, it remains 
immersed within a bed of nothingness and therefore takes up 'no more space' if it becomes 
infinitely large than it does if it becomes infinitely small. The reason for this is that it lies 'within' 
'nothingness' which 'contains' no time or space, which lacks time and lacks space. 

But wouldn't the universe then lie directly in the abstract? No, for time and space are abstractual 
and as we have previously demonstrated in this Tractate, 'nothingness' is not only the lack of 
matter and energy but 'nothingness' is the lack of all abstractions. 

The significance of such a concept now emerges: 

The region 'separating' the physical from the abstract has no dimension. Matter, energy, time and 
space do not exist 'within' 'nothngness' and therefore the boundary separating the physical and 
the abstract is, from the perspective of the physical as well as from the perspective of the abstract, 
non-existent. 

Now we see that not only can 'nothingness' be found within the whole but in terms of the 
universe, in terms of reality, in terms of the physical which contains time and space, 'nothingness' 
can be found in two places: 

1. Adjacent to and therefore separating the universe, separating reality, separating the 
physical, separating multiplicity, separating Cartesianism, separating free will, 
separating Centricism, separating all aspects of the physical from the abstract 

2. Non-Adjacent to the universe 

Both 1 and 2 have their own implications. 

Statement 1 implies 'nothingness' is the mirror separating the physical and the abstract. Statement 
1 suggests a 'location' where the physical and the abstract face one another just as one faces 
oneself when gazing into a mirror. 

Statement 2 implies the existence of multiple 'realities'. Statement 2 implies the potential of 
universes existing which do not have time and space as the fabrics of their universes but rather the 
fabrics of other universes may or may not be composed of other abstractual concepts than the 
abstractual concepts of space and time. 
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The Univese 'withn' which we are 
'located' as growing knowing entities 




Questions arise: 

Is the first question mark replaced by the physical? It may be but it need not be. This capability 
allows the whole to be much more complex than if the answer were simply yes. 

The second question which arises is: Are the remaining two question marks the abstractual 
concepts of time and distance/space? Again the answer is the same, they may be or they may not 
be. 
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Is there anything we can say about the three question marks? Yes, we can be fairly certain the last 
two question marks are forms of abstractions since the reality of universes is that they all lie 
'within' abstractual existence. 

The questions then become: Is either the basic concept of centricism or the basic concept of non- 
Centricism or both simultaneously for that matter, found to be an innate characteristic of 
'nothingness' itself? 

Centricism is a characteristic. As such Centricism must apply to 'some' concept be it physical or 
abstractual. 

The concept of 'characteristics' do not apply to 'nothingness' rather the void of characteristics 
apply to 'nothingness'. Characteristics cannot 'characterize' 'nothingness', since 'nothingness' is 
neither physical nor abstractual. As such, it is only 'within' 'nothingness' where we find the lack 
of one or the other or both Centricism and non-Centricism. 

Where do understandings regarding the characteristics of 'inverse proportionality', 'nothingness', 
'entities of knowing', 'Centricism', and 'non-Centricism' lead us? Such understandings lead us 
toward comprehending the interaction as well as the interrelationship of the elements of the 
'whole'. Since by definition we are a part of the whole, such understandings lead us toward 
comprehending the interaction as well as the interrelationship of ourselves to the whole.. 

Before we can explore such interrelationships and interactions, we have two other concepts, which 
need addressing. 

Virgin physicality/'virgin physical life' 

The concept: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the physical, found 'within' region #1 is 'Centricism' 
itself. In fact, 'nothingness' found 'within' the physical is the 'fundamental building block' of the 
physical, is a concept for the field of science/cosmology to explore. 

We find ourselves in the middle of a dialectic regarding the differences of existing within a region 
of Centricism (region #1) and a region of non-Centricism (region #3). The similarities of the two 
regions, as well as the significance one region imposes upon the other, are the concepts we are 
attempting to understand. We can begin our understanding by making a simple statement: 

'Nothingness' found 'within' the physical, found 'within' region #1, is centricism itself. 
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To understand the concept: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the physical, found 'within' region #1, is 
centricism itself, we will once again rely upon graphics: 




We will now expand the universe to include 'nothingness': 




As we have discussed previously, nature abhors a vacuum and as such rushes to fill the vacuum. 
But nature acts symmetrically and as such nature rushes to fill the vacuum equally from all 
'directions' until the vacuum is no longer a vacuum. The point is the vacuum collapses from the 
'outer' edge toward the 'center'. Within the physical, 'nothingness' is the location towards which 
all 'things' move to find the center. 

'Nothingness' becomes the epitome of the center itself. 'Nothingness' becomes the center for as 
'nothingness' becomes 'occupied' and its radius diminishes to non-existence itself, 'nothing' has 
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occurred no 'space' was lost and no 'distance' traversed. Since no distance was traversed, no time 
was taken to fill the region of 'nothingness'. This statement can be made when referring to time 
for time is not an element, is not a part of the fabric of which 'nothingness' is composed since by 
definition 'nothingness' is the void of all including not only matter and energy but also distance 
and time. 

What then is: 'Virgin physicality/'virgin physical life'? 'Virgin physical life' is physical life at the 
point of centricism's formation. 'Virgin physicality' begins just before formation but just after it 
pre-existed as separation. 'Virgin physical life' is the point of origination, is physical life 'before' 
it has gained the ability to physically function as singularity of existence versus multiple 
independent existence of components. 'Virgin physicality' is physical existence as 'a' unit versus 
existence as separate components 'capable' of combining to form 'a' unit. 'Virgin physical 
existence' is in essence nonexistence, is in essence nothing, is in essence 'nothingness' itself. 
'Virgin physicality/'virgin physical life' is the moment 'before' space, time, matter, energy forms 
of experience become a part of knowing and thus knows nothing of its own self for its own self 
has yet to begin its process of knowing. The lack of knowing existing immediately before the 
process of knowing begins is where 'virgin-ness' lies. Virgin-ness lies at the center of 
'nothingness' itself. Cosmologically and ontologically, centricism thus finds its ultimate source of 
centricity. 

What then of the universe? Science and religion with their principles of symmetry and creation 
would suggest the same concept can be applied to this thing we call 'virgin physicality'. Again, 
however, this is a discourse for science/cosmology and religion/ontology to explore. Our task is 
metaphysical in nature and although our discussion may have direct implication for science and 
religion, it is not the scientific nor the religious aspects we are to pursue. 

What then are we attempting to explore? We are attempting to explore the concept of knowledge 
becoming 'knowing' knowledge, consciousness of 'knowledge'. 

We will, therefore, modify our graphic by replacing the symmetrical circle within which we find 
three dimensions, four dimensions, and may in the future find five, six, and more dimensions, with 
a unit entity of 'knowing' : In short, we are about to explore the concept of: Virgin 
consciousness/'virgin abstract knowing'. 

Virgin consciousness/'virgin abstract knowing' 

We can now make a second statement regarding the concept of 'nothingness' 

'Nothingness' found 'within' the abstract, found 'within' region #3 is 'non-Centricism' 

itself. 

It could be said that the statement: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the abstract is the 'fundamental 
building block' of the abstract, is a concept for the field of religion/ontology to explore. 

We find ourselves in the middle of a dialect regarding the differences of existing within a region 
of Centricism (region #1) as explained by cosmology and existing in a region of non-Centricism 
(region #3) as explained by ontology. This is the very point of metaphysics. Metaphysics listens to 
both cosmology and ontology and attempts to resolve the issues keeping the two apart. 

Before we can make the leap of resolving the basic differences between ontology and cosmology, 
we must allow the metaphysical understanding regarding the ontological perception of 
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'nothingness' to emerge just as we allowed the metaphysical understanding regarding the 
cosmological perception of 'nothingness' to emerge. 

To understand the concept: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the abstract, found 'within' region #3, is 
non-Centricism itself, we will once again rely upon graphics: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 




As the entity moves through time and space, it gains an 'awareness' of experiencing. The entity 
begins to 'fill' up with both knowing and awareness of its knowing. Eventually, the entity 
becomes 'full'. The 'fullness' of the entity does not terminate the entity's existence in the 
physical. Rather the termination of the entity's existence in the physical completes the filling of 
the entity. 

This does not imply the entity has 'room' for more knowing, for the entity is always 'full'. Rather 
the physical termination is the termination of the 'process' of acquiring knowledge by the 
knowing of the entity. 
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Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 



Unit entity of 
Nothingness: 

Upon Termination 

Filled with 

Knowing of: 

Matter 

Energy 

Time 

Space 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Initially 
No 

Knowing 




Initially 
Nothingness: 



We can depict the completion of the process as a 'filled' versus an 'empty' unit. Regardless of the 
'amount' of knowledge 'contained' within the entity of knowing, the concept of the entity being 
completely filled is complete with the termination of gaining knowing unique to the entity of 
knowing. 

Likewise, regardless of the 'amount' of knowledge 'contained' within the entity of knowing the 
concept of the entity being completely empty while in the process of gaining knowing unique to 
the entity of knowing is in essence 'empty' relative to the potential to gain knowledge by the 
entity of knowing. The only limit imposed to the continued increase in knowledge forced upon the 
unit of knowing is the termination of the process itself. 

Some would call this termination of the growth process of 'knowledge' by the unit of knowing, 
death. There is nothing inappropriate regarding this label. However, to say we 'know' what death 
is, is inappropriate for we can only speculate regarding such a meaning. In this Tractate, we are 
exploring the very meaning of the term death, from a different direction than that which society 
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presently comes. We are exploring the perception of death - exploring the perception of the mirror 
separating the physical and the abstract from the point of view of a new metaphysical perception. 

What then is: Virgin consciousness/'virgin abstract knowing', 'virgin abstract knowing' is 
knowing at its point of origination, is knowing 'before' it has gained any knowledge and thus its 
knowing knows nothing. Virgin consciousness/'virgin abstract knowing' is the moment 'before' 
space, time, matter, and energy forms of experience become a part of knowing. Virgin 
consciousness knows nothing of its own self for its own self has yet to begin its process of 
knowing. The lack of knowing existing immediately before the process of knowing begins is 
where 'virgin-ness' lies. Virgin-ness lies at the center of the 'nothingness' of knowing itself. 
Metaphysically, centricism thus finds its ultimate source of centricity. 



Stepping 'in' beyond Centricism: Dependency 

Now as much as it may appear logical to begin examining the entities of knowing within region 
#1, we are going to begin examining the entities of knowing from region #3. To do this we will 
simply move the entities of knowing out of region #1 and into region #3. 

In essence, we are going to step 'out' into non-Centricism. We are going to allow the two forms of 
unique knowing of knowledge to step 'out' into non-Centricism. 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 



Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 
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Since the 'empty' unit, the 'virgin entity of knowing', has absolutely nothing abstractual or 
otherwise within it, it takes up no space or time and thus we can now simplify the graphic: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 




With the aid of this graphic, we can now begin to understand the interrelationship between 
existing entities found within region #3 . We can now begin to understand the very concept of not 
only the very existence of non-Centricism itself but we can begin to understand the process as well 
as the potentiality of non-Centricism. 

Existence within non-Centricism: 

We will take the latter diagram and reduce region #1, the location of Centricism since we are 
concerned with region #3. In addition we will expand upon the number of entities of knowing 
which have evolved through the process of 'traveling', experiencing region #1 - the location of 
space, time, matter, energy. . . : 
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The entities of knowing: 

1 . Are each unique in and of themselves due to their unique experiencing and assembly 
through time and space or whichever abstractual fabric should exist within the 'universe' 
from which they emerge 

2. Do not vary in size since relative to the whole, each is relatively the same in size 

3. May appear to vary regarding their 'distance' apart but since they are immersed in a 
location void distance, in essence the 'distance' separating them does not exist. They are, 
therefore, all equidistant - no distance apart 

4. Are independent of beginning - end parameters since they are immersed in a void of time 
and space, immersed within a form of non-Centricism 

Process 

5. Take no 'time' to get from one to another since there is no 'distance' to traverse 

6. Are capable of 'knowing' one another completely since they are not knowledge but 
passive unique experiencing of knowledge assembled by the active process of knowing 
and whose process remains an integral part of themselves since the passivity of 
knowledge is nothing without active process of knowing 

Potentiality 

7. Are capable of incorporating 'new' entities of unique knowledge, knowing, and 
experiencing 

8. Partial summations of knowing as well as complete summations of knowing are as varied 
as the potential combinations of existing entities and the parts of existing entities allow. 
This is known as 'Omniscience'. 
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9. Potentiality within region #3 is, due to #1 - 8 is limited to what is and therefore is 
'dependent' one entity upon another entity, which exists as opposed to what 'might' 
exist. 

Dependence thus becomes the principle of region #3. 

It must be acknowledged that the concept of existence 'within' non-Centricism is a difficult 
concept to comprehend. But why shouldn't it be. We are after all immersed 'within' Centricism' 
and as such find time and space to be concepts expanding 'outward' from 'a' point of reference 
which varies from conscious knowing to conscious knowing. 

What must not be lost within the exploration of the unfamiliar, however, is that within a location 
void the fabric of space and time, 'correct' sequencing is not a fundamental principle since 
'correct' sequencing is an aspect of time and space found within our personal universe. 

Region #3 therefore is a location where our unique experiencing depends upon what others have to 
offer us to experience versus our forming our own experiencing for our own unique experiences 
are what they are and our own uniqueness cannot change without the infusion, embracing, union 
of another's unique knowing. 

Divine intervention? Perhaps. Who is to say what the whole is capable of doing with its creation: 
the universe, our reality. 

Nevertheless, how can an 'all knowing' entity be all knowing if it doesn't know 'all things'? 
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Doesn't this diagram imply 'all Knowing' doesn't know what 'will be' and doesn't this in turn 
imply time exists in 'all Knowing'? 

The concept of what 'will be' only exists 'within' time and if we review what we had previously 
learned of time, we find time to be 'located' within two locations: 




■00 



Since time is not found either as an innate characteristic of region #3 nor as a medium of region #3 
'within' which subsets of region #3 find themselves immersed, there is no concept of 'what will 
be' to be found in region #3. 

This is not to say time is not found 'within' region #3, rather it demonstrated time is not an all- 
pervasive characteristic, a universal medium of region #3. Time is found in region #3 in two 
distinct location of which we are presently capable of perceiving. Time is found 'within' entities 
of 'knowing', which have evolved out of the 'universe', and time is found as a medium of the 
universe within which entities of 'knowing' move from being 'virgin' entities of 'knowing' to 
being complete entities of 'knowing'. 

Where then does the 'Book of Divine Knowledge' find itself to be in terms of the metaphysical 
system of singular location, 'being' being 'Being'? 
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Stepping 'into' Centricism: Independence 

Having stepped 'in' beyond Centricism and into the region characterized by non-Centricism, let's 
now step 'out' of non-Centricism and into Centricism - Independence. To do so we will begin 
where we initiated the understanding of region #3: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 
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By moving 'into' Centricism we are in essence moving 'beyond' non-Centricism/dependency and 
into Independency. As such our graphic now becomes: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 




Region #1 is a location where our unique experiencing begins at the point of nothingness and 
forms in a unique manner to ourselves based upon our own unique experiences. 

As we previously discussed, upon termination of the journey of knowing within time and space, 
the entity is no longer 'empty' or partially 'empty' of knowledge. This leads us to our next step. 
We are going to remove the 'filled' entity of knowing since we are focusing upon the 'process' of 
knowing and how it interacts with the concept of Centricism, which Copernicus so aptly 
entrenched in the field of science. 
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As such, our graphic becomes: 



Unit entity of 




The 'empty' unit, the 'virgin entity of knowing' has absolutely nothing abstractual or otherwise 
within it at only one point in time. The 'virgin entity of knowing' is empty when it is simply 
'process'. Until the process of knowing begins, the entity is in a state of passivity and only enters 
the active state of being when it makes the step beyond being in a passive state to being in an 
active state. A detailed discussion of such states was explored within Tractate 2: Aristotle. 

Since we discussed the concept of a passive state of knowing in Tractate 2, we will proceed to 
examine the active state of knowing, the process of filling an abstractual unit of active knowing 
with the substance it needs to exist as an entity, the substance of knowledge and experience. 

The entity exists enmeshed in the fabric of time and space/distance since time and space are the 
very fabrics of region #1. 

With the aid of this graphic, we can now begin to understand the interrelationship between 
existing entities found within region #1. We can now begin to understand the very concept of not 
only the very existence of Centricism itself but we can begin to understand the process as well as 
the potentiality of Centricism. 

Existence within Centricism: 

We will take the latter diagram and reduce region #3, the location of non-Centricism since we are 
concerned with region #1. Since region #1 is located 'within' region #3, the only way to do this 
while expanding region #1 is to apply the concept of relativistic size of region #1 compared to 
region #3. In addition to modifying the relative size of each region, we will expand upon the 
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number of entities of knowing which evolve through the process of 'traveling', experiencing 
region #1 - the location of space, time, matter, energy. . . : 




#3 



The entities of actively growing knowing: 

1 . Are each unique in and of themselves due to their being in the process of acquiring 
unique experiencing as they move through time and space. Each entity of knowing has its 
own unique perceptions and experiencing assembled uniquely by the linear progression 
of the multiple facets of both time and space or whatever abstractual fabric should exist 
within the 'universe' from which the entity of knowing emerges 

2. Vary in size since relative to each other they contain vastly different 'quantities' of 
knowledge and contain vastly different experiences. 
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3. Not only may appear but do vary regarding their 'distance' apart since they are immersed 
in a location whose very fabric is composed of distance. In essence, the 'distance' 
separating them does exist. They are therefore all separated by varying degrees of 
distance no two distances of which are equal 

4. Are dependent upon beginning - end parameters since they are immersed in time and 
space, are immersed within a form of Centricism 

Process 

5. Take 'time' to get from one to another, to get from one place to another, since there is 
'distance' to traverse 

6. Are incapable of 'knowing' one another completely since they are not complete forms of 
knowledge but rather are actively and uniquely experiencing knowledge and being 
assembled through the active process of knowing and experiencing uniquely. The process 
itself becomes uniquely an integral part of themselves since the active process of gaining 
knowledge is the creation of the perception of knowledge and experiencing through the 
process of knowing itself. 

Potentiality 

7. Are incapable of incorporating other 'newly' developing entities of unique knowledge, 
knowing, and experiencing for their process of 'forming' has not yet ended and therefore 
any new knowledge and experiencing 'affects' the very formation of the entity itself is in 
the process of 'becoming'. 

8. Partial summations of a unique entity of knowing as well as the complete summation of 
the unique entity of knowing is as varied as the potential combinations the parts of 'a' 
particular unique entity of developing knowing can allow confined to itself. This is 
known as 'limited' knowing. 

9. Potentiality within region #1 is, due to #1 - 8, limited to the abstractual and ? and ? fabric 
of a particular universe. In 'our' case, potentiality regarding formation of unique entities 
of knowing is limited to what time, space, matter, and energy will allow. Since 
uniqueness is a quality acquired by the active process of knowing itself, each entity of 
knowing is unique and becomes so independent of one another 

Independence thus becomes the principle of region #1. 

This is not to say that individuals are not dependent upon one another in society. What it says is 
that the very concept of uniqueness is a quality of existence itself and is not a characteristic 
'given' by one individual to another. 

Centricism is not a difficult concept to comprehend because we are, after all, immersed 'within' 
Centricism', and as such we not only observe but experience time and space to be concepts 
expanding 'outward' from 'a' point of reference which varies from conscious knowing to 
conscious knowing. 

What must not be lost within the exploration of the familiar, however, is that within a location 
whose very fabric is that of space and time, 'correct' sequencing is a fundamental principle. One 
cannot die unless one is first born, one cannot wake up unless one first goes to sleep, one cannot 
swim unless one first goes into the water. Granted the term 'cannot' may be too strong a term to 
use in these particular examples but the concept of 'correct' sequencing is an aspect of time and 
space and as such is something all of us within our personal universe understand. 
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Region #1 therefore is a location where our unique experiencing does not depend upon what 
others have to offer us to experience. Rather our own experiencing is in the process of 'becoming' 
as uniquely experienced by ourselves. Our own unique experiencing and knowledge as viewed 
uniquely through our own knowing is becoming what it is - our own uniqueness. We are in the 
process of becoming rather than being what we finally are to be. We can change with the infusion, 
embracing, union of experiencing space and time while immersed within matter and energy. 

Divine intervention? Perhaps. Who is to say what the whole is capable of doing within its creation: 
the universe, our reality. 

How can an 'all knowing' entity be all knowing if it doesn't know 'all things'? 

\ 




Again we must ask: Doesn't this diagram imply 'all Knowing' doesn't know what 'will be' and 
doesn't this in turn imply time exists in 'all Knowing'? 

Again, we must reply: The concept of what 'will be' only exist 'within' time. If we review what 
we had previously learned of time we find time to be 'located' within two locations: 
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Since time is not found either as an innate characteristic of region #3 nor as a medium of region #3 
'within' which subsets of region #3 find themselves immersed, there is no concept of 'what will 
be' to be found in region #3. 

This is not to say time is not found 'within' region #3, rather it demonstrated time is not an all- 
pervasive characteristic, a universal medium of region #3. Time is found in region #3 in two 
distinct location of which we are presently capable of perceiving. Time is found 'within' entities 
of 'knowing', which have evolved out of the 'universe', and time is found as a medium of the 
universe within which entities of 'knowing' move from being 'virgin' entities of 'knowing' to 
being complete entities of 'knowing'. 

Where then does the 'Book of Divine Knowledge' find itself to be in terms of the metaphysical 
system of singular location, 'being' being 'Being'? 



The significance of insignificance: Random Sequencing 

There is really no place to begin with such a topic. Perhaps that is a fitting observation considering 
the topic itself: randomness. 

We have, however, little choice but to begin if we are to understand the significance of 
insignificance. 
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Or: 



B 




The potential names of points A, B, and C using the Cartesian coordinates ( X, Y, Z ) grows as the 
number of locations for the origin increases. The number of locations of the origin grows 
exponentially as the number of dimensions grows linearly. 

One could begin with one point and zero dimensions. By doing so one observes 



Since a point has no length, depth, or height, point A has zero dimensions. 

By adding one dimension we obtain: zero dimensions + one dimension = one dimension but the 
potential names for 'a' point becomes infinite in nature: 



n 



The point A has the potential to be located anywhere upon line n. The concept of one dimension 
being the only existence creates a line, line n, which is infinite in length. Point A has the potential 
of being located anywhere upon line n since, by definition, point A has no length. Point A could 
move along line n, however, point A need not move to change position relative to line n, line n 
could move relative to dimensions 2, 3, 4 ... which exist to us but not to the situation we are 
discussing. Such a statement is neither a paradox nor an untruth. As we, you and I can readily 
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attest to, just because 'a' dimension and its components are not aware of other dimensions does 
not mean other dimensions do not exist. 

If we now add a second dimension, we can observe the nonlinear growth of potential points of 
location for point A. 



n 



So it is two and then three dimensions can be understood to exponentially grow the perceptual 
potential coordinates for point A. If we presume point A can move or if point A is presumed to be 
static in its location the same results of exponential growth for the names of point A can be 
understood to increase if we presume the X and Y axis move. 

If we then factor in the name of point A changing with time, again the perception regarding point 
A's contribution to the space/time relationship causes another exponential increase in the 
coordinate names point A could acquire. 

But what does this have to do with abstractual concepts of free will, determinism, significance and 
insignificance? 

This progression of thought regarding the exponential expansion of perceptual spatial location 
generated through increasing numbers of dimensions leads us to the rudimentary mindset which 
will help us understand the exponential expansion of the totality of perceptual 'knowing' 
generated through increasing numbers of unique entities of 'knowing' evolving out of free will. 
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To understand the connection let us look at a unit entity of awareness, a unit entity of 'knowing' as 
it develops within the physical: 




Virgin awareness, virgin 'knowing', begins with no 'knowing' and expands through experiencing 
within the universe. As such, it could be drawn as: 




The transparency of the rectangular prism represents the ability of the physical to continue to 
affect and form the entity of 'knowing'. The entity of knowing continues to grow, experience, and 
formulate its completeness of unique 'knowing 'until it' dies. At the point of its no longer being 
capable of continuing to grow its summation of awareness, we obtain what could be diagramed as: 
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The ability to initiate actions of free will combined with the ability to experience actions bound by 
the laws of nature generate the unit of unique abstractual perception which has developed. 

Now lets remove the influence of the physical since, as symbolized by the 'filled' rectangular 
prism, the sensory mechanism has been removed from the individual unit of perceptual 
development. This removal of the physical does not imply the abstractual uniqueness of the unit of 
'knowing' just 'goes away'. In fact, the implication of 'being' being 'Being' implies quite the 
contrary. As such, we obtain the following: 




Unit A 



We have removed physical reality in order to study the entity of awareness. We will label this 
entity: unit A. Keep in mind. Unit A is no longer a Virgin point of 'knowing' but rather a point of 
'knowing' having its own unique perceptual 'outlook' which has been developed through the 
influence of an almost infinite number of abstractual interactions. Such interactions have been 
generated through the actions of both free will initiated by itself and initiated by actions of free 
will generated by other units of 'knowing', as well as generated by actions bound by the laws of 
nature. 

In essence, the unit of abstraction indicated above is 'filled' with various perceptions, desires, 
wants, loves jealousy, greed, compassion, etc. One must also recognize the unit to be just that: 'a 
unit'. It is. It is unique. It has 'wholeness' of perception that is unique in and of itself. 

Before we move any further, one will find it interesting to note that if Unit A is the whole of 
existence, then: 

1 . The potential perceptual development of the whole is simply that of unit A 

2. The number of abstractual existences are infinite in number but limited to what is 
found in unit A 

3. Perceptions of time and distance can be found 'within' unit A but not 'outside' unit 
A for there is nothing 'outside' unit A 

4. The 'whole' is identical to unit A and as such has the same perceptions as unit A 

5. The 'whole' has the power of unit A and no more 

6. The 'whole' has the same 'knowing' as unit A and no more 

7. The 'whole' has the same 'presence' as unit A and no more 

Sound familiar? The discussion evolves out of Tractates 1, 2, and 3: Zeno, Aristotle, and Boethius. 
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In order to address our understanding of what we mean by the whole we will enclose unit A within 
the whole: 









The Whole 



It is obvious the whole is Unit A. It is also obvious time and distance are abstractions found 
'within' unit A for the elements necessary to generate the concepts of time and distance are no 
longer present. Time and distance are elements of space and matter both of which had been 
removed when we erased the circle which represented the physical reality of the universe. 

What then happens if a second unit of 'knowing' is added to the system above? 




The Whole 



Now we no longer can say: 

1 . The potential perceptual development of the whole is simply that of unit A 

2. The number of abstractual existences are infinite in number but limited to what is 
found in unit A 

3. Perceptions of time and distance can be found 'within' unit A but not 'outside' unit 
A for there is nothing 'outside' unit A 

4. The 'whole' is identical to unit A and as such has the same perceptions as unit A 

5. The 'whole' has the power of unit A and no more 

6. The 'whole' has the same 'knowing' as unit A and no more 

7. The 'whole' has the same 'presence' as unit A and no more 
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We must now say: 

1. The potential perceptual development of the whole is that of unit A, unit B, or unit A 
+ unit B 

2. The number of abstractual existences are infinite in number but is no longer limited 
to what is found in unit A, rather it is limited to what is found in unit A, unit B, or 
unit A + unit B 

3. Perceptions of time and distance can be found 'within' unit A or found 'within' unit 
B but not 'outside' unit A and/or unit 'B' for there is nothing 'outside' unit A and 
unit B 

4. There is now something found 'outside' unit A and that is not only 'unit' B but the 
summation of unit A + unit B 

5. The 'whole' is identical to unit A, or unit B, or unit A + unit B and as such has the 
same perceptions as unit A or unit B or unit A + unit B 

6. The 'whole' has the power of unit A or unit B or unit (A + B) and no more 

7. The 'whole' has the same 'knowing' as unit A or unit B or unit (A + B) and no more 

8. The 'whole' has the same 'presence' as unit A or unit B or unit (A + B) and no more 

It becomes apparent that the increase in the varieties of combinations of the whole increase not on 
a linear basis but rather on some form of geometrical or exponential basis. If we expand our units 
of unique 'knowing' developed under the laws of free will, we obtain three units of unique 
knowing and as such obtain: 




The Whole 



At this point, we could reevaluate the results of the above using the same format we previously 
used. This process however becomes beset with even more verbiage than previously. To minimize 
this problem of verbiage we will examine the results of the above using more diagrams. 
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A 






The Whole 



We will now open unit A and pour its 'substance' into the Whole. 




The Whole 



Example 1 : If Unit A only 



Possibilities for the Whole: 



1. A 



Example 2: If Unit A and Unit B only 
Possibilities for the Whole: 

1. A 

2. B 

3. AB 

4. BA 

Before we go to example three, we should address the question of why the potential for BA? AB 
and BA are not the same even though time and/or distance are not 'active' elements of the whole. 
Time and distance are elements of Unit A and Unit B. As such, should the contents of A and B be 
released 'into' the Whole, then time and distance become options with which the Whole can 
develop its own unique perceptions. 
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At first glance, it would appear the characteristic of cardinality would only be relevant if one 
speaks in terms of sequencing physical perceptions generated through the element of cardinality 
innately found in spatial cardinal concepts of distance or if one speaks in terms of sequencing 
abstractual perceptions generated through the element of cardinality innately found in the 
abstractual cardinal concept of time. 

The perceptions generated through the potential combinations of A and B are not A, B, and AB 
but also BA. A fifth state of the whole itself exists. This fifth state of being is the summation of 
some sequential form of A and B independent of the perception developed through an order of 
sequencing. 

Having said this we then obtain a new perspective for the possibilities for the whole, which in turn 
will allow us to move to example three. 

Example 2 corrected: 
Possibilities for the whole: 

1. A 

2. B 

3. AB 

4. BA 

5. the whole 



Example 3: 

Possibilities for the whole: 

1. A 

2. B 

3. C 

4. AB 

5. BA 

6. BC 

7. the whole of A and B 

8. ABC 

9. ACB 

10. BAC 

11. BCA 

12. CAB 

13. CBA 

14. the whole of A and B and C 



There is a pattern developing here. The mathematics of it are much to difficult to explore in this 
tractate. However, a simplistic example can be demonstrated by following a similar yet much 
more simplistic sequence: 
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Example 1: 
A 

Example 2: 
A, B, AB 
Example 3: 

A, B, C, AB, AC, BC, ABC 
Example 4: 

A, B, C, D, AB, AC, AD, BC, BD, CD, ABC, ABD, ACD, BCD, ABCD 



As one examines the increase in potential possibilities generated by the sequence one begins to 
appreciate the significance of each unit. 

If there is only one unit, the unit is the whole, there is nothing greater. 

If 'a' second unit is added the number of potential possibilities expands by two not one, expands 
to three. 

If 'a' third unit is added the number of potential possibilities expands by four not one, expands to 
seven. 

If 'a' fourth unit is added the number of potential possibilities expands by eight not one, expands 
to fifteen. 

Any one unit of growth may or may not be greater than another. The size of the unit is not what is 
important here but rather what is important is the very fact that an additional unit has been added. 
Mathematically we see the pattern as being: 



1 3 7 15 31 63 

\/\/\A/\/ 

+ 2 + 4 +8 +16 +32 



As one can see, the potential increases non-linearly. Each unit added has tremendous repercussion 
upon the potential of the whole. Each unit added has tremendous significance to the whole. Each 
unit added impacts the whole more than once, more than itself. 
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But where is the individual unit here? It appears to be lost. It appears to be lost not because it is 
lost but because we have not fully expanded upon the pattern. 

If we more fully expand the pattern to be what it is, we obtain: 
0 1 3 7 15 31 63 

\/\/\/\/\/\/ 

+1 + 2 + 4 +8 +16 +32 

This does not appear to fit the pattern unless we adjust the pattern accordingly: 

0 1 3 7 15 31 63 

\/\/\/\/\/\/ 

+1 +2 +4 +8 +16 +32 



n 

2 



Where 

n = the whole numbers 



All of a sudden, we see the base for what it is. The base, the foundation, is built upon the 
individual unit since 'n' is the epitome of individuality itself, 'n' is the set of unit numbers in their 
very completeness of form, 'n' is the set of natural numbers beginning with one and extending into 
infinity as a set comprised of increasingly large numbers of whole, complete units based upon 'a' 
whole unit itself. 

As we can see, the growth is not geometric but exponential. 
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Is this an anomaly or is this the very concept upon which the growth of the whole itself is built 
when one speaks of 'all knowing'? Within the system of 'being' being 'Being', this is not an 
anomaly but rather the foundation of total knowing, the whole itself. 

Under the metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being', the very 
perceptual abilities of the whole grow exponentially with each unit of knowing added to it. 
Furthermore, the growth is not based simply upon the pattern diagrammed above but rather the 
pattern leaps beyond this potential by a factor of: 

The whole of A + the whole of A and B + the whole of A and B and C + . . . 

So it is each individual unit added may be added to such a large number of others that it appears 
insignificant compared to the whole but it is in fact 'the' element which increases the whole 
exponentially over the huge 'potentiality of 'knowing" it had been previous to the individuals 
addition to the whole. 

Doesn't the concept of 'previously' imply an element of time and sequencing? No and that is the 
very reason the concept such as alphabetical sequencing, a concept of sequencing 'controlled' by 
time becomes a limit not imposed upon the whole of abstraction itself. The result of course is an 
even greater form of exponential growth applying to the whole than the form of exponential 
growth we demonstrated. 

Suddenly, through an understanding of a new metaphysical system - through an understanding of 
a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system - through an understanding of 'being' 
being 'Being', through an understanding of a system of determinism powered by free will, we 
begin a new understanding regarding the very significance of the seemingly insignificant. 

Humanity, the individual, begins its upward climb out of the depths of insignificance and into the 
glory of significance itself. 

The explosive nature of the potentiality of knowing 

Adding 'a' piece of knowing creates an explosion of potential combinations over and above what 
existed previously. As each new piece of knowing is added, the addition creates an exponential 
expansion of potentiality to which the next piece of knowing can add its potentiality of growth to 
the whole. 

Potentiality now becomes a situation of 'expanding', increasing, potential growth itself on an 
exponential basis as opposed to an 'expanding', increasing potential growth on a geometrical 
basis. 

As such, the whole of knowing, the whole itself, moves from simply 'being' to 'Being'. The 
whole itself now gains not just the potential to grow but gains the potential to grow in a potentially 
explosive manner. The difference may best be understood as that of the difference in existence of 
a substance, the explosive nature of the substance gun powder and the explosive nature of fission, 
and the explosive nature of fusion and now: the explosive nature of knowing. 

What does this have to do with Centricism and non-Centricism? It is the very concept of 
Centricism, which limits the potentiality of the Whole itself. It is Centricism which limits our 
potential significance. And the further away we appear to be from the center of the whole, the less 
significant we perceive our significance itself to be. 
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This was not the intent of Copernicus as he reevaluated the concept regarding the 'location' of the 
center. As little as Copernicus had expected to influence our very understanding regarding the 
significance of the individual, his work involving the search for the center of the physical was to 
impact humanity's most fundamental perception regarding the value of the individual and its own 
specie. 

Removing a piece of Randomness 

To understand the significance regarding the impact removing a piece of knowing from the whole 
has upon the whole itself, one must not begin by removing what one find at the left but at the right 
of the graphic: 



0 1 3 7 15 31 63 

\ A / \ A / \ / \h 

+ 1 + 2 + 4 +8 +16 +32 




n 

2 



Where 

n = the whole numbers 



And with that the significance of removing, losing, terminating, interfering with, 'cutting short', a 
piece of knowing's potential once it has 'become', speaks for itself. Interfering with the 
development of a unit of knowing affects the outcome of what the Whole is. 

Boethius' metaphysical system and why we can now file it away as a part of the annals of 
history 

We must now come back to the diagram representing the 'location' of free will and the 'location' 
of determinism in order to understand why it is we can finally relegate Boethius' metaphysical 
system to the annals of history, relegate Boethius' metaphysical system to that of being a history 
book as opposed to being a current philosophical theme. 

This aspect of Tractate 3: Boethius, was put on hold until we were able to expand our 
understanding regarding Centricism and its affect upon units of knowing addressed within this 
tractate. We can now return to the concept of free will and determinism for a short summation as 
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to why Boethius' metaphysical system can now be filed away in the archives of interesting 
historical paradoxes. 



Established, completed 
^^^^/ Units of Knowing 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Location of 
Determinism 




Evolving, incomplete 
Units of Knowing 
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As we have done so often before, we find ourselves in need of simplifying the diagram. 
Simplifying we obtain: 



Actions bound by 
the laws of nature 



Actions bound by 
the laws of 
determinism 




Location of 
Determinism 




Location of 
Free Will 



Actions bound by 
the laws of free will 



New questions now begin to emerge. Questions emerge which had no opportunity to emerge under 
the confines of Boethius' system where determinism was bound 'within' the same confines as free 
will. 
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Is the whole confined by actions bound by the laws of free will? Graphically we now understand 
such a question to be represented as: 
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Is the whole confined by action bound by the laws of determinism? Graphically we now 
understand such a question to be represented as: 
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Is free will found 'within' the location of determinism? Graphically we now understand such a 
question to be represented as: 




Etc., etc., etc. 

The questions, not the answers, have only been presented. The questions are limitless, the answers 
now become intuitively understandable through the application of the new metaphysical 
perception: 'being' being 'Being' or generically speaking 'symbiotic panentheism.' 



being 'Being' 



'being' 




being 




'Being' 


<— ► 


<— ► 





Some of these questions are not metaphysical in nature but rather are ontological in nature. It is for 
this very reason that this new metaphysical perception of a non-Cartesian system being powered 
by a Cartesian system appears to relegate Boethius' system to the annals of history. 
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Boethius' system appeared to leave metaphysics in a state of stagnation while this new perception 
opens up an almost infinite array of new metaphysical thoughts as well as philosophical thoughts 
in general. 

But what of the answers to the given questions? How can one possible bring up such topics of 
discussion and then leave the reader in a state of suspended anticipation? For the time being, we 
have little choice but to proceed with this work regarding The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception. However, if it is of any solace, these questions will come up again in 
Tractate 18: The End of the Beginning - Theoretical Metaphysics Emerges. 

For the time being, however, we must get back on track or we will never get done with the 
examination of many of philosophy's greatest paradoxes and how it is we can now resolve them 
and as such relegate not just Boethius' paradox but a large number of paradoxes to the annals of 
history. 

Archimedean Points 

Archimedean Points are referred to by Husserl as 'the' Archimedean Point. The Archimedean 
Point is the unshakable foundation of human knowledge. 11 

It is 'within' the individual, be it the subset of the whole as 'the individual' or 'the whole' as the 
individual, 'within' which, the 'unit' of knowledge is found. In addition, it is 'within' the 
individual, be it the subset of the whole as 'the individual' or 'the whole' as the individual, 
'within' which, the process of knowing knowledge is found. The concept of 'being' being 'Being' 
now becomes two 'substantives', or two universals as Russell would say, interacting upon each 
other via the verb. 

The universals, substantives: 'being' and 'Being' 
The verb: being 

All three are elements of the system. To rephrase it, we have a system of: three in one. 
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So it is each entity of knowing becomes 'a' first truth in relationship to itself, in relationship to the 
whole, and in relationship to the universe/reality 

So it is 'infinite relative 1 st truths' emerge within 'finite relative 1 st truths' within 'a' 1 st truth. 
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Philosophical infinities 

Juxtaposition of infinities thus emerges as an essential element of the new metaphysical system 
'being' being 'Being'. The concurrence of ontological infinities, cosmological infinities, and 
metaphysical infinities arises out of the understanding of this new metaphysical perception. 



Infinite time and distance 




'The whole' 
As 

'The' Individual 
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We can simplify the above diagram as: 



Non- 

Centricism 




The Abstract 



The Physical 



Centricism 



Such an understanding will lead us into a discussion of Kant's Centricism and Hegel's non- 
Centricism in Tractates Six and Seven respectively. 

The latter diagram evolves through the process of reality/the physical itself being 'experienced' 
through a process, which can be depicted as: 



The Abstract 
Whose 

boundary is the 
physical 
itself/the body 



The Physical 
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Which, when placed back into its former diagram, becomes: 




Or 'being' being 'Being', centricism within non-centricism, Cartesian within non-Cartesian, non- 
Cartesian powered by Cartesian, non-centricism powered by centricism, 'Being' powered by 
'being' through being. 
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This in turn becomes: 




The Abstract 
Whose 

boundary is the 
physical 
itself/the body 



The Physical 
Whose 

boundary is the 

abstract 

itself/knowing 



Or to put it more generically: 



Non- 

Centricism 




The Abstract 



The abstract 
within the 
physical 



The Physical 



The physical 
within the 
abstract 



Centricism 
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A bag of marbles is not dependent upon sequential time 



Remove the universe, remove the physical and we have: 



Round out the unit of knowing: 



o 



316 



Duplicate the units of knowing: 



The Error of Copernicus 




And you have a bag of twenty-one marbles 

So what? So, the twenty-one marbles are not dependent upon time for their existence. If you put 
your hand in the bag and mix the marbles, you may have rearranged the marbles but you still have 
twenty-one marbles. Not only do you have twenty-one marbles but each marble is as it was as 
opposed to is where it was. 

Now lets place time into the picture. 



Time 
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The question becomes: Where does time fit into the graphic? The marbles went through a process 
of emerging as individual entities, unique individual entities. Each marble emerged out of non- 
existence. Each marble uniquely crystallized. Each has its own distinctive appearance. Granted 
each marble may look like the others at first glance but each marble is unique and can be identified 
as its own self upon close examination. So once again, where is time found to exist in the graphic? 

Time is found as an element of the process of development of each marble. Thus: 

The surroundings 'within' which the marble is immersed is void time in terms of the marbles very 
existence. Does time affect the existence of the marble? Physically time affects the physical 
existence of the marble but time does not affect the fact that the marble was what it was. Time 
only affected what the marble became on its way to being what it is. 

Thus time remains a factor found 'within' the marble but time does not affect the abstractual 
existence of the marble. 



Now lets apply the concept to a unit of knowing. 
A unit of knowing is not a marble 

Units of knowing are not marbles but units of knowing do have some similarities to marbles. Each 
unit of knowing was formed in its own unique manner through becoming, as was the marble. Each 
unit of knowing is unique because it existed through time and had its own unique summation of 
input as an entity of knowing. Each unit of knowing may have a similar appearance at first glance 
but upon closer examination, each unit of knowing is found to be unique. 

As such, the bag of marbles might better be represented as stones in a Kaleidoscope, which adds 
uniquely to the potential of the whole and what it is the whole becomes. Now using the word 
'becomes' may lead one to believe that time is a factor found to surround the marbles but that is 
not the case. The bag of marbles is simply a bag of marbles and has the potential to have an 
overall appearance of but one summation if the bag contains but one marble. As the number of 
marbles increases beyond the total of one and becomes two, then three, then four, etc. so to grows 
the potential summation alternatives of the whole. 

This growth is not geometric but rather exponential. The point being made here, however, is not 
that the summation of potentiality grows but that time is not a factor of the potential but rather 
time is the essential element of the growth of the sub-unit emergence itself rather than an element 
of the whole as the whole. 




Time 
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So, what of units of knowing not being marbles? 

Let's reexamine the bag of marbles and apply uniqueness to the marbles in terms of apparent 
knowing. As such, the bag, for convenience purposed, becomes a rectangular window and the 
marbles become irregularly shaped objects representing 'uniqueness'. 



Time ??? 




Time 



Becomes: 



4 








The Whole 


< i 








Unique piece 
of knowing 




5 ' 







The triangle can of course rotate in any direction and as such the appearance of the whole changes. 
To simplify the process we will work only in terms of two-dimensional space. 
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Adding another unique piece of knowing: 
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And so it is the picture grows. Keep in mind, however, that the picture has the potential to shift 
just as it does in a Kaleidoscope. However, where do the units form? They form through time. As 
such, time must have a location within which to exist. 




Time 



Within time unique pieces of knowing emerge from being virgin knowing to being a unit of 
knowing: 





Unique piece 
of knowing 
Emerging 



Time 



It is reaching the point where we must leave Copernicus and move on with other paradoxes. As 
such, the final question becomes: What does this have to do with Centrist systems and 
Copernicus? 

Centrist systems have a center, a central point from which unique pieces of knowing expand upon 
themselves, central points from which unique pieces of knowing emerge. It is the 'unique unit of 
knowing', with its own unique experiencing, with its own unique knowledge which emerges from 
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a Centrist system, emerges from 'the', 'a' physical universe and 'enters' the existence 'beyond' 
the physical, 'beyond the universal fabric of space and time. The universes of which we have 
familiarity, which forms our particular type of unit, is one whose very fabric of apparent 
universality is time and space/distance which itself may be an innate characteristic of matter and 
energy. 12 Whether or not it is time and space/distance that are the innate characteristic of matter 
and energy or matter and energy that are the innate characteristic of time and space/distance is not 
the point of this tractate. The point is: 

Centrist systems have a center, a central point from which unique units of knowing 
expand beyond and upon themselves, central points from which unique units of knowing 
emerge. It is the 'unique units of knowing', which through their own unique 
experiencing, emerge from a Centrist system, 'the', 'a' physical universe and become a 
part of the non-centrist system. 

This statement can be rephrased as: 

Centrist systems have a center, a central point from which unique units of knowledge 
expand beyond and upon themselves, central points from which unique units of 
knowledge emerge. It is the 'unique unit of knowledge', which through its own unique 
formation, knowledge itself emerges from a Centrist system of knowledge formation, 
from 'the', 'a' physical universe and becomes a part of the non-centrist system of total 
knowledge. 

If we return to our marble analogy, we can begin to grasp a clearer image of what is being said: 




Time 
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This becomes: 




Which becomes: 




We can now see how it is that time becomes a part of each unit entity of knowing which travels 
through our universe of centrist systems. 
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This however is not the end of the analogy for we have twenty-one marbles. The center is what is 
called the origin, is called the present, is defined as: What is: 




The origin 
The present 
What is 



The left of the center units, the left of the present are units, which have already "become". We 
refer to such a concept as the past or 'what was'. 

The right of the center unit, the right of the present are units, which have yet to "become". We 
refer to such a concept as the future or 'what could be'. 

The concept of the right being 'what could be' versus 'what will be' is a very important aspect of 
the future events. 'What could be' implies free will of the individual. 'What will be' implies 
determinism. 

It would be interesting running this train of thought under the premise of 'what will be'. That 
scenario, however, belongs with Boethius and we are not going back there. We must stay on track 
of following history and where it has led us, is leading us, and 'could' lead us. Let it be noted, 
however, that in the case of the 'what will be' scenario, the marbles to the right of center are all 
pre-filled with a predetermined pattern. As such the potentiality of kaleidoscope of patterns is 
limited to 'what is' rather than being unlimited by 'what could be'. Within such a scenario, infinite 
fmites supercedes finite infinites (see Tractate 2: Aristotle). 
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Returning to the task at hand, we then obtain: 




The past 
What was 



The origin 
The present 
What is 



The future 
What could be 



Now of course we recognize the left side as not only being the stones of the Kaleidoscope existing 
within the void of time and space/distance yet 'containing' perceptions of time and space/distance. 
We can, therefore redo our graphic and in doing so we find we have: 
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As the marbles roll through space and time, they become unique one from another. This is a two 
dimensional depiction. One must not lose track of the concept that even in a two-dimensional 
depiction time has many degrees of latitude regarding 'where' it is headed: 




What is 
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In essence, we have: 



Many I's exists 



One 'you' 
exists 



Many 

Potentialities exists 



The 'means', 
process to develop 
Potentiality exists 




No Time 
No 

space/distance 



Region 3 : Non-Centricism 



The 'whole' exists 



The 'universe' exists 



'you' exist 



❖ The 'whole' is a system: 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism 

❖ The whole is a non-Centrist system powered by a Centrist system 

❖ The Copernican concept of Centricism is a 'vital' part of the 'whole' 
system for without Centricism there is no 'power' to 'operate' the system 
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We now understand that 

Copernicus is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 
'system' being filled with Centricism into that of being 'the' system filled with 
Centricism and non-Centricism. As such, Centricism and non-Centricism, with the help 
of Copernicus, now have a location within which they can be found. And now, the 
understanding regarding the role of both Centricism and non-Centricism as well as the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between Centricism and non-Centricism no 
longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of such a 
interrelationship is not only recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but is 
now understood as to how such an interrelationship interacts one with the other. 



1 Aristotle initiated the elementary form of Cartesianism, which might better be termed 
'static Cartesianism'. Although some discussion of 'static' Cartesianism will occur in this 
tractate, a detailed explanation of what the concept means to metaphysics can be found in 
Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle. 

2 Question: This paragraph suggests philosophy, science, and religion were equals. 
Before Copernicus, philosophy did enjoy an independent status apart from religion. 
However, by the medieval period, philosophy was used to support - and not compete 
with - religious views. It wasn't until the emergence of science, as an independent area of 
study, that philosophy once again regained its independence. At that point - philosophy, 
religion, and science - all became independent of each other. With this in mind could you 
explain what you are attempting to imply? Answer: We have at our disposal three means 
of developing perceptions. We have science/observation, religion/belief, and 
philosophy/reason. Each of the three, throughout the unfolding of time, wanes and ebbs 

in terms of its 'apparent' significance one to the other. But in truth each is, uniformly 
through time, equal to the other in significance and any universally stable perception we 
develop has no choice but to be confirmed by the three equally. We will never, as 
individuals or as specie, accept the validity of a metaphysical model if it is a model: We 
find unsupportable by either direct or indirect observation, interpolation or extrapolation, 
and induction or deduction. We find to be unbelievable. We find to be unreasonable. 

3 Question: Because the foundations of political philosophy were being established 
during this period, I don't perceive the process of the "Why" as being a random and 
unimportant event. I agree that, during this period, we "settled" for different models of 
cooperation and agreement, rather than a larger metaphysical understanding. However, 
these earlier "models" did help establish an atmosphere whereby later philosophers could 
propose more advanced "models'. As such, can you clarify what you mean by 'random' 
and 'unimportant' events? Answer: Metaphysically speaking, no 'foundation of reason' 
was being laid down to rationalize the concept regarding 'tolerance and respect due the 
individual'. The understanding of 'a' metaphysical model from which a natural 
emergence of such a perspective would occur had not been laid out for students of 
philosophy to examine. Granted the emergence of political philosophy was just emerging 
but that is not the point. Political philosophy is no more a foundation of reason than is 
religion or science. The foundation for the concept regarding 'tolerance and respect due 
the individual' can be found in science/observation, religion/faith, and philosophy/reason. 
Philosophy/reason, itself has 'a' foundation and that foundation is the most basic, the 
most primitive, the most primal of foundations. This most primal, most basic of 
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foundation is the understanding of 'a' metaphysical system which explains the very 
fundamental dynamics existing between ourselves as abstractually knowing individuals 
and what lies beyond the physical itself. 

4 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: Up to and through Copernicus, the West, for the 
most part, 'believed' time and space/distance were aspects of the physical. Such 
perceptions dominated not only scientific thought, but also religious and philosophically 
thought. With the advent of Kant, however, such philosophical perceptions underwent the 
same type of traumatic inversion as occurred to science and its concept of Centricism 
with the advent of Copernicus. 

5 Oxford Concise Science Dictionary, 1996 

6 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: Up to and through Copernicus, the West, for the 
most part, 'believed' time and space/distance were aspects of the physical. Such 
perceptions dominated not only scientific thought, but also religious and philosophically 
thought. With the advent of Kant, however, such philosophical perceptions underwent the 
same type of traumatic inversion as occurred to science and its concept of Centricism 
with the advent of Copernicus. 

7 Question: ". . .lack of time and distance"? Can you explain? Answer: All forms of 
physical existence are tied to time and space. Physical existences find their very existence 
defined by four coordinates: the three dimension of space and the dimension of time. 
Without space and time physical objects could not exist, as we know them to be, 
physical. Abstract concepts on the other hand are not dependent upon the physical quality 
of space nor the physical quality of time. Granted some abstractual concepts are 
dependent upon an abstractual understanding of space and time but they are, however, 
not dependent upon the very existence of the physical qualities of space and time 
themselves. 

8 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: No, other than to say that omniscience by 
definition leads to the summation of knowing, summation of motivation of action. As 
such, Gandhi and Hitler, both of whom impacted human awareness through two opposing 
points of view, became a part of total knowing. The result, the summation of knowing, 
omniscience, incorporated the aspects of both men as well as the horrendous number of 
ripples both men initiated which in turn became, are still becoming, will continue to 
become part of the summation of knowing and thus mold the very personality of the 
summation of knowing itself. 

9 Genesis 32:30, 8:2 

10 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, Book V, section IV. 

11 Question: Can you expand on this statement? Answer: Husserl would suggest all 
things can be stripped away from reality until only one primary concept remains. Such a 
process would leave the most fundamental of foundations. Such a foundation would be 
termed 'the Archimedean Point' from which all else emerges. 

12 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: Up to and through Copernicus, the West, for the 
most part, 'believed' time and space/distance were aspects of the physical. Such 
perceptions dominated not only scientific thought, but also religious and philosophically 
thought. With the advent of Kant, however, such philosophical perceptions underwent the 
same type of traumatic inversion as occurred to science and its concept of Centricism 
with the advent of Copernicus. 
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The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

1 . 1 7 1 6 AD Leibniz - The Error of: 
Perfection 




Perfection exists - Leibniz 



The Omni-s - Leibniz 

1. Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omnibenevolence 



The error: The paradox of Theodicy - Omnibenevolence 

The perception: Leibniz moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system being filled 
with both 'imperfection' and 'perfection' into that of being 'the' system filled with 'imperfection' 
and 'perfection' being found elsewhere. As such, imperfection and perfection, with the help of 
Leibniz, now have a location within which they can be found. However, the understanding 
regarding the role of imperfection and perfection as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between imperfection and perfection not only remain in a state of confusion but 
even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 5 

Leibniz - The Error of 

Perfection 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Perfect System 
Introduction 

This tractate, Tractate 5: Leibniz and Theodicy, appears relatively unimportant when compared to 
the voluminous material found within the previous tractates. One must not forget, however, that 
we are dealing with abstractual concepts within the complete work of The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception of which this tractate is an element. 

Abstractual concepts are not measured in terms of physical dimensions and thus cannot be 
compared one to another in our customary fashion. Abstractual concepts just are and as such 
abstractual concepts have not only no relative value of physical size one to the other but have no 
relative value of importance one to the other. 

Why then examine the concept of Theodicy which was introduced so eloquently by Leibniz rather 
than other 'more important' aspects of Leibniz' work? There it is again, the almost inescapable 
desire to place relative value upon one idea as opposed to another. 

So again we will ask the question but remove the concept of 'relative value' from the question: 

Why then examine the concept of Theodicy? 

The concept of theodicy, as introduced by Leibniz, created a beacon which metaphysicians felt 
obliged to follow as they worked throughout the following centuries. Metaphysicians, by 
embracing the concept that 'perfection' as defined by ontologists, in truth lost their way and 
simply perceived themselves to be metaphysicians when in actuality they became ontologists 
masquerading as metaphysicians. 

Such 'metaphysicians' examined the personality of 'God' versus the fundamental characteristics 
of 'the whole' system 'within' which we, elements of perceptual knowing, find ourselves to exist. 
Metaphysics does not deal with the personality of the whole but rather metaphysics deals with the 
basics, with what is. Ontology deals with the abstractual personality of the whole which emerges 
from the existence of the whole itself. 

So for a third time: 

Why then examine the concept of Theodicy? 

It is theodicy we must examine in order to understand how we are to redirect the 'masquerading 
metaphysician' back to becoming a purist, a legitimate metaphysician as opposed to being a 
ontologist masquerading as a metaphysician. 

It is Leibniz who introduced the concept of 'perfection' and 'imperfection' and labeled such a 
concept with a unique term of its own, theodicy. 



334 



The Error of Leibniz 



At first glance, one will notice that this tractate is 'shorter' than the previous tractates. Upon closer 
scrutiny one will also notice this tractate does not take on the same unemotional dialectic approach 
as the first four tractates. 

In terms of the shortness of the tractate, there is no doubt the tractate is 'shorter. The concepts with 
which the work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, deals are abstractual in 
nature and as such 'perfection' and 'imperfection' are found to be, metaphysically speaking, non- 
relativistic in nature. 

Should one feel uncomfortable with the concept of puristic non-relativistic values of abstraction, 
one may find comfort in reexamining the diagram introducing this tractate. Upon doing so, 
admirers of Leibniz may find comfort in observing that although the tractate regarding Leibniz 
may be 'shorter' than the other tractates of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical 
Perception, Leibniz and the concept with which he dealt take up more space within the diagram 
and require the listing of his name more frequently than any other philosopher. In addition, the 
diagram credits Leibniz with having established the first thought of there being a distinctly 
separate and independent 'location' 1 existing 'isolated from' the physical. 

So much for the 'shortness' of the Leibniz' tractate, but what of the emotional approach versus the 
less objective approach found within the tractate itself as 'compared' to the first four tractates? 
Leibniz introduced a very emotional concept, the concept of humanity, the concept of all forms of 
abstractual knowing being 'imperfect' versus simply 'being' in the puristic sense of the word. 
Such personal 

re-characterization of our very essence deserves its own unique emotional response. Leibniz, 
through his work, re-characterizes our, humanity's, actions as being 'imperfect'. 

Leibniz creates the concept of imperfection becoming a location of the lack of 'perfect quality' 
through the emergence of a new location. As the new location emerges, its characteristic becomes 
defined: Perfection exists. As such the concept of 'omni. . . ' spreads to action as well as 
knowledge, power, and presence. Through Leibniz, 'Separation through exclusion' 2 becomes a 
necessity. 

And where will examining Leibniz and theodicy take us? It will take us to the metaphysician who 
perhaps was the first philosopher since Leibniz to discard the facade of being 'an ontologist 
working in the guise of a metaphysician'. It will take us to the work of Immanuel Kant himself. 

Leibniz attempted to create a term to resolve what he considered to be a paradox underscoring 
religious and philosophical thought. 

Theodicy, a term introduced by Leibniz to characterize the topic of God's government of 
the world in relation to the nature of man. The problem is the justification of God's 
goodness and justice in view of the evil in the world. 3 

He attempted to compartmentalize the contradictory discussion regarding the concept of a 
'perfect' 'Being' being 'perfectly good' while allowing 'evil' to exist, while allowing evil to take 
place, while allowing evil to be created 'within' It's personal creation which 'lesser' 'beings' call 
'the universe'. 

But Leibniz failed to recognize that as soon as he accepted the first three forms of 'omni-', 
omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence, than the fourth form, omnibenevolence, became an 
invalid concern to both religion and philosophy. 
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The concept of omnibenevolence is irrational if one accepts the first three forms of 'omni-', 
omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence. 'But,' one may say, 'what if I do not accept these 
three characteristics of God?' Then the question becomes, 'Just which one of the 'omni-' does one 
not accept?' 

If we begin with the whole, God, not only does 'a' definition emerge but the concept of 
'definition' itself emerges. 

By definition, God exists and is simply (yes, it is simple) the whole: all knowledge - omniscience, 
all power 4 - omnipotence, and all presence 5 - omnipresent. So the question restated, now 
becomes, 'If you are rejecting any one of the three, which 'omni-' concept would you reject? 
Would you reject: omniscience - the summation of knowledge, or omnipotence - the summation of 
power, or omnipresence - the summation of presence. 

Should one dismiss any one of the three forms of 'omni-', one by definition no longer has the 
concept of God in mind, rather one has some 'other' concept in mind. 

Leibniz made an error when he assumed the existence of omnibenevolence was one of the 'omni-' 
traits of the whole, of God. He did not examine the rationality of such an existence. He did not 
examine its impact upon the other three forms of 'omni-existence'. Had he done so, he would have 
immediately concluded that the concept he was about to label was incompatible with the other 
forms of omni-existence. As such, he would have led the discussion of theodicy in the direction of 
demonstrating the irrationality regarding the concept of God allowing 'evil' to occur. Had Leibniz 
been more conscientious, he would have lead the direction away from blaming God for 'allowing' 
'evil' to occur, to placing the blame where it belonged, with you and I, not God. 

Leibniz was wrong on two accounts. He was wrong both in terms of 'defining' theodicy and in 
terms of the 'process' he used in establishing the legitimacy of theodicy. This mistake was one 
that led to many misperceptions over the next three centuries and it was often these perceptions, 
which lead to misguided actions, abusive actions, inhumane action, we inflicted upon each other. 
Many abusive actions have taken place because of our misperceptions that it is God who 'allows 
evil' to exist and descend upon humanity. 

Such a perception allows us to shirk our sense of responsibility for our own actions. 

It was our misperception that we were not responsible for 'evil', which allowed many abuses to be 
generated by society, governments, religions, sciences, philosophies, and individuals while the rest 
of us shrugged our shoulders and went on about what we considered to be more important 
business. 

Because of this, it is important to reexamine Leibniz's development of the term theodicy. It is time 
we reexamine our presumptions regarding the legitimacy of the idea that God allows 'bad' things 
to happen to 'good' people. With this reexamination will come the understanding that it is you and 
I, not God, who allow 'evil' to happen to 'good' people. With this reexamination will come an 
understanding that some 'evils' are not 'evils' but rather simply experiences and natural processes. 
These natural 'evil' events we are forced to experience we label as 'evil' when in fact they are 
simply random natural events.. This is not going to be a pleasant process to follow for it will end 
in our understanding what it is we do not want to accept. It will lead to the understanding that we, 
you and I, are responsible for 'evil', not God. It will do something, which the work of Leibniz did 
not do, it will force us to grow up and take responsibility for ourselves. 
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Let's examine the irrelevance of theodicy from both the perspective of definition and then from 
the perspective of process. 

'Defining' theodicy 

In order to examine the flaw regarding the concept of theodicy one must first understand where the 
heart of the matter lies. The heart of this concept lies in the Greek prefix, 'omni-' meaning all. 

By definition, theodicy defines God as having a fourth characteristic. Defining theodicy is an 
attempt to expand our knowledge of what God is. Religions say God is omnipresent (all-present), 
omnipotent (all-powerful), and omniscient (all-knowing). Now along comes Leibniz who 
introduces a fourth 'omni' into the equation. Because of the prominence of Leibniz, everyone 
says, 'Oh, yeah that is a problem." And no one stands up and says, 'Wait a minute, Leibniz, this 
fourth 'Omni-' term is irrelevant and therefore your development of the term theodicy is 
irrelevant. 

The problem with Leibniz's definition is threefold: 
First: 

If God is omnipresent as all major religions of the world today say, then God is everywhere. If 
God is everywhere then we are in God. As such we are a part of God. Objections immediately 
arise, 'No, we are a part of the universe.' But if God is omnipresent - all present, then the universe 
is inside God, a part of God and you, being within the universe, must be considered a part of God. 
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Metaphysically as opposed to Ontologically such a concept graphically becomes: 




'Being' : the whole 
Reality versus reality 
God 



being: action, 
process/reality 
The universe 



'being': individuality, 
whole entities of unique 
knowing 



'being' being 'Being' 



Once again the objections drown out the discussion, 'There is evil in the universe and God is a 
perfect being therefore the universe. must lie outside God. God must transcend the universe. It is 
the only way to resolve this paradox.' But is it? Could it not be resolved by perceptualizing the 
universe being within God but God not being within the universe? In this particular reference to 
God, we are not speaking of God's 'presence'; rather we are speaking of the 'whole' of God. In 
other words, we are simply acknowledging the validity of 'omnipresence' being one of the 
characteristics of God. At the same time, we are stating there is more to God than what is found, 
sensed, and experiences within the limitation of our universe. If one is to accept this concept of the 
omnipresence of God, then one can accept the concept that the universe must be within God. Thus 
one may remain committed to the concept that part of the definition of God incorporates the 
concept of omnipresence and thus understand how it is that God, as a whole, is not in the universe. 



Second 

Leibniz accepted the concept that 'evil' could not exist in a perfect being and proceeded from 
there.. But if we are to accept the main premises of religions, including the concept of 
omnipresence, than there is nowhere else for 'evil' to exist. 'Evil' as well as 'goodness' must exist 
'within' God. As such, humanly judgmental forms of 'omni's' are not forms we can assign as 
basic characteristics of God. 
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The major religions of the world believe the universe was made from 'nothing'. Interestingly 
enough, science itself, through quantum mechanics, is leaning in this direction. As such the 
physical, having been created from 'nothing', is nothing. Therefore, what we perceive to be, what 
we perceive as being the physical, is in actually a form of 'nothing' just as Eastern religions have 
always stipulated. Such a concept was addressed in detail in Tractate 1 : Zeno and Multiplicity and 
Seamlessness. 

Does such a concept imply you are nothing? Absolutely not, unless one perceives one's essence to 
be the physical, as opposed to the spiritual, the soul, an abstract form of existence. It is abstraction, 
which now takes on the form of true reality, rather than what we call the concreteness of our 
perceived universe being the totality of 'Reality'. 

If one accepts the concept of the soul being abstract and thus one's true essence being abstract, as 
all major religions profess, than it can readily be seen that the very dissolving of the universe, the 
dissolving of matter, energy, space, and time, back into it's original form of nothingness leaves 
one's essence, the abstract, as an entity existing within the omnipresent whole, within God. Again 
we come back to the concept of your being an abstraction and God being an abstraction. Again we 
come back to the concept of your being a part of the whole, of total abstraction. Again we come 
back to the concept of your being a part of God, for how can total abstraction be total without 
including your abstraction? How can the whole be whole without you? How can God be all 
knowing, omniscient, without your knowledge and your experiences? Knowledge is power, so 
how can God be all powerful, omnipotent, without your knowledge? In other words God cannot be 
God without you. You are definitely important to God for you, by definition, are what make God, 
God. 

But what does this have to do with good and evil and the paradox of a 'perfect being' containing 
evil or allowing evil to take place within It? 

If the universe originated from nothing and can regress back to nothing than it is, in essence, 
nothing. You are in the universe. As such, the physical form you take, takes on the form of the 
universe, the characteristics of the universe, is in essence 'nothing'. On the other hand, the 
abstractual form you take, takes on the characteristics of God, your abstraction, your awareness of 
your every experience gleaned from the universe, your awareness of the universe itself, is a part of 
God. As such, you and I, others, may be pieces of God, made in the image of God. Granted you 
are temporarily isolated from the 'whole', but you remain a part of the 'whole' nevertheless. When 
it is understood that you and others are cut off from and then separated from the 'whole', from 
God, through 'a process of inclusion' 6 by the void of space and time 7 , by emptiness, is it any 
wonder so many of us feel isolated from God. 

Definition leads to understanding of evil and our creating it. We affect God for we carry 
awareness of action generated from within a physical existence obtained 'within' an existence of 
space, time, matter, and energy, into the real world of God. We, as individual units of knowing, as 
individual units of action directed by free will (See Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will ) 8 , are 
responsible for all the 'evil', which exists in God. 
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Complete 




unit of unique 




abstractual 




knowing 





Unit of unique knowing 
emerging from 'within' a 
location of space and time into 
a region void space and time 



'Being' : the whole 
Reality versus reality 
God 



being: action, 
process/reality 
The universe 



Unit of unique abstractual 
knowing experiencing 
within the bounds of space 
and time 




'being': individuality, 
whole entities of unique 
knowing 



'being' being 'Being' 



The same argument applies to the 'good'. But it is not the 'good' with which the concept of 
theodicy is concerned. It is the debate regarding the relationship between 'evil' and God and how 
such a relationship affects humankind with which theodicy is concerned. And it is here that 
Leibniz erred. It is at this point that Leibniz, having defined theodicy, should have turned the 
debate away from the concept of the relationship between 'evil' and God and how this relationship 
affects humanity and into the direction of the relationship between 'evil' and humanity and how 
the relationship affects God rather than how it affects ourselves. 



Third 

To create a term, which accelerates a paradoxical dilemma, embracing the very soul of the 
individual, is one thing, but to develop such a term based upon the foundation of another obscure 
term, omnibenevolence is quite another. Such obscurity does nothing but distance the concept of 
the original term, theodicy, from the ensuing chaos. As soon as one begins to formulate a 
discussion regarding theodicy that in any way proves threatening, the term of omnibenevolence is 
thrown into the fray and focuses the attention away from theodicy. And as soon as one switches to 
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the concept of omnibenevolence the term theodicy is thrown into the fray and focuses the attention 
away from omnibenevolence.. 

So as not to fall into this trap, let's instead steadfastly focus in on omnibenevolence, the 
foundation of theodicy itself. Let's examine just why it is that omnibenevolence is not one of the 
'omni-' characteristics of God. 

By definition God is the 'whole'. Unless religions are willing to let go of the three characteristics 
they have associated as characteristics of God, omniscience - all knowing - knowing all, 
omnipotence - all powerful - having the power to do anything, and omnipresence - all presence - 
present everywhere, then we will have to assume they are part of the definition of God. Science 
and philosophy use this definition as their starting point when debating religion regarding the 
legitimacy of the concept of God. Since religions have not unilaterally agreed to change their 
primary definition of God, we have no choice but to proceed from there. To proceed with this 
dialectic on any other basis would undermine not only religions but the very purpose of discussing 
this issue. 

With this established let's examine the implications of the concepts of 'omni-' and then examine 
why it is relevant to apply the prefix 'omni' to knowledge, power, and presence but irrelevant to 
apply the prefix 'omni' to benevolence. 

Error through the active process of extrapolation as opposed to the passive process of 
definition 

Definition is one means by which concepts of perception can be established and legitimized. 
Process is another. There is no doubt that establishment of the legitimacy of a perceptual concept 
through definition is a process, but it is a passive process. The other form of establishing the 
legitimacy of a perceptual concept is through an active process. In this case the process would be 
what we would call the process of extrapolation. 

'Omni-' means all. 'All' implies the other extreme of nothing. As we understand it, knowledge, 
knowing, exists. If knowledge, knowing, exists, even if it is infinite, it is possible for there to be a 
total summation of knowledge - knowing. It is possible for there to be the universal set of 
knowledge or what we might call the 'whole'. On the other hand, the least amount of knowledge, 
knowing, is no knowledge, no knowing, no existence of knowing, no existence. Whether this state 
of existence exists or not is debatable. But we are not here to examine that particular issue. We are 
here to examine the issue regarding the validity of theodicy. As such we must look at the very 
minimal extreme of knowledge's existence, the very minimal extreme of knowing. 

On one end of the extreme of knowing appears to be the whole. On the other end of the extreme of 
knowing appears to be none, no, zero knowledge. There is, however, no apparent knowing 
existence we are presently capable of perceiving which is the opposite of a knowing existence.. As 
such there is no apparent existence of negative knowledge, negative knowing. There is knowledge 
about negative things but no apparent knowledge about the opposite of knowledge. 
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Negative knowing 



0 




No knowing 
Zero knowing 
Virgin Consciousness 
No Knowledge 



Knowing 



All of knowing 
Total knowing 
The sum of all knowledge 



Knowledge therefore reaches from the one extreme to another. The terms, infinity and zero 
represent the extremes. The extremes reach from the concept of an infinite quantity of the item, to 
the possibility of there being none at all, no knowing, no existence, the rejection of Descartes', 
'Cogito, ergo sum, I think, therefore I am.'. It does not get any less than none at all. 

As such the 'whole', the summation, total knowledge is a concept that exists for knowledge. This 
in turn makes the 'whole' the greatest possible accumulation of knowledge of which we are 
capable of understanding, perceiving. It is, therefore, logical to assign the concept of omniscience 
to the most all-encompassing entity of which we can conceive. 

This perception of 'omni-' applies similarly to the concepts of power and presence. We cannot 
conceive of anything less than zero power, no power, and we cannot conceive of anything less 
than zero presence, no presence. As such the concepts of omnipotence and omnipresence take on a 
legitimate form of being a possible characteristic for God, for the 'whole'. 

What about benevolence? One may say benevolence also has a maximum of infinity and a 
minimum of zero. But does it? When we think of 'good' we think of its opposite evil. 
Benevolence is unlike knowledge, power, and presence for benevolence does not stop at zero on 
the line of continuance. Benevolence, 'good', on a line of continuum moves past zero and 
accelerates into the region of its opposite, 'bad'. The continuum upon which benevolence is 
located is a line not a ray and it extends in both directions infinitely far. In addition benevolence 
does not have a starting point which is a constant. Its starting point fluctuates with the fickleness 
of what the social perceptions of 'right' and 'wrong' define it to be depending upon the culture, 
times, and convenience of humankind. For example, taking a life may be murder (wrong) in one 
case, but socially correct in another (war, capital punishment) 

One may say, 'The extremes of knowledge, power, and presence also extend infinitely far in two 
directions.' But does it? How can one have something less than no knowing, no power, no 
presence. There is nothing of which we, as a specie, presently conceive that applies to the concept 
of the opposite of power and presence. 
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As such 'omnibenevolence' does not apply to the concept of God unless one rejects what our 
specie has developed as characteristics of God over the last ten millennia. It is not our place, 
within this discourse, to say this cannot be done, but on the other hand neither is it our place, 
within this discourse, to say this can or should be done. As such we are limited, in this discourse 
by the constraints of time and space, to discuss one small error of philosophy. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

There is a fundamental flaw in both the process of definition and the process of extrapolation 
Leibniz used when he created the term theodicy. 

Theodicy adds a fourth characteristic to God, omnibenevolence 

There are two means of developing perceptions of God. One can develop a perception of God 
through the passive process of definition as was addressed in Part I of this tractate or one can 
develop a perception of God through the active process of extrapolation. Extrapolation is most 
commonly used in terms of two-dimensional lines n a planar graph or two-dimensional lines in 
three-dimensional space. However, extrapolation can also be used in terms of three-dimensional 
forms in three-dimensional space immersed in the fabric of time and space creating what we call 
'real' perceptions. 

Developing a perception of God, through the active process of extrapolation, is much like putting 
together a solid three-dimensional puzzle. Three-dimensional puzzles need to start with the inner 
piece, the core, the origin, and is considered the foundation of the puzzle. 



The Core: 



If one does not place the core first, then one is forced into building the first shell around an empty 
inner core. 




Once a shell is built around an empty core one cannot go back and fill in the core without 
dismantling the puzzle and starting over. Such a process is unstable and eventually will collapse 
upon the originators, be they religions, philosophies, or scientific theories. 
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So where does one begin in terms of putting together an abstractual understanding of a three 
dimensional puzzle of God? One does not begin with 'faith' nor does one begin with 
'observation'. One begins with 'reason'. 

Faith cannot act as the core for faith is diversified. Faith varies with culture, race, time, etc. This is 
not to say one ignores faith for one cannot begin with a statement of what the core is unless one 
has 'faith' in what it is one reasonable 'believes' makes up the core concept of God. 

Observation cannot act as the core for very act of observing may in fact 'change' what it is one 
'observes'. Such a concept is not only reinforced by the present day perception of 'critical 
philosophy' but by the scientific concept known as: The uncertainty principle. In addition, if we 
cannot demonstrate in an observable fashion what it is we establish as a 'reasonable' core, the 
concept we profess to be the core loses its very characteristic of being reasonable and thus losses 
its potential to be a believable core concept. In short such a core is unsubstantiated by science - 
what we observe, religion - what we believe, and philosophy - what we reason. 

The core and the first shell therefore emerge out of the most primitive concepts found within our 
perceptual knowledge. 

One would be truly arrogant to think they, personally, can build, create, the primary pieces: the 
core and the first shell of the puzzle. 

This is where Leibniz erred. Leibniz was arrogant enough to believe he was both capable and 
intelligent enough to dismantle what humanity had spent thousands of years putting into place. 
Leibniz believed he alone could reestablish humanity's core concept of God. 

When building his model of God, Leibniz presumptuously removed the core piece of the puzzle 
humanity had put into place. Having done so, Leibniz then proceeded to dismantle the first shell 
humanity had placed around the core. 

Leibniz then, arbitrarily, replaced the core and first shell with his own version of a core, which he 
believed, should then act as 'the' metaphysical model of God humanity should accept as their 
starting point for understanding 'what' God was. 

The term God is being used not as a religious/ontological term but as a philosophical/metaphysical 
term. Before one can understand God ontologically one must understand God metaphysically. 
Leibniz did not make this distinction and this was where he made his mistake in terms of 
understanding God through the active process of extrapolation. 

Thus Leibniz moved the study of God from the traditional model of metaphysics into being the 
study of God from the new model of ontology. Thus it is metaphysicians became ontologists 
masquerading as metaphysician. Granted such masquerading had been, with the blessing of the 
church, occurring prior to Leibniz but it was not until Leibniz that the core of omniscience, a 
metaphysical term, was replaced with a core of omnibenevolence/theodicy, an ontological term 
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Graphically such a transformation would appear as: 



The second shell: 

Ontology 

Characteristic: 

Personality aspects, 
Moral qualifiers, 
Judgmental qualities 



The metaphysical model 



The core: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristic: 

No Personality aspects, 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 



The first shell: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristics: 
No Personality 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 
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With the aid of Leibniz, transforming into the ontological model: 



The ontological model 




The second shell: 



Metaphysics 

Characteristic: 

No Personality aspects, 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 



The core: 

Ontology 

Characteristic: 

Personality aspects, 
Moral qualifiers, 
Judgmental qualities 



The first shell: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristics: 
No Personality 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 



It had taken our specie tens of thousands of years to put the core and first shell into place. 

So let's look at the active process of building an understanding of God through extrapolation in 
order to understand how Leibniz went 'wrong'. 

Placing the first piece the core of the puzzle: 
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The Core: Omniscience 

What was it our specie had been working to establish as their understanding of the essence of 
God? The primary piece, the core, comes from one of the 'omni-' concepts. The piece was 
omniscience, not just knowing, not just knowledge, but rather 'all' knowing, 'all' knowledge. 

Such an aspect involves no 'personality trait', is 'non-judgmental in nature', involves no 'moral' 
qualifiers. Such an aspect is simply a state of existence or is not a state of existence. Something 
either is 'all' knowing or it is not 'all' knowing. 

Thus the core emerges out of metaphysics as: 



G 





The Core: 


3— 


Omniscience 



Without 'knowing', without awareness of itself, without knowing itself, God would have no 
significance, rather God would just 'be'. Without awareness of itself, God would simply be a 
'passive' form of existence as opposed to an 'active' form of existence. The concept regarding 
'active' versus 'passive' action will be more fully addressed in Tractate 6: Kant. 



We as a specie, then expanded our idea of God as we evolved and grew. We expanded our idea of 
God to be a 'very' knowing entity and finally into being what we conceive God to be today which 
is the summation of all knowing, all knowledge and the self-awareness of Its being so . In short we 
have expanded God to be the 'whole' of all we believe we are capable or incapable of discovering. 
This is the core foundation of religions today. This not to say religions have not added various 
characteristics of personality, moral qualifiers, and judgmental quantifiers to God for they have 
taken the foundations of metaphysics and expanded upon the basics metaphysics has established 
as the foundation of a metaphysical definition of God. These additions, however, fall into the field 
of ontology rather than metaphysics. 

All characteristics added to a perception of God are not ontological in nature for many such 
characteristics form shells beyond the layers ontology applies to the core and first shell formed by 
metaphysics. 

It is reason/philosophy which must sort through what it is we observe/science and what it is we 
believe/religion and choose what it is which most reasonably acts as the core characteristic of God. 
As such it is 'all' knowing, knowing of all, the summation of knowledge which most reasonable 
acts as the core created through the process of 'active' extrapolation. 

And why is this the case? Without 'knowing', without awareness, no process of extrapolation 
could occur let alone any form of 'active' extrapolation. 

So the first piece, the core, is the concept of omniscience. Without any knowledge and awareness 
of it, the knowing of knowledge, there would be no 'God' as we conceive of the idea today. 
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After placing the core, the next task becomes building the first shell regarding our understanding 
of 'what' God is. 



The First Shell: Omnipotence and Omnipresence 

After placing the core piece, where does one go to find the pieces, which will form the first shell 
encompassing the core piece of omniscience? One again goes to the depository of knowledge built 
by humanity. But why go to the depository of knowledge built by humanity? Could there not be 
another source other than human knowledge? Perhaps but such a source is not available to us at 
this time. 

A shell around a core is naturally more expansive than the core. The first shell appears to expand 
upon the core. But the first shell, in actuality does not expand upon the core but rather only 
appears to do so. In truth the first shell encompassing the core, protects the purity of the concept of 
the core itself. The first shell helps us as a specie to understand the core. This shell is composed of 
humanly crafted concepts placed around the core in as close a proximity to the core, as we are 
humanly capable of doing. 

As such, this shell must contain concepts as closely allied to the core as possible in order to not 
contaminate or compromise the core concept we have metaphysically/philosophically/reasonably, 
cosmologically/scientifically/observationally, and ontologically/religiously/believably built of 
regarding the whole itself. 

To discard the product we obtained through the use of the only perceptual tools we appear to 
possess as a specie, reason - observation - belief, is an action which leaves us with no foundation 
of action from which we launch our effort to understand not only our physical reality but to 
understand our abstractual Reality. 

As a specie, we have attempted to attain this proximity in order to expand the puzzle. As a specie, 
we have subconsciously attempted to construct the core and first shell in such a way that no 'air' 
pockets of irrationality would be trapped between the core and the first shell we put into place. We 
did not want air pockets which would warp our picture of God.. We were truly sincere in our 
desires to know 'what' God, what the whole was in order to understand 'what' we were and 'why' 
we existed. 

The shell we finally established as a specie was composed of two humanly understandable 
concepts, power and size. Neither of these 'had' to be put into place for the core, omniscience, 
implied both. We however, as a visual creature, wanted desperately to understand, to visualize 
God, for we recognized that to do so was the key to our most haunting questions: Where are we? 
What are we? Why do we exist?. We recognized size to be a pictorial concept and being a visual 
creature we felt the need to be able to picture the size of God, in order to better understand God. 
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As such, the first shell is composed of the concept of size. God must be big enough to 'contain' all 
knowledge, knowing, and awareness of its knowing. 



The First shell: 

Omnipresence 






The Core: 




Omniscience 



Size was a puzzle piece characterized by the same three principles as omniscience: 

1 . Concepts of omni's help us as a specie to visualize a perception of what we hoped 
was a 'true', accurate picture of God. 

2. Concepts of omni's are nonjudgmental in nature. 

3. Concepts of omni have had a beginning point. In other words omni's were composed 
of a continuum stretching from zero to infinity. 

The question then became, were there any other pieces of the puzzle that should or could be used 
to build the first shell, which was to wrap around the core concept of God, omniscience. Were 
there any other pieces, which could be used as a protective layer for omniscience? 

After thousands of years of looking, our specie found what it considered to be just such a piece. 
We found a piece that helped us visualize God, was nonjudgmental, and had a beginning point of 
zero, an end point of infinity, and was implied by the core concept of omniscience. This piece was 
the summation of power, all power, omnipotence. 



The First shell: 

Omnipresence 
& 

Omnipotence 






The Core: 




Omniscience 



As a specie, we recognize the concept of power but we do not recognize the concept regarding the 
opposite of power. The question arises: Is power used for 'evil' purposes the opposite of power 
used for 'good'? That is not the issue we are addressing. What we are addressing is the concept of 
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power itself and who would deny that having the ability to perform, having the ability to initiate 
'evil', 'bad', 'inappropriate', and 'abusive' actions is any less a form of simple, pure, raw power 
than the having the ability to perform, having the ability to initiate 'good', 'nice', 'appropriate', 
and 'warm' actions. 

As such there is power and there is a summation of power. Power can be understood to exist and 
be diminished all the way down to a point of having no power at all, zero power, but after that we 
cannot conceive of power being reduced any further. We can reduce power to the point of no 
power, pure power, without debating, without being judgmental, in terms of reducing it any 
further. 



Leibniz and the error of addition 

Leibniz added omnibenevolence to the first shell. 



The First shell: 

Omnipresence 
& 

Omnipotence 






The Core: 




Omniscience 



Leibniz adds: 

Omnibenevolence 

To the first shell 



Leibniz did not add omnibenevolence to the first shell based upon reason but rather Leibniz added 
omnibenevolence to the first shell based upon his personal perception that such a characteristic 
logically belonged with other impersonal, nonjudgmental, nonmoralistic characteristics of God. 

Such an action is based upon faith rather than reason and faith is the perceptual tool of ontologists. 

Thus it is, Leibniz began his examination regarding his concept of theodicy. It is from the very 
definition of the term theodicy that Leibniz, as a philosopher, should have begun to ask the 
question, 'Does the concept of 'omnibenevolence' belong as a part of this first shell?' 
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If Leibniz had began his examination of the concept of theodicy with such a question, he would 
have recognized that 'omnibenevolence' does not meet the same standards we expected of 
omnipotence and omnipresence. 

The three standards we required of the puzzle pieces forming the core and first shell ware: 
Standards required of the puzzle piece forming the core and first shell: 

1 . Concepts of omni's help us as a specie to visualize a perception of what we hoped 
was a 'true', accurate picture of God. 

2. Concepts of omni's are nonjudgmental in nature. 

3. Concepts of omni have had a beginning point. In other words omni's were composed 
of a continuum stretching from zero to infinity. 

Omnibenevolence meets the first criteria of the first shell. Omnibenevolence helps us visualize, 
form a picture of God, but omnibenevolence is a judgmental concept. Benevolence depends upon 
one's point of view. What is benevolent and what is not benevolent depends upon ones culture, 
religion, personal perception, time in history and therefore does not meet the second criteria 
required of the pieces to be placed in the first shell. 

But what of the third point required of various forms of 'omni's'? 

3. Concepts of omni's have a beginning point. In other words omni's are composed of a 
continuum stretching from zero to infinity. 



Infinite evil 



Zero evil : Zero goodness 



Negative action 
Evil 



All evil 

Total knowing of evil 

The sum of all evil knowledge 



No knowing 
Zero knowing 
Virgin Consciousness 
No Knowledge 



Infinite goodness 



Positive action 
Good 



All good 

Total knowing of good 

The sum of all good knowledge 



It is clear from the graphic that omnibenevolence does not fit the parameter set out by the third 
characteristic required of the various forms of omni's. Omnibenevolence is not only subject to the 
concept of judgment but omnibenevolence, rather than finding itself beginning at the point zero 
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and moving to infinity, finds itself having no beginning point and two rather than one point of 
infinity. 

Omnibenevolence did not fall within the standards required by the passive action of definition 
required of a term encompassing the prefix, omni. In addition, omnibenevolence did not rise to all 
three standards required of a term encompassing the prefix, omni by the active action of 
extrapolation. 

Leibniz ignored the requirements, which both active action and passive action placed upon our 
most fundamental metaphysical understandings of God. Leibniz striped away the first shell of 
God. He then took these two pieces, omnipotence and omnipresence, and mixed them with the 
concept of omnibenevolence. By doing so, Leibniz developed a less cohesive mixture of omni's to 
apply to the core of omniscience. 

Leibniz then proceeded to mold and form this new but less cohesive mixture around our core 
concept of God. Due to the substandard qualities of this new omni mix, Leibniz created a bubble 
of air between the first shell and the core surrounding our understanding of God, and the result has 
been the rotting away, drying out, cracking of the first shell. This in turn has initiated a form of 
dry rot within the core itself. 

The result has been the acceleration of hostility, anger, and rage individuals feel towards God 
which are perpetuated by the perception that God 'allows' 'evil', 'bad' things to happen to 'good' 
people. The natural extension of such perceptions leads to the belief that God does not 'care' about 
us. 

It is time to remove omnibenevolence from the mix composing the first shell regarding our 
understanding of God. It is time to reestablish the fundamental metaphysical characteristics of the 
first shell as it had previously been. It is time to move on in our efforts to understand God, 
understand ourselves, and understand our responsibilities to the whole within which we find 
ourselves to exist, so we can fulfill these very responsibilities. 

It is only natural to ask several questions at this point. Are we willing to let go of theodicy being a 
metaphysical characteristic as Leibniz established? Are we willing to accept the concept of 
omniscience, omnipresence, and omnipotence as the first key pieces leading to the understanding 
of God: If the answer is yes, then the question becomes, 'What next?' 

If omniscience is the core and omnipotence and omnipresence compose the first shell surrounding 
omniscience, than what is the composition of the next layer, the composition of the second shell 
regarding our understanding of God? 

The Second Shell: Answers to three questions 

Do we have any ideas regarding what the second shell should be?' Subgroups of humanity thought 
it might be composed of their particular religious dogmas. These dogmas ranged from Hinduism, 
Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Judaism, Wickam, New Thought, Zorasticism, etc. But religion 
proved to be not only 'inter' and 'intra' adversarial but adversarial towards our natural desire to 
observe/science and our natural desire to reason/philosophy. 
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Contradictions between: 
religious dogmas and the omni's 



In spite of the adversarial positions religious dogmas took, these subgroups of humanity insisted 
upon placing such dogmas around the first shell, omnipresence, omnipotence, and the core of 
omniscience. This second shell is in place even today. 

The very fact the second shell of religious dogmas and the first shell of the omni's are not a tight 
fit is indicated by the insurmountable contradictory dilemmas constantly emerging out of the 
philosophical, scientific, and religious obfuscating dilemmas generated when attempting to 
reconcile the religious dogmas, scientific models, and philosophical theories with the metaphysics 
of the omni's. 
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The same process of attempting to build a second shell occurred with science and it's concept of 
Aristotelian passive observation and with philosophy and its concept of Kantian active 
observation. Neither religion nor science nor philosophy appears able to adequately build a second 
shell alone. It appears we will need to build a second shell incorporating all three forms of 
perception. 

It appears the core and first shell must by definition as well as by the active action of extrapolation 
remain the domain of metaphysics. But, one may ask: Are not concepts of omniscience, 
omnipotence, and omnipresence aspects of religion versus being aspects of metaphysics? No, for 
the concept of the summation of knowing, summation of knowledge, summation of the whole, 
summation of power - the ability to act, is nothing short of the summation of what it is we 
observe/science and the summation of what it is we believe/religion emerging out of the most 
basic foundation of our ability to reason. In short the foundation is metaphysical in nature. 

It is from metaphysics itself that we find religion, science, and yes even philosophy itself emerges. 
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Third Shell 

Understanding scientific laws 
Understanding religious dogmas 
Understanding philosophical principles 




Religion 

What we believe 



The First shell: 

Omnipresence 
& 

Omnipotence 



Shortcomings in our reasoning 
Which in turn create our 
Great Philosophical Paradoxes 



The Core: 
Omniscience 



Science 

What we observe 



Second shell: 



A metaphysical model which 
Answers the three questions: 

Where are we? 

What are we? 

Why do we exist? 
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There appears to a complete form of shell missing between the first shell and the third shell we 
have constructed. This incomplete second shell should be composed of a metaphysical system, 
which answers the three questions: Where are we? What are we? and Why do we exist? Our 
present metaphysical systems do not seem to fit well with the first shell and core which 
metaphysics has established. Despite all our attempts to establish a metaphysical system which 
answers the three basic questions which have haunted our specie for what seems to be time 
eternal, there appears to be a lack of a consensus between ourselves as individual members of our 
specie in terms of 'Where it is we think we are.' 'What it is we think we are.' and 'Why it is we 
think we exist.' 

As a specie we appear to be historically leaning towards the concept that the second shell may be 
composed of fragmented pieces of science, religion, and philosophy. These fragmented pieces all 
appear to be simultaneously providing us with an understanding of the three questions. 

Where are we? 

Science, religion, and philosophy all appear to suggest: We are located within the whole. 
What are we? 

Religion, philosophy, and science all appear to suggest: If we are located within the 
whole, then we are a piece, we are a part of the whole. 

Why do we exist? 

Philosophy, science, and religion all appear to suggest: If we are in within the whole and 
if we are a part of the whole, then we exist to interact with the whole, we exist to aid the 
whole in being what it is the whole itself is. 
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Graphically we can demonstrate such a perception as: 




The whole 
Totality 
Omniscience 
Omnipotence 
Omnipresence 
Passive action 
'Being' - noun 
having become 



The universe 
The physical 
Matter/energy/time/space 
Process/reality 
Active action 
being - verb 
the means of becoming 



Individuality 

'a' unit of knowing 

You, I, others 

'being' - noun 

the state of becoming 



Such a perception is best described metaphysically as 'being' being 'Being'. 



The location of 'imperfection' 



The question regarding Leibniz then becomes: If imperfection exists, where does imperfection lie 
within such a system, within a system of 'being' being 'Being'? 
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Imperfection lies in two locations: 



Imperfection 



The whole 
Totality 
Omniscience 
Omnipotence 
Omnipresence 
Passive action 
'Being' - noun 
having become 



Imperfection 




The universe 
The physical 
Matter/energy/time/space 
Process/reality 
Active action 
being - verb 
the means of becoming 



Individuality 

'a' unit of knowing 

You, I, others 

'being' - noun 

the state of becoming 



Imperfection lies 'within' the sub unit of knowing found inside the whole but outside the location 
of its development and imperfection lies 'within' the sub unit of knowing found inside the whole 
but inside the location of its development. 

Imperfection is found within the sub units because the sub unit is less than the whole and therefore 
does not rise to the level of the whole because of the very fact that it is not the whole and by the 
very definition of 'sub unit', can never be 'the' whole. 



The Location of 'perfection' 

The second question regarding Leibniz then becomes: If perfection exists, where does perfection 
lie within such a system, within a system of 'being' being 'Being'? 
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Perfection lies in one location: 




The whole 
Totality 
Omniscience 
Omnipotence 
Omnipresence 
Passive action 
'Being' - noun 
having become 



The universe 

The physical 

Matter/energy/time/space 

Process/reality 

Active action 

being - verb 

the means of becoming 



Individuality 

'a' unit of knowing 

You, I, others 

'being' - noun 

the state of becoming 



Perfection lies 'within' the whole as the whole. Perfection is the whole for all that is is the whole. 
The whole is perfectly what it is. The whole is a perfect impression of itself, a perfect resemblance 
of what is, a perfect appearance of 'all'. The whole is the only 'location' 'within' which a perfect 
semblance of what perfection is 

But cannot the same be said of each and every sub unit? Isn't each sub unit a perfect semblance of 
itself? Absolutely, but we are discussing the concepts of 'perfection' and 'imperfection' and by 
definition: 

Perfection: From the Latin perfectio meaning 'completeness' or 'completion' 9 

As such the caption having read 'imperfection' in terms of the sub unit of knowing found 'within' 
the whole but 'outside' the location of development of the sub unit of knowing has been relabeled 
'perfection' for such a sub unit is both perfect and imperfect simultaneously. 

It is only the whole, which strictly retains the label perfection, and it is only the sub unit found 
located 'within' the whole and 'within' the location of development which strictly retains the label 
'imperfection' for it has not yet attained 'completion'. It has not yet attained 'completeness'. 
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But one may argue that the 'whole' appears to 'change' within the metaphysical system of 'being' 
being 'Being' and thus it would appear the whole should strictly retain the label of 'imperfection' 
for it appears to be an active dynamic system and thus is never reaching 'completeness'. The issue 
regarding the whole changing while simultaneously not changing is an exhaustive issue which will 
be addressed in the more appropriate tractate, Tractate 6: Kant and its subsection: 'How something 
which is unchangeable can change and remain unchangeable'. But why wait for the tractate 
regarding Kant? We will wait for Kant because it was Kant who moved the metaphysical 
perception of a passive static Aristotelian system into being an active dynamic Kantian system. 

Conclusion 

Religiously, scientifically, and philosophically the metaphysical perception of 'being' being 
'Being' is best described as symbiotic panentheism. Such a term incorporates three aspects: 

Panentheism: 



1 

2 
3 



Religiously: all in God 
Scientifically: all in the whole 
Philosophically: all in Being 



Symbiosis: 



2 
3 



1 



Scientifically: The elements of the whole interact with the whole to make 
the whole what it is in terms of the whole being an active whole 
Religiously: God and humanity interact one with the other 
Philosophically: 'being' interacts with 'Being' 
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The fusion power of the two terms lies in the power of reason as directed by metaphysics itself. 
Such an understanding becomes clearer when demonstrated graphically: 




Metaphysics 



0 



oo 



Omniscience 
Omnipresence - Omnipotence 



The second shell is best described as a metaphysical system, which explains what it is we have 
observed, believed, and reasoned throughout the ages. Such a shell is based upon the metaphysical 
concepts describing the 'overall' picture of the whole. Be that as it may, we have not yet come to a 
consensus as to just what it is all of our perceptual tools, reason, observation, and faith have in 
common. Such a state of confusion does not exist because we 'cannot' come to a consensus 
regarding the existence of a metaphysical system capable of answering the three fundamental 
questions but rather the lack of a consensus exists because we have not made a concerted 
coordinated effort to do so. 



We have not made a concerted effort to find acceptable answers to each of the three questions that 
have been haunting us ever since we began asking the questions. We have not composed the 
answers to these questions because we have not made a concerted effort to find a metaphysical 
understanding which bridges the gap between the concept of the three omni's and our three most 
haunting of questions. 
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This is not to say there have not been great philosophical, religious, and scientific thinkers who 
have made a concerted effort of their own to resolve the issues. Tractates 1, 2, 3, 4, and now 5 
have examined such great thinkers and offer a resolution to the issues which they have attempted 
to address but been unsuccessful at resolving. 

Tractates 6-12 will address the issues other great individual thinkers such as Kant, Russell, 
Hegel, Einstein, etc. have to offer. 

The lack therefore of a concerted effort has not been due to some individuals but rather the lack of 
a concerted effort has been due to our collective desire to do so. 

The means of finding this second shell, which bridges the interrelationship between the three 
omni's and the three fundamental questions haunting our specie, is to find 'a' metaphysical model 
which answers the three fundamental questions which face religion, science, and philosophy 
simultaneously. Pitting the model against our greatest of philosophical paradoxes can test the 
model of such an understanding. If the model cannot resolve these paradoxes then we are not yet 
ready to move onto other paradoxes awaiting more advanced metaphysical dilemmas that surely 
await us. 

It appears it may serve us well to begin the process of building this second shell in order to fill in 
the air pocket between our visualization of the most basic fundamentals of God and the shell 
composed of the three basic questions religion, science, and philosophy are all attempting to 
resolve. It appears this second shell, this metaphysical model, may be the means of understanding 
omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence as it applies to ourselves. It appears that the second 
shell, a comprehensive universal (literally universal) metaphysical system, may in fact be the 
means through which we are to understanding the answers to the questions: 'Where are we? What 
are we? And, Why do we exist?' 

What does finding the model of a universal metaphysical system have to do with Leibniz and 
theodicy? We have looked at a universal metaphysical model which might very well act as a 
primitive understanding, which might well resolve the paradoxes placed before us by Zeno, 
Aristotle, Boethius, and Copernicus. We are now about to enter the debate of paradoxes placed 
before us by Kant, Hegel, Russell, Einstein, Heidegger, Philosophy, and Society. But historically 
we have come to Leibniz and his concept of theodicy and it is the concept of God 'allowing' 'evil' 
things to happen to 'good' people, which brings our metaphysical discussion to a complete halt 
unless we acknowledge that the personality of God is not the issue of metaphysics. The issue of 
metaphysics is the issue regarding only the neutral characteristics of the whole itself and how it is 
these neutral characteristics of the whole interact with the neutral characteristics of the sub 
elements of the whole, interacts with ourselves, that is of concern to the field of metaphysics. 

This process appears to be neutral in nature and so it is, but this does not imply ethics cannot 
emerge from such a discussion for in fact the most fundamental foundation of ethics itself is what 
it is that emerges out of such a discussion. 

Before we can mold the second shell involving the perceptual tools of faith, observation, and 
reason, the mutual concepts regarding the religious, scientific, and philosophical characteristics of 
God must all come together simultaneously and fit our model of God. Leibniz concept of theodicy, 
omnibenevolence, does not fit the requirement and thus must be discarded in order to get back to 
our discussion oriented towards building a universally acceptable model, a metaphysical system of 
the whole of Reality. 

Perfection, does it exist? The whole is perfect from the point of view of the whole for the whole is 
purely and simply the whole. The whole is what the whole is. Does the whole have a sense of 
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'moral' obligation? At first glance such a statement would appear to be a metaphysically ludicrous 
statement but is it? If the whole is composed of knowing subunits and is a 'living' thriving entity, 
then wouldn't the whole feel a sense of obligation to the subunits to which it owes its very ability 
to 'grow', 'change', find variety itself? If such is the case then not only does such a question 
become ontologically significant but such a question becomes metaphysically significant for no 
longer are we dealing with simply a 'static' whole but we are dealing with an active dynamic 
whole whose very active dynamic state depends upon subunits of knowing which develop within 
the whole itself. 

Imperfection, does it exist? Imperfection exists from the point of view of the sub elements, which 
judge the status of the whole from the point of their personal perceptions. Can the subunit ever 
'judge' the whole as the whole when the subunit is simply a 'part' of the whole and cannot see the 
whole as the whole? Yes but only from the point of view of the limited perception from which the 
subunit is capable of viewing the whole. As such the subunit develops 'judgmental' perceptions of 
the whole such as 'good' and 'evil'. Ontologically such 'judgmental' developments are not actions 
overreaching the bounds of the subunit, however, metaphysically such 'judgmental' developments 
do overreach the bounds of the subunit and as such must be put aside when discussion the base 
foundation upon which religion, science, and philosophy themselves must be built. 

It appears the next step must be a concerted attempt to find Kant's categorical imperatives and that 
is exactly what will take place in Tractate 6: Kant. 

And what about the concept of theodicy, which Leibniz had coined? Theodicy/omnibenevolence 
appears to belong to the ontologists as opposed to the metaphysician. It appears to belong in a 
shell which lies somewhere beyond the second shell. 

Had Leibniz not been so infatuated with his own creation, he may have seen that his piece of the 
puzzle did not belonged in the first shell with omnipresence and omnipotence. Had Leibniz not 
been so arrogant he himself may have concluded that his creation of theodicy did not belong in 
either the first or the second shell protecting the core concept of omniscience, did not belong as a 
characteristic to be found in any metaphysical understanding of God. 

It may appear there is much negativism involved with the misstep of Leibniz. Be that as it may, all 
is not negative when we look to Leibniz and his concept of theodicy for: 

We now understand that 

Leibniz is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 
'system' being filled with 'imperfection' into that of being 'the' system filled with, 
metaphysically speaking, neither 'perfection' or 'imperfection'. As such, 'perfection' and 
'imperfection', with the help of Leibniz, now no longer exist as elements of a 
metaphysical system but rather exist as elements of an ontological dialectic which itself 
lies beyond the boundaries of all three fields of metaphysics: theoretical metaphysics, 
practical metaphysics, and metaphysical engineering. 



1 Location here is different than what most of us are accustomed to for location here refers to an 
abstractness such as love, joy hate, evil, etc. which do not take up any space or time. This is unlike 
concrete items such as chairs, electrons, light, magnetic forces etc., which occupy both space or 
time or both, simply where knowledge, knowing exists. 
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2 'Separation through exclusion' versus 'separation through inclusion' will be fully addressed in 
Tractate 8: Russell 

3 William L. Reese, Dictionary of Philosophy and religion, Humanities Press, 1996. 

4 Knowledge is power 

5 Where there is any knowledge by definition it becomes part of the presence of God. 

6 'Separation through exclusion' versus 'separation through inclusion' will be fully addressed in 
Tractate 8: Russell 

7 The concept regarding the void of space and time will be fully addressed in Tractate 6: Kant 

8 See Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will 

9 William L. Reese, Dictionary of Philosophy and religion, Humanities Press, 1996. 
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Tractate 6 

The Error 

Of 

Kant 

❖ 

The Paradox of: 
❖ 

A System Based upon a Foundation 

The Need for: 
The Void of Time and Space 

367 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



1804 AD Kant - The Error of: 
Systems built upon a foundation 




The error: The paradox of 'time and space' 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 



The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omnibenevolence 



The perception: Kant moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system being filled with 
'time and space' into that of being 'the' system filled with 'the void of time and space' and 'time 
and space'. As such, 'time and space', 'the void of time and space', passive observation, and 
active observation, with the help of Kant, now have a location within which they can be found. 
However, the understanding regarding the role of 'time and space', 'the void of time and space', 
passive observation, and active observation, as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'time and space', the void of time and space', passive observation, and 
active observation not only remain in a state of confusion but even more disconcerting, the 
existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' 
system. 



It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 6 

Kant - The Error of 
A System Built Upon a Foundation 

Part I: The Paradox of the 'unknowable' 



Introduction 

Werner Heisenberg: The brash German patriot was just 32 when he won the Nobel Prize 
for the uncertainty principle, which states that it is possible to know a subatomic 
particle 's position or momentum, but not both. In simplified form, the principle means 
that the very act of observing something changes its behavior. 1 

And so it is science makes a move to claim that it, science, originated such a concept when in 
actuality it was philosophy, which did so. So it is we obtain the false impression that science takes 
the lead in developing and innovating new perceptions regarding our reality when in fact it is 
philosophy which innovates new perceptions and it is science which follows and attempts to 
validate such new perceptions. 

To find proof of the lead role philosophy plays regarding our perceptual development, one need 
but look back to 1 770 and the work of Immanuel Kant who initiated a philosophical perception 
which was to be as far reaching in its impact upon philosophy and metaphysics as Copernicus' 
ideas were to science and cosmology. 

After Hume had destroyed philosophy and any possibility of constructing a metaphysical 
system, Kant created the greatest metaphysical system of them all 2 . 

Kant introduced a concept into philosophy known as 'critical philosophy'. Before Kant, 
Aristotelian views dominant philosophical perceptions. One could say: Until Kant, no other 
metaphysical perception existed other than 'passive observation' as described by Aristotle. 
Aristotle's metaphysical system, regarding the observer's passive effect upon matter and energy 
found immersed within space and time, remained in place for more than two thousand years, 
remained in place until Kant introduced the concept of active observation 

Kant introduced the concept of a limited system located within infinite possibilities. 3 At first 
glance, such a statement appears paradoxical. 

Regarding paradoxes, Wittgenstein stated: 

It is the business of philosophy not to resolve a contradiction by means of a mathematics 
or logic discovery but to get a clear view of the state of ... affairs before the contradiction 
is resolved. (And this does not mean that one is side stepping a difficulty.) 4 

Wittgenstein believed philosophy has the responsibility to resolve paradoxes through an 
interpretation of what seems most reasonable. It is then mathematics and logic, which follow and 
validate or invalidate such a view. 

It is the function of the philosophical field known as metaphysics to examine the concept of the 
whole. Is the physical the whole? If the physical is not the whole then what lies beyond the 
physical, meta - beyond, physics - the physical? Kant proposed a metaphysical system of limited 
existence 'containing' infinite possibilities. Such a perception is metaphysical in nature for it 
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places a limit upon the whole leading to the question regarding what lies beyond the limit itself. 
Such a topic lies well beyond the parameters regarding a dialectic of space and time. In fact, such 
a topic lies beyond the parameters regarding a dialectic of the void of space and time. We will not 
ignore such a topic, rather we will address the topic of what lies beyond the limits of the whole in 
Tractate 18: The Emergence of Theoretical Metaphysics. 

What then are we to examine within this tractate: Tractate 6: Kant and the Void of Space and 
Time? We are to examine space and time, the void of space and time, passive observation, active 
observation. 

In spite of the pronouncements of philosophers to follow Kant, meta-physics, is not dead. Meta- 
physics has just been set aside while we await a new metaphysical system. Kant said we have no 
choice but to establish a more comprehensive metaphysical system before we relegate his system 
to the archives of ancient history. Such then becomes the task of this dialectic for it is the very 
purpose of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, to establish the 
rationality regarding a new metaphysical model. 

As we shall see, however, the task of 'replacing' Kant's system is not to be attempted through the 
process of destroying Kant metaphysical model but rather the new model is established through 
the process of fusing Aristotle's, Kant's, and Hegel's model all into one metaphysical model. 

Kant's metaphysical system presented many contradictions. Before we can replace Kant's system 
we must first examine Kant's system to, as Wittgenstein said: 

get a clear view of the state of ... affairs before the contradiction is resolved 

It is both aspects, examination and replacement, which is the focus of this tractate. 

Kant embraced the concept of an Aristotelian Cartesian system. A Cartesian system is one built 
upon 'a' 'foundation'. Kant, therefore, believed a metaphysical system must have 'a' first 
principle. 

Kant's system: 

Kant 's critical philosophy is a syncretic theory bringing together in a single framework 
doctrines of realism and idealism. The philosophical movement following from his 
position, known as German idealism, includes .... 5 

...In all experience, there is someone who experiences the experiential subject, and the 
object, or what is experienced. We can distinguish between two approaches to experience: 
the claim that the mind is passive with respect to what it experiences, and merely registers 
what impacts upon it: and the converse claim that the mind is active with respect to its 
experience, so that in some sense the mind shapes what it experiences. 6 

...The distinctive feature of German idealism is the claim, common to all great German 
idealists, that the subject is never passive but always active with respect to what it 
experiences. 7 

The brief description of Kant's system, leads us to Kant's dilemma. 

Before we delve into the substance of this tractate however, a few additional words would be 
appropriate regarding the direction this tractate is to take. This tractate is not to be a critique of 
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Kant's work; rather this tractate is an examination followed by an expansion of two of Kant's 
positions. 

First: The universe evolves as our thoughts evolve. 
Second: The concept of system is critical to metaphysics. 

Regarding the first concept: The perception, the universe evolves as our thoughts evolve, provides 
the rationale as to why our understanding of the 'Greater' picture is so important. The concept that 
the universe evolves as our thoughts evolve implies we actively 'form' what 'will be' as opposed 
to the past Aristotelian perception that we are merely observers of 'what is'. 

Regarding the second concept: Kant was the first to propose such an upside down concept as the 
universe itself evolving as our thoughts evolved. Kant turned metaphysics and thus philosophy on 
its head just as Copernicus turned cosmology and thus science on its head. Kant was the first 
metaphysician to step beyond the perceptual metaphysical perception of the day. Kant was able to 
step beyond the perception of the day regarding the observer passively observing. Kant, however, 
was unable to step beyond the perception of the day regarding the existence of an Aristotelian 
closed system. Such conflicting positions generated unwieldy metaphysical contradictions. 

Kant innovated a perception incapable of being 'confined' within an Aristotelian closed system 
and thus found himself incapable of finding both first truth and his dearly sought categorical 
imperative. 

It is these two concepts, first truth and categorical imperatives, that this tractate will examine and 
with the help of Hegelian concepts attempt to resolve. 

In this tractate, as in previous tractates, we will focus upon a relatively few basic references. This 
is not intended to demean Kant's contribution to philosophy. Kant's work is extremely complex 
but the complexity of Kant's work is not the concern of this tractate. Rather the intent of this 
tractate is the same as previous tractates. The intent of this tractate is to examine the paradox this 
philosopher presented to us and then resolve the paradox created by the philosopher in order that 
metaphysics may move on from its seemingly endless state of stagnation. 

To accomplish such a monumental goal, we have no choice but to simplify Kant. 

Since we are not seeking an in-depth understanding of Kant, we are going to apply an extreme 
form of Husserl's reductionism in conjunction with the surgical application of Ockham's razor to 
Kant's metaphysical perceptions. 

Through the application of techniques developed by both Husserl and Ockham, we should be able 
to apply Kant's metaphysical concepts to two aspects of Epistemology: 



The subject and The predicate 

Noun Verb 
Object Process 
Passive Action Active Action 

Knowledge Knowing 
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Cartesian 

Active/passive - Passive/active 

A graphic will help us better visualize where it is Kant's system came to an abrupt halt. We will 
begin constructing the graphic from the point of view within which Kant found himself personally 
immersed: 

Perception of Kant's day: Time exists. 



The past 



The present 



The future 



If we 



add to this graphic, the existing Aristotelian perception of Kant's day we obtain: 




The graphic demonstrates the concept of time passing from 'what was' to what is' to 'what will 
be'. The 'beginning' demonstrates the 'creation' concepts of the day, demonstrates the cause and 
effect concepts of the day. The Aristotelian additions refer to the universe. The Aristotelian 
perception is comprised of two factors: 

1 . The universe exists and we can measure it through observing what it is. 

2. The universe is what it was, is what it is, and is what it will be. 



In other words: The universe is permeated with fundamental universal laws, which are both 
universal and predictable. Objects fell 'downward' yesterday. Objects fall 'downward' today. 
Moreover, Objects will fall 'downward' tomorrow. This might better be called the certainty 
principle as opposed to Heisenberg's present day 'uncertainty principle' 

The universe in other words existed and we as observers observed in a passive fashion. Granted 
we could act within the universe and alter it through action but we could not alter the universe 
through simply observing the universe, nor could we in any way alter the laws of the universe 
through active action, rather our actions were limited by the laws of the universe themselves. 

There is room in the graphic to indicate the passive past and the passive future for both occupy a 
'span' of time. There is no room to indicate the passive present for the present is fleeting and in 
actuality 'occupies' no time. It is for this reason there are only two forms of passivity indicated. In 
fact, many Aristotelian believers would argue whether or not we altered the universe in any 
manner, ala the determinists. 
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Kant then proposed a unique concept: 

Kant drew an analogy between the critical philosophy and the work of Nicolas 
Copernicus.... Copernicus inverted the traditional claim for the relation between the 
earth and the universe. The critical philosophy depends on a revolutionary new concept, 
called the Copernican Revolution, which similarly inverts the relation between the 
subject and object, between the perceiver and the perceived. This general claim, namely 
that the mind of the subject, or perceiver, is active with respect to, and influences, what 
the subject perceives, is central to Kantian position and recurs, in different ways, 
throughout all later German idealism. 

This new perception regarding the universe, directly impacts the most basic philosophical concept 
regarding knowledge itself. In fact, it was philosophy, not science, which was to first find its most 
basic premises, turned upside down. 

The concept of the observer changing 'what is' through simply observing 'what is' creates a 
scenario of the observer being 'active' in regards to the Aristotelian perception: 

a. 'What is' was. 

b. 'What is' is. 

c. 'What is' will be. 

Kant's metaphysical system changes this to being: 

a. 'What is' was. 

b. 'What is' is. 

c. 'What is' may not be, 'what it presently is', in the future. 

Thus Kant initiated the idea known as German idealism: The very fact that our observing changes 
what it is we observe. A scientific form of this was later to be called the 'the uncertainty 
principle'. 

This leads us to modifying the graphic. As such the graphic becomes 



The past 



The present 




Passive 



Active 




The future 



Passive 



Active 




The 'passive' remains on the graphic because the passive remains as a perception found within 
present day society. Kant's suggestion of the 'active' in no way displaced the concept of the 
'passive'. Even today Kant's perception of a 'new system' has not replaced the old Aristotelian 
system. 
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The new system proposed by Kant was both 'a system' and 'new'. Kant did not discard the 
concept that 'a' system existed. Kant was a firm believer that reality could be demonstrated 
through the process of modeling. 

Copernicus inverted our view of centricism. With Copernicus, we began to understand that not all 
things revolved around ourselves. Kant inverted our view of knowledge. With Kant, we began to 
understand that 

knowledge was not necessarily an absolute. 

This presented a problem for Kant. Kant believed in what is known as a Cartesian System, 
believed in a foundation-based system, believed in a system based upon 'a' 1st truth. But what is 
this thing we call a 'Cartesian system'? A detailed examination of a Cartesian system is found in 
Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. For the present, however: 

.... With respect to the Cartesian concept of system. Descartes, in effect, insists on a 
foundation known to be true as the condition of knowledge 

Which brings us to the question: When analyzing metaphysics, do we 'need' a system? 

So do we need a 'system' 

...Philosophy has always been concerned with what is called the theory of knowledge, or 
epistemology. The theory of knowledge, more precisely, the problem of how to formulate 
a systematic theory of philosophy, is central to the critical philosophy. It is also the 
central thread linking the views of Kant, the post-Kantians, and Hegel. 8 

It could be argued that knowledge can be understood in terms of the lack of 'a system' but the 
'lack of a system' is simply another form of a system. The lack of any system is the least/greatest 
possible form of a system. The lack of 'a system' is a system so minimal the system is reduced to 
a system zero in size; the lack of 'a system' is so maximal in size the system extends beyond size. 
The lack of a system is simply a system so minimal it is 'no' system at all, nothing at all. It is a 
system so maximal it extends beyond the concept of size itself and thus size finds itself a part of 
the system rather than the system finding itself defined by size/space. 
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There are an almost infinite variety of systems: 



System A: 
* The individual 

I am: I exist and all else is but a 
figment of my imagination 



The universe is: The universe exists 
and all else is but a subset of the 
universe 



System C: 



The whole 



The whole is: The whole exists and 
all else is but a subset of the whole 



System B: 




The universe 
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And then there are variations of the sets: 



* The individual 



I am: I exist and all else is but a 
figment of my imagination 



System: the individual 



I am: I exist and all else is but a figment of my 
imagination. 

The universe is but a part of me. 




The universe 



The universe is: The universe exists 
and all else is but a subset of the 
universe 
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System: the universe 




The universe is: The universe exists and all else is 
but a subset of the universe. 

I am but a part of the universe. 



The whole 

The whole is: The whole exists and 
all else is but a subset of the whole 

System: the whole 



The whole is: The whole exists and all else is but 
a subset of the whole. 

The universe and I are but a part of the whole. 
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On the other hand, one may say: All three exist independently of the others and thus perhaps there 
is no system: 

* The individual 

I am: I exist and all else is but a 
figment of my imagination 




The universe 



The universe is: The universe exists 
and all else is but a subset of the 
universe 



The whole 



The whole is: The whole exists and 
all else is but a subset of the whole 



And thus the non-system becomes the ultimate extreme of each element existing independently 
from the other, multiple independent systems: 



The individual 




The universe 
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There are many variations of the above graphic depicting a 'non-system' but one characteristic 
remains universal between them all: In a non-system metaphysical system, the elements remain 
independent one from the other. But as much as one would like to call the independence of 
existence of elements one from the other, a non-system, the fact remains that the very existence of 
the elements being independent of each other makes them a system. The system a non-system 
represents is the lack of dependency and orientation of one to the other within the system 

The question once again is: Do we need a metaphysical system? The answer: There is no way 
around the concept of a metaphysical system other than to explain the metaphysical system as 
having a net sum of zero and even then we have a system which we reduce to zero, but it is 'a' 
system nevertheless. 

In short: 

Within the field of metaphysics, do we need a system? The answer: Yes we do. Kant understood 
this and that is why Kant so adamantly held to the concept that all metaphysical concepts, once 
fully understood, reduce to a system be it the least form of system, a system-less system, or .be it a 
more substantive form of system, a system. 

Should the system be the least form of system, be a system-less system, then the system is 
foundationless, the system is what Hegel would call an 'open system, the system is what Aristotle 
might call a non-Cartesian system. 

Should the system be of 'greater' form than the least form of system, be a system, then the system 
is based upon a foundation, the system is what Kant would call a 'closed system, the system is 
what Aristotle might call a Cartesian system. 

Kant initiated the concept of the 'critical philosophy', but Kant could not explain such a concept in 
terms of 'a' system, or any system for that matter which met the criteria of 'system' historically 
existing up to and through his own time period. As such Kant, like Zeno (see Tractate 1 : Zeno and 
Seamlessness), was left perplexed, was left holding his new and unique metaphysical perception 
void a system capable of rationally incorporating his concepts within itself, within 'a' system. 

It is this most basic puzzle left unresolved by Kant that this tractate will resolve through the 
introduction of a new metaphysical perception, the metaphysical perception of a non-Cartesian 
system, as introduced by Kant, powered by a Cartesian system, as introduced by Aristotle. 

The result: The emergence of a 'dynamic', active metaphysical system as opposed to a static, 
passive metaphysical system. 

The result: A metaphysical system emitting the potentiality of fusion power versus a metaphysical 
system emitting the potentiality of fossil fuel combustion. 

The 'Missing Foundation' 

Kant could not find 'the' 1 st principle 

Kant was working within the realm of the Aristotelian system. Kant dramatically altered what 
metaphysics perceived to be the state of observation. Although Kant altered our perception of 
observation within the system from being a passive form of observation to being an active form of 
observation. Kant did not alter the system from being perceived as it had always been perceived, 
being perceived as a closed system. 
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It was Hegel who eventually modified Kant's system from being a 'closed' Cartesian system into 
being an 'open' Cartesian system. 

A closed Cartesian system requires not only a 1 st principle but requires a first principle found 
within the system. Since Kant perceived his system to be 'closed', Kant looked within to find the 
foundation for his system, the fundamental upon which his system was to be built. 

1 st principle found 'within' the system proved to be an elusive concept. The whole of the 
phenomena, the universe, appeared to exist; the element of the phenomenal, the individual, 
appeared to exist; the element of the noumenal, the individual, appeared to exist; and the whole of 
the noumenal, summation of knowing, causation, appeared to exist. Which was the 1 st of the 
principles? 

If the physical, the phenomenal, existed as Aristotle suggested, it existed, always existed, always 
will exist for without it there is nothing and nothing was not a concept the Greeks acknowledged 
as a logical state of existence: 

The whole Greek universe rested upon this pillar. There is no void?. 

If Kant was correct, the physical was not passive but active and our very existence within the 
universe, our noumenal existence existing within phenomenal existence changed the very essence 
and the very outcome of the phenomenal. Where then did 'the' initial change begin for the 
phenomenal world, the universe itself? 

Did the physical, the phenomenal, the universe, initiate the abstract, the noumenal, or did the 
abstract initiate the physical? And if the physical initiated the physical what then becomes of the 
abstract should the physical no longer exist. And should the abstracted, God, have initiated the 
physical, what then becomes of the physical should the abstract no longer exist? 

These were the very question facing Kant. These were the questions Kant was unable to answer 
through the implementation of his metaphysical system. 

1 st principle became as illusive to Kant as it did to Aristotle. The issue of 1 st principle was no 
closer to being resolved by Kant than by Aristotle. 

As we discussed in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism, it became obvious that neither Kant nor 
Aristotle had the answer but rather each had a portion of the answer. The puzzle pieces were being 
created rather than the puzzle pieces being assembled. 

But two pieces of the puzzle remained to be created: The function of 'nothingness' within a 
metaphysical system and the function of infinity within a metaphysical system. 

Aristotle had elucidated region #1: The universe as a region is infinite in terms of time and space 

Kant had elucidated region #2: The region within the individual incorporates a perception of the 
functionality of the concepts of time and space. 

And now with this tractate, region #3: The region beyond the universe incorporates no universal 
fabric of space and time but rather incorporates the perceptions of the functionality of time and 
space as perceived by elements of multiplicity, individuality, found within itself. 

But how is it the three regions exist and how is it the three regions depend one upon the other? 

Like Zeno, Kant had a sense that there were two existences, the physical and the abstract, but Kant 
was unable to resolve how two regions, let alone three, could exist simultaneously and yet 
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independently one from the other. This led to the issue of just what is 'the' foundation of the 
system. It would take Hegel to re-open the system before a new metaphysical system could evolve 
which would lead to a potential resolution to Kant's dilemma. 

Just as quickly as Hegel's metaphysical model led to a logical resolution regarding the dilemmas 
Kant's metaphysical model produced, Hegel's metaphysical system led to its own unique 
dilemmas. As we shall see in Tractate 7: Hegel, Hegel would set the stage for the entrance of 
'nothingness' and 'infinity' to emerge as critical elements of a metaphysical system while at the 
same time introducing the notion that the metaphysical concept of systems themselves were dead. 

With the on vent of Hegel, we have the potential to 'compare' nothingness to the infinite, to 
'compare' nothingness to 0 / °°, to 'compare' nothingness to °° / 0. These strange concepts emerge 
as the last pieces of the puzzle necessary for a new metaphysical system which addresses the 
historical paradoxical issues which so long avoided resolution by philosophy. 

But we are not yet to the point of examining Hegel's metaphysical model for it is Kant's dilemma 
we must address before approaching Hegel's paradoxical dilemma. 

Kant suggested the very action of observing the universe affected the universe itself. This 
perception suggested we mold, influence, what the universe becomes. As such the universe 
evolves not only in a passive sense but in an active sense. 

We examined the four states of action in Tractate 4: Boethius and Free Will. Within this tractate 
we found action to be divided as follows: 

Four forms of action: 

Passive action: 

1. Action as a state of being: 

The passive action of being is action in the form of the primal state of existence as 
opposed to other forms of action emerging from the primal state of existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are passive actions taken by inanimate objects 
as well as actions that simulate the action of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, 
a rock exists, you exist 

Active action: 

3. Free will 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' object, action which 
could go various ways and whose action was directed by the 'knowing' object of its 
own accord. 

4. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended actions have 
been overridden by actions of free will generated by a dominating second 'knowing' 
object 
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These four forms of action now gain deeper meaning through Kant's development of active 
observation. The concept of throwing our Aristotle's passive observation, however, was not the 
intent of Kant. Although Kant believed in the existence of the noumenal, Kant also believed in the 
concept of the existence of the phenomenal, the universe: 

Kant believed that what happens within this world is governed entirely by scientific law. 10 

Kant came up against the wall of Aristotelian thought, which had 'closed' the metaphysical 
system, see Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. As such, Kant literally found himself bounded 
by the limits closed system imposes upon any metaphysical thinker. Being confined by limits a 
closed metaphysical system placed upon his own metaphysical system left Kant with apparently 
irresolvable contradictions of the before mentioned Active and Passive actions. 

To begin to resolve Kant's dilemma through an alternate means as suggested by Hegel, one must 
begin by examining Kant's dilemma. 

If two forms of action, active and passive, existed simultaneously 'within' the confinement of 
infinite time and space then four possibilities of active - passive existences emerged which needed 
addressing by Kant: 

1. Passive - passive 

2. Passive - active 

3. Active - passive 

4. Active - active 

Kant began by accepting the Aristotelian limits to a metaphysical system, 
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and then proceeded to modify the system: 



The individual 




Having modified Aristotle's metaphysical system, Kant began looking for 'a', 'the', 1 st principle, 
'the' foundation for his closed Cartesian system. 

With the conversion of the Aristotelian closed passive system into a Kantian closed active system 
came the dilemma regarding which of the four forms of active - passive interrelationships was the 
most probable? 

The most minimal act found within the active - passive interrelationship is the simple act of 
existing without observing. 



Possibility 1: 



Passive 



passive 



As one views the graphics one must keep in mind that the act of observing a process is the most 
minimalist action one can impose upon the action - reaction process, upon the cause and effect 
process. 
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Possibility 2: 



Observing 
the 

1 






Passive 


► 


passive 



Possibility 2 was the Aristotelian system. 

The universe existed. The universe abided by physical laws. 

Our presence as well as our observing the universe did not change the dynamics of the 
physical laws, did not change the net result of the universe of which we were an element. 



Possibility 3: 



Observing 
the 

1 






Passive 


► 


active 



This was the Aristotelian system becoming the Kantian system due to Kant simply 
making the assumption through observation. 

The universe existed. The universe abided by physical laws. 

Our observing, our presence within the universe changed the dynamics of the physical 
laws. Our observing, our presence within the universe somehow changed, in both the 
phenomenal sense and in the nominal sense, the net result of the universe of which we 
were an element. 

Kant had difficulties finding 'a' foundation to his metaphysical system. Although Kant 
perceived the noumenal and the phenomenal to be at different 'levels' one to the other 
and thus separate one from the other, Kant did not perceive the two to be separate entities 
one from the other. 

In other words, Kant retained the Aristotelian concept of the physical and the abstract 
being separate but bounded within the same confines as each other. Kant retained the 
same 'bounds' to his metaphysical system: 
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A metaphysical system utilizing a common boundary of singularity creates the fourth possibility. 



Possibility 4: 



Observing 
the 

1 






Active 


► 


passive 



In essence this demonstrates Boethius' metaphysical system, which we addressed in detail within 
Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will. Such a system represents the end product of free will being 
known to a 'higher' order Being through the process of divine foreknowledge. 

Possibility 4 reinforces Boethius concept regarding the simultaneous existence of free will and 
divine foreknowledge. Possibility 4 reinforces the concept that all potential end results either 'do' 
exist or at the very least, are 'known' products. 

An abstraction 'knowing' not only all that is but all that could be is a form of knowing incapable 
of creating 'unknown' results, incapable of creating 'unknown' knowledge. Acknowledging the 
omission of such a scenario leads us to Possibility 5: 
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Possibility 5: 



Observing 
the 

1 






Active 


► 


active 



Possibility 5 suggests: The universe was always this way; we just didn't understand it to be such. 
As we shall see, such a scenario is what emerges from the new metaphysical system of 'being' 
being 'Being'. Such a scenario evolves through the process of merging the Aristotelian closed 
Cartesian system and the Kantian closed non-Cartesian system which Hegel converted into an 
open non-Cartesian system. In essence Possibility 5 fuses the Cartesian with the non-Cartesian 
into a single system of multiplicity which provides for the unique individuality of the two rather 
than choosing one over the other or fusing the two in a manner which compromises the uniqueness 
of each system. 

The scenario from which five possible forms of existence arise exemplify the metaphysical 
dilemma facing Kant. Kant yearned to find 'the' foundation to his system but the foundation Kant 
so longed to find proved to be illusive. Other scenarios create similarly perplexing dilemmas. The 
concept of Cartesianism versus non-Cartesianism is another example. 

Although we examined the concept of Cartesianism in detail in Tractate 2: Aristotle and 
Cartesianism, it may well behoove us to refresh our memory by briefly re-examining the concept 
of Cartesianism. 

We have already noted that Descartes links the concepts of system and foundation. For 
Descartes and for those who follow him on this path, there is no science without system, 
and no system without a foundation. To put the same point differently, in the Cartesian 
perspective the concept of system is the cornerstone of the entire affair, the condition sine 
Qua non of philosophy a science and , hence, of knowledge of any kind. The entire 
Cartesian edifice is sustained by the foundation that subtends it. 11 

The question then becomes: What is 'the' foundation of the system? Is it the universe? Is it 
myself? Is it you? Or is it the creator of the beginning? Each creates contradictions and thus Kant 
could not resolve which was 1 st truth. 

The point needs further emphasis for it is a critical issue regarding Kant's system: 

Kant insists that in his theory he intends to navigate between dogmatic affirmation and 
skeptical doubt 12 . If systematic form is essential to knowledge, then the critical theory 
does not escape skepticism, and the Kantian claim to dissipate Hume's doubts is simply 
dogmatic. 13 

There is no doubt there are many variations regarding a specific definition of Cartesianism. A few 
might fall into the following forms: 
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Cartesian: 1. a closed system 2. a system with a beginning 3. a system in a state of permanent 
equilibrium 

1. a closed system: Aristotle's system followed the logic of 'what is is'. As such the only 
conceivable perception of reality was what is as opposed to what could be for what could 
be. The universe was in essence static. If the universe, the physical, dissolved into 
nothingness, nothingness would be all that remained. This led to the concept that the 
'creator' of the universe was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe. This is a 
pantheistic approach vs. a panentheistic approach. Panentheism as opposed to pantheism 
takes the approach: if the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness 
may remain but this nothingness would be 'located' 'within' the creator, which would 
remain as the creator. 

2. a system with a beginning: Aristotle's system conceived of a beginning to all that existed 
within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the physical dissolved? What 
would remain? This was a senseless question to Aristotle for the concept of nothing did 
not exist, had been suppressed by the Greeks. 

The whole Greek universe rested upon this pillar. There is no void}"". 

In essence Aristotle's system had no end and no beginning. It always existed and always 
would. 

3. a system in a state of permanent equilibrium 

From an ontological point of view, this is not an arguable scenario for it makes no sense 
ontologically. Such a statement suggests all action becomes passive. And why is it such a 
scenario is illogical. Such a scenario establishes the scientific concept of entropy, which 
applies to the phenomenal/the physical, as 'the' direct analogy for the 
noumenal/abstraction. If such were to be the case, the abstract would, like the physical, 
find time and space to be innate characteristics of itself and thus find itself to be nothing 
other than simply another form of the physical. In short within such a scenario, the 
abstract would be simply another 'level' of the physical and thus the noumenal and the 
phenomenal would be in essence one in the same rather than separate entities one from 
the other. 

Within such a scenario, even the action of God becomes passive at some point. 

We seem to be swimming in a sea with no land in sight. The waters of the ocean are but the 
endless problems, paradoxes, and contradictions within which philosophers find themselves 
immersed. The land, when it does appear to emerge before us, soon finds itself to be nothing but a 
mirage. 

We can further understand Kant's dilemma by viewing a metaphysicians dialogue with a theist: 
Part I: Metaphysical perceptions 
Ok we agree upon one thing: 
1. You exist 

Now you understand I did not initiate this Metaphysical discussion with the Descartes ' 
principle of T exist ' but you also understand that when you look at me and say the two 
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words, 'You exist. ', my existence becomes a recognized fact by you. By the way I hope 
you understand the significance of this approach. If the first principle is, 7 exist. ', it is 
reinforced by only one entity, myself. When the first principle is, 'You exist. ' then the 
concept of I exist. ' becomes reinforced not by one entity, myself, rather the concept of 
my existence becomes reinforced by six billion you 's out there looking at me and all 
saying to me personally, 'You exist.. 

I must emphasize here that I am not disagreeing with Descartes. I too agree the first 
principle is I exist. ' I just do not agree with Descartes as to 'where ' that first principle 
becomes the first' principle. That question in essence is the crux of the argument I am 
putting forward in my next work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. 
The article I sent you: Metaphysical Systems - On 'being' being 'Being' is Tractate 14: 
Metaphysical Systems of that work. 

But back to the business at hand. What next? Since we agree 'You exist. ' we now need a 
place to put you. Remember we have previously Husseraled, reduced, everything away, 
the earth, the moon, the sun, the galaxy, the universe itself, God Itself, even what 
remains, nothingness has been reduced away and all that is is 'you exist ' 

Now we could bring God into the equation but since I am directing this part of the 
discussion, I would prefer to leave God out of the equation a little longer. So then what? 
Well how about the universe? Can we agree to bring the universe back into the equation? 
Can we agree: 

2. The universe exists. 

Now I am not saying the universe is real nor am I arguing the universe is simply an 
illusion, I am just suggesting it exist in whatever form you wish to think of it yourself. 
Your perceptions of what it is personally are not the issue here — that is a cosmological 
debate not a metaphysical debate. The issue is simply: Does the universe exist in some 
form or other or not? 

To speed things along here (We are not face to face and thus the need for advancing the 
conversation - remember I am limited to only five more letters after this one) If you agree 
the universe exists in some form or another - real or illusionary or a real illusion as I 
would say, can we agree you are inside the universe? 

3. You are inside the universe. 

Now I know we can get cute here and begin all types of debate regarding the universe but 
lets try to rise above the cute philosophical stuff and stay two reasonable rational men 
discussing a metaphysical point. If you would like to debate the concepts such as 
'everything is simply a figment of my imagination, or your imagination, or whatever', lets 
do that later. The process we are taking leads us nicely into the heart of these cute and 
interesting discussions. In fact, this process we are taking not only leads us into these 
discussions but does so in a new, fascinating, and serious manner as opposed to our old, 
perplexing, and glib manner. 

To summarize: 

We agree: 

I. You exist 
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Can we agree: 

2. The Universe exists (either in some 'form ' or 'non-form ') 

3. You exist 'in ' the Universe. 

Part II: Personal perceptions 

I have put additional thought into your solution regarding WWII. In addition to the more 
obvious problems regarding the 'lack' of understanding that not all humans are 
altruistic, another thought comes to mind. You say we could have sent a boatload of 3000 
people to take the place of 3000 Jews in order to shame Hitler and his cronies (all 
shameless people by the way) into discontinuing their atrocious acts. If that did not work, 
we would repeat the action as often as it took to accomplish our ends - the termination of 
the act of the holocaust. 

If, as this solution would imply, violence is so taboo under ALL circumstances that one 
should seek to actively, give up one 's own life to oppose violence, then that brings up a 
question: Forgetting the self inflected violence Jesus allowed Himself to be put through, 
what about the Jews? 

(Interestingly enough you view the act of 'allowing' oneself to be violated as an act of 
pacifism as opposed to such an act being an act of active violence. This would seem to 
imply one should view oneself as 'lesser' in value than one views someone other than 
one 's self. Why is it we cannot regard ourselves on a level of 'equal ' value, 'equal ' 
significance, having 'equal' purpose for existing. In regards to your question: was 
Jesus ' act of allowing himself to be crucified an act of violence? Yes, emphatically yes. I 
would view Jesus ' act of giving up his life as a conscious self imposed act of violence of 
the greatest degree, which, by the way, in my eyes only elevates the significance of his 
commitment to his teachings of 'love one another ' I would regard this act to be the 
ultimate expression of commitment to his teachings: Love thy neighbor as thyself. He 
loved us so much He was willing to give up His own life in an excruciating manner of 
violence (and who can deny it was done very painfully) (Also note Jesus did not say: Love 
thy neighbor 'more ' than thyself. ') to show the degree of love for us and commitment 
towards his teachings.) 

Scenario: 

At the time before Christ, God had parted the Red Sea to allow an escape route to open 
up for the Jews. The Jews moved across the dry riverbed followed by the Egyptians. 

There were three players involved here: the Jews, the Egyptians, and God. The Egyptians 
were threatening to kill the innocent, the Jews. The Egyptians could have stayed upon 
their banks of the River but choose not to. They were out to kill and maim the Jews. God 
had a choice, to kill the Egyptians or allow the Jews to be killed. God choose. God closed 
the waters of the Red Sea behind the Jews and drowned the army of the Egyptians. 

Under you perception of pacifism, God should not have done this. Under your proposed 
plan, the Jews should have run back to the Egyptians, dispersed throughout their ranks, 
held their hands upward and cried out, 'We will not be a part of your actions, God. ' They 
would have attempted to 'shame ' God into acting differently. 

Now this would have implied God did not know what he was doing, had no 'reason 'for 
protecting the Jews, had no 'grand plan ' but rather is a very emotional fellow who, like 
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many of us, says: Do as I say not as I do. ' (I am not implying by a 'Grand Plan ' that 
determinism is the way of reality. In fact, as you will see later, I am stating quite the 
opposite.) 

The question becomes why would God act in such a violent manner yet say violence is 
'wrong'. Perceptually we have had no understanding regarding the solution to this 
paradox. We just say: Well God is God and as such God can, by definition, do what God 
wants to do and Who are we to question His actions? But this is exactly where the heart 
of metaphysics goes. No it does not go into the realm of questioning Him for his acts but 
rather questioning 'why ' He acts as He does in order that we can understand, in order 
that we can emulate his behavior. 

Metaphysics, for the religious metaphysician, accepts His acts and then attempts to build 
a simple model of what is, in order to understand how we can merge ourselves into 
becoming harmonious with God's creation. (Keep in mind there are non-religious 
metaphysicians also. These non-religious metaphysicians my not 'accept ' the 'acts of 
God' but in essence they examine 'Being'. The two are in essence no different on a 
metaphysical level. They become 'different ' on an ontological level. I am not ignoring 
your question regarding the differenced between metaphysics and ontology. But the 
question need not be addressed at this point. It will resolve itself as we proceed with the 
discussion. In fact, the question is the very orientation of the progress of this discussion.) 

And why attempt to move into a harmonious existence with nature? Because such a state 
would logically lead us into the highest degree of efficiency in terms of accomplishing 
our very purpose for existence: more efficiently accomplishing the very reason we were 
'created', the very reason we exist in the first place. There is little doubt in my mind that 
the closer we come to fulfilling our purpose the closer we will come to finding personal 
satisfaction, joy, happiness, love, tolerance... not only as individuals but as a specie. 

(Keep in mind a 'lack' of purpose is, metaphysically speaking, as much a purpose as 'a ' 
purpose itself.) 

You do not need to reply to this aspect of the discussion, there is more than enough for 
you to do in Part I and II on your part. If you feel a need to reply, however, do not 
confuse it with your Parts I & II. A reply would fall under Part III for you. 

Also take note the above statement is simply given to you to place in your head where it 
will begin brewing. It will become obvious later how such paradoxes are not paradoxes 
at all if one views them from a different perspective than we have presently. And after all, 
isn 't this the very purpose of metaphysics: to resolve paradoxes we identify which expose 
the shortcomings of our present perceptions of reality? 

And so the dialogue goes. The dialogue goes on endlessly and the mirage of 'a' foundation upon 
which we can build a metaphysical system remains, seemingly forever, but an illusion. 

We glimpsed only three potential foundations to a metaphysical system: I exist, you exist, the 
universe exists. We did not even venture into the realm of the existence of causation itself, the 
existence of a 'creator' itself, the existence of God, the existence of 'Being' versus the existence of 
'being'. Nor did we examine the potential of 'action' itself on the part of 'Being', 'being' and/or 
both 'Being' and 'being' 
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The sea remains and we find ourselves still swimming within the same endless morass of 
questions, problems, contradictions, and paradoxes, which faced philosophers twenty five hundred 
years ago. 

Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, and Copernicus each provided us with the temporary sense of being 
washed upon the beach of solid perceptions. Such perceptions were only temporary and soon gave 
rise to the next wave of self-doubt regarding our significance in reality. 

Now we see Kant before us and once again we sense land appearing before us. The question is: Is 
the land but another mirage? We have studied Kant for almost three hundred years and the answer 
appears to be: The land is but another mirage, however, upon closer examination, it appears 
another shore lies beyond the mirage of Kant. The new shoreline appears, as a shoreline comprised 
of the works of six philosophers rather than the isolated ghostly image emerging from the works 
of any one philosopher. 

The ghostly image of the more promising shoreline appears to lie beyond Kant. This new 
shoreline is the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being'. Is this new ghostly image 
simply another mirage or is it a shoreline from which we can establish a beachhead for our assault 
upon new and exciting ontological, cosmological, and metaphysical adventures we are sure to find 
awaiting us once we have emerged from our ocean of self doubt, once we emerge from the sea of 
questions which have been washing over us since what seems to be time eternal? 

Before examining this new shoreline, examining this new metaphysical perception in depth, we 
will have no choice but to conquer the crest of Kant. To do so we have no choice but to examine a 
few other aspects of Kant's metaphysical system. We might find it interesting to start the process 
by examining the concept regarding the 'boredom' of knowledge. 

Boredom and knowledge 

If there is a set known number of elements of knowledge, regardless of the immensity of the 
number of elements of knowledge involved, the number of combinations regarding the set number 
of elements of knowledge eventually leads to beginning the set number of combinations over once 
again. 

Now regardless of whether time is endless or a void of time exists, the number of reruns becomes 
a factor of infinity, be infinity an exponent of the number of combinations or an exponent of the 
number of pieces of knowledge is not the issue. 

What is the issue is that of boredom. 'Eventually' a knowing 'Being', with either infinite time or 
the void of time at its disposal, will find 'reruns' to be an issue with which it must deal. The issue 
with which it must deal is the same issue all 'knowing' entities must address when it comes to 
repetition. The issue is that of boredom - endless, repetitious boredom. 
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One difference between the two systems: 

Aristotle: time is found 'within' the universe 

Kant: time is found 'within' the unit of the individual 



In both systems, the universe is 'the' system, 'the only' system. In such systems, there are two 
choices: 

1 . Time is limited 
Or 

2. Time is endless 



Time being limited is not an option for Aristotle's system. In a system where time is the very 
fabric of the system, the end of time becomes the end of the system itself, leaving what? If the 
answer is leaving nothing then 'all' ends with the end of time, thus an irrational ending emerges 
from the given system where the system is 'all' and time is limited. 

Time being endless is not an option for Kant's system. In a system where time is the fabric of the 
individual, the fabric of the system becomes 'knowing'. Whether 'All knowing' becomes the 
summation of 'all' knowing or the summation of 'all' knowing plus 'All knowing' is not the issue 
The issue we are discussing is that of limited time and we understand time to be limited in terms 
of the individual for the individual, as an element of the physical, 'begins' and 'ends'. The result, 
the eventual sum of all knowledge emerges as a concept of 'divine' foreknowledge' which leads 
us to our previous dilemma of 'boredom' for in such a system 'reruns', boredom, becomes an 
issue. 
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If we reexamine the two systems we can now interject the only rational argument, which gives 
both systems rationality: 

Aristotle's metaphysical system: 



Universe is infinite 
Time is infinite 

t = °o 



Individuality 
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Without the interjection of infinity, both systems face the issue of termination. Such an issue is not 
an acceptable scenario for either system. Neither metaphysician acknowledges nor accepts the 
issue of their system eventually 'ending'. 

This is the paradox of both systems: How does one rationalize the elimination of boredom? How 
does one rationalize the elimination of repetition? How does one rationalize the elimination of the 
infinite repetition of knowledge leading to the eternal state of boredom? 

Time being endless is Aristotle's system: 

Time being limited is Kant's system 

But why is it assumed that there are only two choices: either there is endless time or there is 
limited time? In this tractate we will examine a third option: Endless time and limited time both 
existing simultaneously and independently one from the other while existing simultaneously and 
dependently one upon the other. 

Before making a direct assault upon such a task, there are a few issues we need to address. 
'Everything' equals passivity 

The concept of 'what is' lies at the heart of the concept known as omniscience/passivity, which in 
turn lies at the heart of divine foreknowledge/passivity, which lies at the heart of 
determinism/passivity, which lies at the heart of. . . /passivity. 

Passivity: living eternally in the past, living eternally in the present, the existence of no future. The 
past and present void the future equals passivity. It matters not if such an existence applies to sub- 
units of the whole, individual entities of knowing, or if such an existence applies to the whole of 
knowing. 

Passive observing 

In Tractate 3: Boethius and Free will, we discussed four forms of action: 
Four forms of action: 
Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

Passive actions of being is the action of the primal state of existence as opposed to other 
forms of action emerging from the primal state of existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Passive actions are actions taken by inanimate objects as well as actions that simulate the 
action of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, a rock exists, you exist 
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Active action: 

3. Free will 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' object, action which could go 
various ways and whose action was directed by the 'knowing' object 

4. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended actions have been 
overridden by actions of free will generated by a dominating second 'knowing' object 

Kant brought us to the point where we are now ready to reevaluate this categorization of action. 

Kant moved Aristotle's metaphysical system from being a passive form of system to being an 
active form of system. 

A passive system is: 

... the claim that the mind is passive with respect to what it experiences, and merely 
registers what impacts upon it ... 

Such a perception reinforces the validity of the categorization of action demonstrated. 

Aristotle presumed that merely registering, observing an event, does not affect the event and 
therefore actions created by or subject to the laws of nature are actions predestined through the 
natural act of cause and effect itself. 

Active observing 

... and the converse claim that the mind is active with respect to its experience, so that in 
some sense the mind shapes what it experiences. ' 

Kant 'turned the philosophical world upside down' by suggesting that merely registering, 
observing an event, actually affects the event. 

Kant and therefore German idealism believes that the very act of 'observing' an object shapes what 
it is that is being observed. But is such an action a form of 'active' action? In reality it is no more 
active than an observation having no affect upon the event being observed. 

If Kant's presumption is correct, and the uncertainty principle tends to indicate it may be, then in 
effect the event being 'changed' by observation is simply another form of natural event and 
subject to natural laws of which we at present are unaware exist. 

Does the universe, do planets, does nature have awareness and as such decide to create natural 
catastrophes to intentionally offset the actions of humankind? Some individuals 'believe' this to be 
true. Is it a rational perception based upon science, reason, and religion? Such a debate is not the 
intent of this tractate. 

The intent of this tractate is to understand how we can incorporate both Kant's critical philosophy, 
Kant's active abstract metaphysics and Aristotle's passive physical metaphysics into 'a' 
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metaphysical system which would simultaneously resolve the paradox Kant's system and the 
paradox Aristotle's system create. 

Since we have addressed Aristotle's paradox in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism, the intent 
is to now concentrate upon Kant's metaphysical system while at the same time acknowledging 
the basic validity of Aristotle metaphysical system. 

Such a perception leads to a new categorization of action: 

Four forms of action: 

Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

Passive actions of being is the action of the primal state of existence as opposed to other 
forms of action emerging from the primal state of existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Passive actions are actions taken by inanimate objects as well as actions that simulate the 
action of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, a rock exists, you exist 

3. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended actions have been 
overridden by actions of free will generated by a dominating second 'knowing' object 

Active action: 

4. Free will 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' object, action which could go 
various ways and whose action was directed by the 'knowing' object 

Why is it that determinism becomes a form of 'passive' action? Action, which is controlled by 
'intent' of the initiator of the action itself, is active action from the perspective of both the one 
producing the action and the event/object experiencing the action. Action uncontrolled is action 
found within the realm of the cause and effect cycle. The only forms of 'active' actions are 
actions controlled by the one being acted upon. In essence, actions which are 'active' are ones 
'intended' by the 'creator of the action itself. 

This is where free will lies. Free will lies in the ability to 'control' one's act, control one's 
intentional acts. What of the will of the whole as the whole? If the whole has consciousness, then 
the only form of active action generated by the totality of awareness are actions intentionally 
initiated by the whole itself. 

For example: The fact an object falls 'downward' is most likely not an intentional act initiated by 
total awareness. It rather is a passive act simply following the laws of physics. It is doubtful that 
every act of an object 'falling' is intentional contemplated by the whole. It is not reasonable to 
expect the whole examines every single isolated event where a unit of mass is subjected to the 
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gravitational potential of free fall and then decides whether or not to 'intentionally' allow the object 
to fall. 

It is more probable, more reasonable to deduce that total awareness may have intended to initiate 
the dynamics required for a system of physical laws within which the physical operates in a form 
of passive dynamic action. An analogy to the process would be the situation of a person stepping 
into a car and turning the key with the intent of starting the complex interaction of pistons, valves, 
fuel injectors, energy transfer to the transmission, etc to begin in order to reach an objective. The 
objective: to go from here to there, wherever 'there' may be. 

What then of totality? What is totality's objective in 'turning the key' to start the universe going. 
That is the issue we are to examine as we attempt to resolve the paradox Kant's system creates. 

One may object at establishing such a seemingly impossible task. But one must not forget it is 
Kant we are examining and, 

Kant insisted that although we cannot prove the world has a purpose, we must look upon 
it 'as if it has a purpose. 15 

Kant also held the view that humanity played a role in such a purpose. 

Reading Leibniz, led Kant to see humanity as not only participating in nature, but over 
and above this participating in the ultimate purpose of the universe. 16 

In this tractate, however, we are not going to refer to humanity in particular as 'the' participant in 
nature and participating in the ultimate purpose of the universe but rather we are going to refer to 
the concept of humanity as units of unique knowing filled with the concepts of space and time. 
The reason for this form of generalization is that our time in history differs from Kant's time in 
history. 

During Kant's time in history, the concept of humans finding themselves confronted with entities 
of unique knowing from outside their own planet or for that matter from outside their own galaxy, 
was incomprehensible. Today such an encounter, such an existence, is no longer 
incomprehensible. In fact, we as a society are actually preparing scientifically for such an 
encounter. We are, however, avoiding such preparations both metaphysically and ontologically. 
This is perhaps the greatest sociological failure of our time. 

The essence of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, is intended to 
lay the initial groundwork for just such preparations and it is the study of past metaphysical 
concepts, which acts as the means of allowing us to establish just such a foundation. 

To accomplish such a task, we must return to the concept of Kant and metaphysical systems. 
Finding Kant's elusive foundation will lead us to resolving the metaphysical shortcomings of 
philosophers such as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Russell, Einstein, and 
Heidegger in order to establish the 'intra' as well as 'inter'-universal categorical imperatives, 
which will naturally emerge from a complete metaphysical system. 

Kant could not find his categorical imperatives because Kant could not find 1 st truth.. Kant could 
not verbalize the complete workings of his metaphysical system. The problem Kant had with all 
these issues emerged out of the fact that Kant's system lacked specific elements needed to 
complete his system. 
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It is the elements alluding Kant that we will establish. It is the missing elements, which we will 
add to both Kant's system and Aristotle's system in order to establish 'a' complete system. 

In truth, it is not an addition of elements we will use as the means of finding a complete system 
but rather the more potent process of fusion, which we shall use. 

Kant and Aristotle had no idea regarding the power of fusion. It is only in today's time period that 
we have been made aware of such phenomenal potential. 

Before we can begin using the tool of fusion, however, we must resurrect an element of 
philosophy from the dead. 

The place to begin such a process is with the understanding of the ramification of Kant's system. 
The ramification: the premature announcement regarding the death of metaphysics. 

Raising metaphysics up from the dead 

The perception exists that Kant believed Metaphysics died with the emergence of his 'system'. 
Such a perception emerges from the 'belief that Kant's system is 'the' ultimate of systems. But 
was this the case or was Kant's perception simply that his 'system' was 'the' system and as such 
described the whole of all? 

Kant perceived his system to be: 



Kant's System 



The whole 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 




Abstract knowing 
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As such, Kant visualized no 'outside' to his system since his system was the whole, accounted for 
the whole. 

'Metaphysics' is a term coined by Aristotle. The term is comprised of two syllables: 'meta' - 
outside, 'physics' - the physical. 

Kant visualized his abstract system as replacing the old Aristotelian physical system: 



Aristotle's System 



The whole 



The physical 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 



Kant's system was perceived to be the ultimate of metaphysical systems 

In essence Kant and Aristotle had the same model. The variation, which occurred between the two, 
lay in the fabric comprising the medium of the two. The universal fabric found within Aristotle's 
system was the physical and the universal fabric found within Kant's system was the abstract. 
Again we see the paradox of Zeno, multiplicity versus seamlessness, comes once again to the 
surface. 

This presented a problem, however, for Kant sought to find 'the' foundation of his system, sought 
to find first cause to his system, sought to find first principle. 

It was in the basic quest to find first cause where Kant found his system to be lacking. 

With the perception that Kant's system was not only the ultimate of systems but 'the' system 
itself, metaphysics died for having 'discovered' the ultimate of metaphysical systems there was 
now no need for the further study of metaphysics. Now metaphysics in actuality did not die for 
metaphysics is abstractual and as such cannot 'die' for abstractions are not affected by space or 
time. 

Metaphysics can, like other minor points with phenomenal potential, be suppressed. 

The Aristotelian system was Greek, but the Judeo-Christian story of creation was Semitic 
- and Semites didn 't have such a fear of the void. The very act of creation was out of a 
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chaotic void, and theologians like Saint Augustine who lived in the fourth century, tried 
to explain it {nothingness} away by referring to the state before creation as 'a nothing 
something' that is empty of form but yet falls short of utter nothingness. ' The fear of the 
void was so great that Christian scholars tried to fix the Bible to match Aristotle rather 



But metaphysics, like nothingness, is simply a concept. Metaphysics is the study of what lies 
outside the physical and the interaction of the two: the physical and what lies outside the physical. 
It must be acknowledged here, at this point, that philosophy, science, and religion, have all three 
attempted to complicate the study of metaphysics. All three have attempted to cling to either a 
Kantian or an Aristotelian perception. 

The problem generated by insisting upon one or the other perception can be eliminated in one 
simple move: Fuse the two. Fuse the Kantian and Aristotelian systems into one system: A non- 
Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system. 

Such a process gives us: 



than vice versa. 



n 



Kant 



The whole 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 




Abstract knowing 
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Aristotle 



The whole 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 






The physical 







Aristotle fused with 
Kant 



The whole 
'Being' 



The physical 

being - action, process/reality 




Individual knowing, individual awareness 
'being' 




The abstract 
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The result: Kant 'saw' beyond Aristotle. Kant's system remains intact. Aristotle's system remains 
intact. 

The result: 'being' being 'Being' 

With the understanding that the whole is the sum of its parts merged with the understanding of 'a' 
'system' being active versus passive, in other words, not just existing but existing in a dynamic 
fashion, we obtain a system where the whole interacts with its parts and the parts simultaneously 
interact with the whole. Such a dynamic system becomes symbiotic in nature. As such we obtain a 
system where the whole is no longer equal to the sum of its parts but rather becomes 'greater' than 
the sum of its parts. Such a system, the Kantian merged with the Aristotelian, 'being' being 
'Being, might, in a fusion of cosmological and ontological concepts, be termed: symbiotic 
panentheism. 

In tractates 0 - 5, we have examined such a system in terms of its capability to resolve paradoxes 
evolving out of perceptions 'nothingness', abstraction/Zeno, physicality/ Aristotle, divine 
foreknowledge/Boethius, Centricism/Copernicus, and omni-benevolence/Leibniz brought to the 
dialectics of philosophy, science, and religion. Now we are going to examine how such a 
'metaphysical' system can resolve categorical imperatives'/Kant's dilemma while simultaneously 
acknowledging the genius of Kant. 

The power of fusion thus initiates of a third metaphysical system (the first being the Aristotelian 
metaphysical system and the second being the Kantian metaphysical system): a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system. 

At one point we 'believed' Aristotle's system was 'the' system. Later we 'believed' Kant's system 
was 'the' system. If it is true that history repeats itself, with the fusion of the two, we will once 
again fall into the error of 'believing' that the fusion of the two systems is 'the' system. Let's not 
delude ourselves a third time, however. We have not come to the end of metaphysics. Metaphysics 
is simply at the end of the beginning and about to enter the beginning of the 'body' of its work. 
Metaphysics is about to enter its most interesting of times, is about to write the transitional 
statement leading from Chapter one of metaphysics to chapter two of metaphysics found within 
the history book of metaphysics itself. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

Metaphysics and Cartesianism revisited 

We come back again to the concept of systems. Do we really need a system, as Kant believed to 
be the case? We will not belabor the point other than to make a few pertinent comments. 

First: 

If we accept Kant's perception that we should be able to explain the concepts of 
metaphysics through the process of modeling a system, then it is a model, a system, we 
must seek. 

Second: 

If we claim a system is not necessary, then it is a 'system less' system we must seek but 
that in itself is a form of system. A 'system less' system is the most minimalist form of 
system. 

Third: 

Kant suggested: If we do not accept his system then we must proceed to establish another 
system. 

All three issues are what are being addressed within this tractate. An alternative system to Kant's 
system as well as an alternative system to Aristotle's system is being proposed. As one examines 
the new system, one may object to the suggestion that a new system is being proposed. Such 
objections are invalid. As much as it may seem that the newly proposed system is but a fusion of 
two system, the Aristotelian system and the Kantian system, one must not lose track of the fact 
that Kant's system was simply a modification of Aristotle's system. 

Kant moved Aristotle's closed system of passive action into being a closed system of active 
action. Kant moved the concept of time from the Aristotelian concept of being located within 
reality into time being located within the individual. 

Metaphysics is no different than science or religion in terms of progressive growth. Metaphysical 
growth is simply the advancement of what it was we understood, into being something we now 
understand to exist. Thus for Kant to advance Aristotle's metaphysical system from being a closed 
passive system of action into being a closed active system of action, is no more valid or invalid in 
terms of advancing metaphysical understanding than to advance Kant's system of a closed active 
system into being an open passive system powered by an closed active system which exists as a 
subset of the open passive system. 

The significance of this new system: 

1. Not only does the concept of system remain intact but now the system itself becomes a 
'growing' dynamic system in and of itself while retaining both concepts of passivity and 
action. 

2. There is now an independent location for limited time 

3. There is now an independent location for endless time 

4. There is now an independent location within which 'nothingness' can logically be placed 

5. There is now an independent location within which the infinite can be placed 
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6. Aristotle's system remains intact 

7. Kant's system remains intact 

In addition, and not any less significantly, this new system now finds itself accommodating free 
will. Free will now finds two regions from which it emanates: 



Free will? 



Free will 
emanates from 




Whether or not the physical universe has free will of its own is not the question of metaphysics. 
Such a question is a question of cosmology and ontology. 

In addition, this new system now finds itself accommodating determinism. Determinism now finds 
two regions from which it emanates: 



Determinism? 



Determinism 
emanates from 




Whether or not the whole exerts its free will in a deterministic fashion 'within' the physical 
universe is also not the question of metaphysics. Such a question is a question of ontology and 
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cosmology versus it being the question of the reverse nature, of cosmology and ontology, as the 
previous diagram regarding free will suggested vis-a-vis free will of the universe as an entity. 

To make such limited claims as to the responsibility of metaphysics is by no means shirking the 
duty of metaphysics but rather further defining the very responsibility to which metaphysics must 
look. Metaphysics is the study of what lies 'beyond'/'outside' - 'the physical' and the 
interrelationship of such a region to ourselves and ourselves to it. 

Metaphysics is not a study of what lies beyond the physical and how such a region interacts with 
the physical itself, nor is metaphysics the study of what occurs 'after' the physical no longer exists 
should such an occurrence be possible. 

But what of Metaphysics and Cartesianism? What exactly does this have to do with Metaphysics 
and Cartesianism themselves? 

Metaphysics 

Over and over we come back to the concept of metaphysics: Meta - beyond, physics - the 
physical. Again and again one responds: We can never understand such a region for it lies beyond 
what we have 'seen' and therefore must 'contain' what it is which lies beyond our ability to 'ever' 
'see'. 

Be that as it may, we did not let this perception stop us from hypothesizing what lay 'inside' the 
atom. We did not let such a perception stop us from hypothesizing what lay 'inside' a neutron. We 
did not let such a perception stop us from hypothesizing what lay inside a 'quark'. 

Metaphysics: the study of what lies beyond the physical. 




We know to be: 




406 



The Error of Kant 




Upon close scrutiny we know this to be an inaccurate depiction for space and time have been 
identified as fabrics of the universe. Therefore if space and time were where we said they were in 
the former diagram, we would have to expand the boundaries of the universe to include them, 
giving us: 




Time 
Space 



Time 



Space 



Time 
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Does this mean space and time, matter and energy, cannot be found 'outside the physical/the 
universe? Yes and no. Matter and energy, space and time cannot be found 'outside' the 
physical/the universe in the form of being the 'fabric', which exists as 'the fabric', which lies 
outside the physical/the universe just as 'the fabric' of what lies 'outside' the physical/the universe 
cannot be 'the fabric' of what lies 'inside' the physical/the universe. If 'the fabric' of the physical 
lay 'outside' the physical/the universe: 



Space Time 
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we would simply have to expand the physical/the universe once again: 




So is there any way to 'know' what lies 'outside', what lies 'beyond' the boundary of the 
physical/the universe 

From the given argument we can make a fairly good guess, hypothesize, as to what lies beyond the 
physical/the universe. We can be fairly certain that what acts as the fabric of what lies 'beyond' 
the physical/the universe is not a fabric of space and time, matter and energy. 

But what type of fabric could exist other than space and time, matter and energy? Zeno gives us a 
good insight into an alternative fabric to space and time, matter and energy. 

Space and time, matter and energy, spawn a product of cause and effect. Therefore lets now 
diagram what we perceive to be the physical composed of a space/time, matter/energy fabric and 
examine the results. To do so we will need to reduce the 'apparent' size of the physical/the 
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universe in order to place what lies 'beyond' the universe in its appropriate location relative to the 
diagram: 




To assist our need to focus upon the task of examining what lies 'beyond' the physical/the 
universe, we will enclose what lies 'beyond' the physical and as such we obtain: 



'beyond' the physical 




'beyond' the universe 






/ The physical \ 




/ Matter \ 




Energy \ 




Space / 




\ Time / 




\ Cause and Effect / 
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Now we know space and time are not the fabric of what lies beyond the physical, therefore we 
obtain: 




The fabric of 'beyond' the physical 

The void of matter and energy 
And therefore 

The void of a fabric of space and time 
And therefore 

The void of Cause and Effect 
Seamlessness 



We now once again come back to Zeno and his concepts of seamlessness and multiplicity. But 
rather than obtain Zeno's concept of there being only 'one' location we find we have 'two' 
locations. The physical/the universe finds itself containing the fabric of cause and effect generated 
by matter and energy explaining Zeno's multiplicity and the second location, 'beyond' the 
physical/the universe, containing a fabric void cause and effect generated by matter and energy 
because matter and energy are aspects of the physical/multiplicity and thus we obtain a fabric of 
seamlessness generated by the lack of matter and energy, space and time, and cause and effect. 
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Once again the question: What lies 'beyond' the physical? Put more specifically: What lies 
'beyond' the Cartesianism. The answer: What lies 'beyond' the Cartesian is the non-Cartesian. 

Cartesianism: Cause and effect, beginning and end, a foundation based sub-system. 

Non-Cartesianism: No cause and effect, no beginning and no end, a foundationless set. 

Cause and effect, cause and effect, cause and effect: is the primary concept of Cartesianism - 
beginning/end, concepts 

'a' foundation 

Aristotle states that we are immersed within space and time from which emerges the concept of 
passive observation. Kant states that we are not immersed in space and time but rather that time 
and space are immersed in us from which emerges the concept of active observation. 

In order to establish which is correct and thus take the subsequent step of 'building' a model of 
one's metaphysical system, one appears to then have little choice but to choose which is correct: 
Are we immersed in space and time or is space and time immersed within ourselves. 

The obvious, however, is not always the most appropriate choice. There is a second, less obvious, 
choice. One can accept the accuracy of both and then establish one's metaphysical model. That is 
precisely what the system of 'being' being 'Being' does. 
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Time and space - Kant 



Time and space - Aristotle 




No time and no space - Aristotle 



The aspect of 
the individual 
entity, which 
has 

not yet 
experienced. 



The aspect of 
the individual 
entity, which 
has 

experienced. 



So it is, time and space are found within us and likewise we are found within time and space 



We understand how we travel through space and time, but how does space and time become a part 
of our abstractual existence? Time and space become a part of our abstractual existence through 
our experiencing events within the parameters of space and time themselves. This begins with 
'virgin consciousness' and ends wherever the ending of the travel through space and time may 
find itself to be. 



Kant was at a loss to establish his system as a system for he perceived his system to be a 
modification of the Aristotelian system. In other words Kant perceived the universe to be the 
system. In addition Kant perceived his system to simply invert the Aristotelian system from being 
one of passivity to being one of action. The system, however, remained bound within the 
Aristotelian concept of being 'the' universe. 
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Because Kant's system remained bound in Kant's perception of 'contemporary bounds', Kant 
could not find 'a' foundation, 'a' first truth, 'a' first cause, 'a' .... 

With the new metaphysical system fusing Aristotle's system with Kant's system, 'a' foundation, 
'a' first truth, etc now become multiple 'first' truths, multiple 'first' foundations based upon the 
concept of relativistic first principles established in detail within Tractate 2: Aristotle and 
Cartesianism. 

Kant's quandary of being unable to establish which of the concepts, Causation exists, the universe 
exists, or I exist, is 'the' foundation upon which the other truths emerge disappears as a dilemma 
with the establishment of a metaphysical system where the three exists in separate locations as 
'the' base foundation of their own existence: 

'being' being 'Being' 



Virgin consciousness obtaining 
experience via passage through 
time and space 
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With such a system Kant no longer need find 'a' I s principle for three I s principles exist equally 
relative one to the other. Once again, for a more detailed explanation of the concept of relativistic 
1 st principle one should refer to Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. 

This then brings us to the concept of why we need 'a whole'. 
The need for 'a' whole 

We perceive there to be three aspects to time: the past, the present, and the future. 

Such a perception leads us to the false perception that metaphysical perceptions are limited to 
three forms of possibilities: what was, what is, and what will be. 

Such a perception, added to our perception of the universe being the only 'location', leads to chaos 
and thus confusion: 




What was 




The confusion is one of our own making. As such the chaos generated by confusion can be 
methodically organized by ourselves to bring order out of chaos. The order, however, can only be 
accomplished through the introduction of an additional metaphysical perception regarding time. 

If we reexamine our perception of time we will see that in truth there are only two aspects of time: 
The present and the future. At first glance, such a statement would imply a process of subtraction 
rather than addition to our perceptions of time. 

In truth, such a reordering of time creates a perception of time, which leads us to the more accurate 
perception of time. With such a reordering of time we begin to see time as having two aspects: 
'what is' and 'what could' be 
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What is 



What could be 



Now why use the phrase 'what could be' versus the phrase 'what will be'? 

'What will be' indicates that it 'will be'. Such a statement cannot be denied, and therefore it must 
already be while it may not yet be. The result: What will be 'is' and as such simply is a part of 
'what is'. 'What will be' is not 'potentiality' but rather predetermined and thus lies in the fabric of 
timelessness and spacelessness. 'What will be' is a part of what lies 'beyond' the physical/the 
universe. 

What lies 'within' the fabric of space/time, cause and effect is "what 'could' be", potentiality. The 
cause will lead to an effect. In terms of the physical/multiplicity the effect is predictable. In terms 
of the non-physical/seamlessness/abstraction the effect is unpredictable, has potentiality of 
becoming what is not predictable. 
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What was 



What will be 



And as such we begin to formulate an understanding regarding a 'need' for a whole, which 
rephrased becomes: We begin to formulate an understanding regarding a 'need' for a system. 

Such a perception leads us to arguments reinforcing the new metaphysical perception of 'being' 
being 'Being'. 



The whole does not change 

Change is a concept of cause and effect not addition for addition is a concept tied to the premise of 
order emerging out of time, before and after linear progressions of events. 

From the American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Third Edition, 1992: 

Change vb. To cause to be different, to transform 

Change int. To become different or alterations 

Change n. The act, process, or result of altering or modifying 



417 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



There is a location of cause and effect, a location of first this then that, before and after, causing to 
be different. Such a location, by definition, requires time. For cause and effect to occur the effect 
must follow the cause. 



Unique 
entities filled 
with time and 
space forms 
of awareness 



Region #1 



Unique 
entities being 
filled with 
time and 
space forms 
of awareness 




The fabric of 'beyond' the physical 

The void of matter and energy 
And therefore 

The void of a fabric of space and time 
And therefore 

The void of Cause and Effect 

Seamlessness 
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Within region #1: 

Cause and effect do not exist but cause and effect experiences/perceptions develop 
Within region #2: 

Cause and effect exist and emerge out of the presence of 'universal' time and space. 
Within region #3: 

Cause and effect do not exist since the region is void the 'universal' fabric of time and 
space. 

Region #3, lacking time and space as the universal fabric, does find time and space, and cause and 
effect, concepts imbedded within itself. It may likewise find infinite other forms of conceptual 
awareness imbedded within itself as developed by other forms of 'universes' whose universal 
fabric may be comprised of other abstractions than space and time. 

Getting back on task, the question becomes: What happens to 'newness' 'added' to the whole? 
Doesn't such newness take on the aspect of change? 'Change from what?' one may ask. Change 
from what existed before? 'Before what?' becomes the question for there is no 'before' since there 
is no time 'within' which new knowing is added to the summation of knowing. There is no 'cause 
and effect', no 'first this then that', no 'before and after', no limit placed upon the entities of 
knowing other than what they find 'within' their own unique packets of experiencing and knowing 
they acquired through 'a' passage through the time and space continuum found 'within' our 
particular physical universe which itself is composed of a unique space/time universal fabric. 

What then of change within region #3? There is no change with the 'addition' of 'a', or for that 
matter many, new unique entities of knowing. Rather what occurs is an exponential form of 
growth created by the increase in combination potentials of multiple dimensions tessellations of 
awareness. For further details one may refer back to Tractate 4: Copernicus and Centricism. 

Change therefore does not occur in region #3, rather what occurs is increased potentiality of 
awareness. Increased potentiality of awareness is a form of growth but it is not a case of 

Change vb. To cause to be different, to transform 

Change int. to become different or alterations 

Change n. The act, process, or result of altering or modifying 

The 'change' once occurring is no longer change but rather simply 'what is' and not 'what is' now 
as compared to 'before' for there is no 'before' for there is not universal fabric of time which is 
required for the concept of 'before' to exist. 

What then of: 

Changeable adj. Liable to change 

Changeless adj. Constant 

If entities of unique knowing are infused into the realm of the whole via the physical/the universe, 
then how is it such an event does not transform the whole, cause the whole to be different? 
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The understanding of such a question lies in taking a different approach to the question. As such 
we will rephrase the question to be: 

Does a system, void time and space as a universal fabric, change, 'become' different, 
'evolve' from one to another state or does a system, void the universal fabric of time and 
space, simple exist from the point of view originating from 'within' the region void the 
universal fabric of space and time yet change from the point of view of the observer 
found immersed 'within' a universal fabric of time and space. 




Awareness completed in its 
uniqueness as opposed to its 
awareness 



Virgin awareness evolving 





Region #1 







A new meaning of the term 'everything 

'EVERY thing' now becomes just that, 'everything' in the generic sense. Everything becomes not 
only all things but all non-things. Everything now becomes: 'What was', 'what is', 'what will be', 
as well as 'what could be' should the 'could be' become. In other words, everything includes 
potentiality of what does not yet exist and is not yet conceived. 

Thus everything now includes potentiality and thus has potential to be what it is not. We could 
say: Everything includes 'what will be' but that excludes 'what could be'. Without the 'what could 
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be', the system would find itself complete but complete without potentiality to be what it is not, 
complete without the ability of the potential to grow and thus incomplete as opposed to being 
complete. 

The inclusion of the potential to grow takes place 'within' a region whose universal fabric is 
constructed of space and time but a space and time whose universal fabric incorporates space and 
time as separate entities of itself, separate elements found 'within' itself as opposed to a universal 
fabric of itself. These separate entities of 'growth' thus find themselves 'within' the void of a 
universal concept of cause and effect, beginning and end, first this than that, forms of the universal 
fabric. 

The potentiality for growth thus begins with virgin consciousness, begins with the potentiality to 
expand into a form of unique knowing entity, expand into a potentiality of multiplicity. Thus T 
think therefore I am.' in essence emerges out of: 



I exist 




You think, therefore I am. Without 'you' there would be no T. 
Where then does T am.' take on its significance of primary importance? 
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I 

completed 




j|5 Region #3 



The 
T 

developing 
beginning with 
virgin consciousness 
and 

terminating with the end 
of the space/time travel 



J 



Region #2. 



You 



You 




Region #2: 

Within region #2 of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', 'You think therefore I am.', 
evolves via Kant's conversion of Aristotle's passive system into an active system. It is Kant's 
perception that the physical, upon being observed, changes. Thus through your observations the 
physical/the universe becomes what the universe is and it is into this universe, which I step as a 
virgin consciousness and thus the many 'you' assists the means by which the T is able to develop 
as it chooses to develop. Without the many 'you's' I would be an entirely different me for my 
choices would be entirely different. 

Now this is not to say that I have no choice as to what I become, rather it simply says is that my 
springboard of choices emanates 'from' depends upon what 'you' made of it. The rest is up to the 
T',the 'me'. 
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Region #3: 

Now the reverse takes place when we examine region #3. 

Within region #3 of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', 'I think therefore you are.' 
evolves via a new metaphysical perception of an open non-Cartesian metaphysical system 
powered by a closed Cartesian System found 'within' the open non-Cartesian system. It is within 
this new metaphysical perception that the abstract, through my unique knowing, 
develops/changes. Thus through my observations of the physical, the universe became what the 
universe is and as such other Ts' prepare space/time for other Ts to follow. And it is through the 
unique development of the 'me' that the whole of abstraction, region #3 becomes what it is in 
terms of potentiality of combinations of perceptual summations including the whole of summation 
of knowing itself. It is out of the universe from which I step as a virgin consciousness developing 
and thus the many 'you' through the T are provided the means by which the 'you' is able to 
develop into an exponentially greater number of multidimensional combinations of knowing 
tessellations. Without the T, not only the whole but 'you' would be entirely different for your 
choices of knowing 'what is' would be entirely different. 

Such a development within region #3 is not a function of the multiplicity of time but rather is a 
function of the seamlessness, of time. Time capsules of 'being' travel in any direction adding to 
the potential variations and permutations of experience within the abstract, region #3. 

Thus the statements emerge: 

1. I think therefore you exist. 

2. You think therefore I exist. 

What then becomes of the statement: 
I think therefore I am. 

Such a statement remains intact for could I not think, I would in essence not exist in terms of my 
personal perception; I would not exist to me although I may exist to you. 

In short the statement: 

T think therefore I am.' 

is a statement of hope as opposed to a statement of fact, as opposed to a statement of actuality, as 
opposed to a statement of existence. The statement however is in error if taken as a statement of 
existence as opposed to being taken as a statement of perceptual existence. 

The reason the statement remains as a cornerstone of logic is that without others 'knowing', my 
'knowing' could gain no knowing. 

From where then did God - 'the initial knowing' originate? That discussion must wait for Tractate 
18: The End of the Beginning. 

How something, which is unchangeable, can change and remain unchangeable 

If we take a cross-section of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', we obtain a cross- 
section of timelessness: 
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□ 




The system is what it is 

We can now add an additional unit of knowing to the region outside the physical, outside the 
universe. Such a unit has evolved by means of its awareness having passed through the space/time 
continuum found within the physical/the universe. We thus obtain: 




As we can see: The system is what it is and has not changed because no time exists between units 
and no time exists as a universal medium of the fabric within which the completed units of 
awareness, knowing, knowledge, find themselves to be. 

In this state, one cannot be identified as 'having' existed 'before' another, for there is no 
'before/after' concept to be found as a universal medium of region #3. The only location within 
which a medium of before/after concepts can be found to exists as the medium is within region #2 
and within the individual units of knowing found within region #2 and region #3. 
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How then does the whole change? The whole, region #3 changes from our point of view since we 
are immersed within time. The whole from its point of view does not change but rather sees the 
state of 'change', growth, from simply the point of the constant 'what is'. There is no past and no 
future within region #3 for there is not time or space found within region #3 as a part of the 
universal medium of region #3. 

Growth occurs within region #3 but not as a linear progression but simply as an explosion of 
randomness of combinations of knowledge which have the potential to be pieced together in a 
multitude of multidimensional possibilities of knowledge tessellations whose potential possible 
combinations explode exponentially in a continuous manner. 

Permanent stagnation, static existence, passivity, it is not. 'Growth' it may be. 'Decay' it may be. 
One or the other it is under such a metaphysical perception of the whole system. The mechanisms 
for the explosion or implosion of multiply dimensional combinations of tessellations, the 
individual units of knowing themselves, developing through the process of passing through a 
medium of space and time. 

Are there other means of exponential explosion or implosion? Perhaps, perhaps not. What might 
account for other means of exponential explosions or implosion? Other distinct universes having a 
different form of medium than the space/time medium found within our universe. 

The death of God 

The death of metaphysics - the death of God, is there any difference? Actually, no there is no 
difference. The death of metaphysics is the understanding that there is no such thing as 
metaphysics. Kant with his perception of the death of Aristotelian concepts of 'what is' initiates an 
understanding that our very observation changes what it is we observe. Such a perception implies 
the creation of God's, this thing we call the universe, is not His creation but our creation for we 
make the observations and God has nothing to do with observations for our observations are our 
creations not his. 

1 st principle then becomes ourselves not God. But without the universe we would have nothing to 
observe in a manner unique to ourselves and therefore the universe had to be here before we were 
here for without the universe there would have been nothing for us to observe in our own unique 
manner. We would therefore have had nothing from which to begin to develop our own unique 
individual observations and therefore the universe is 1 st cause. On the other hand, we know we 
did not exist before some other we's existed for we are the product of the union of a sperm and an 
egg and therefore without this union 'we' would not exist as we are. Thus other 'we's', the you's, 
had to come before the present we's, before the T. 

So which came first: I, the universe, or God? Kant was unable to reconcile this argument. The old, 
which came first the chicken or the egg, became, metaphysically, which came first: the I, the 
universe, or the creator. Kant being unable to resolve this argument suggested he had a whole new 
system of metaphysics, which in essence was not a metaphysical system at all, yet was irrefutable. 

The only logical conclusion he could draw was that metaphysics, as we knew it, was dead. 
However, since we knew of no other form of metaphysics than the form of metaphysics we had 
had previously, in essence metaphysics was dead. 

Kant was unsure of what this meant. It was Hegel who was to come along and move us one step 
closer to understanding just what this meant. 
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But we are speaking of Kant, and thus it is Kant we must address. 
As such, lets look at what the concepts of Kant's system suggest. 

At this point we will acknowledge that is arguable whether or not Kant's system was actually a 
system since Kant was unable to satisfy his own personal expectations of a system. Kant believed 
'a' system, to be a system, must produce 'a' first principle, 'a' foundation. Since Kant could not 
extract this most fundamental of requirements, the debate emerges as to whether or not Kant's 
system was truly a system at all. 

Having acknowledged the issue regarding the validity of whether or not Kant's system actually 
was a system, let's began an analysis of Kant's proposed 'system'. 

Analytic versus Synthetic 'a priori': 

Were space and time innate characteristics of objects or were objects innate characteristics of 
space and time? 

Kant suggested: Since we cannot perceive of objects without concepts of space and time but we 
can perceive of space and time without objects than it is objects which are the innate characteristic 
of space and time rather than the reverse. 

In essence objects found themselves immersed within the medium of space and time. 

Space and time therefore became the synthetic a priori of the physical. But did this establish space 
and time as the ultimate medium of metaphysics? If it did, it could be said metaphysics was dead 
for metaphysics dealt with three basic concepts: God, free will, and immortality. Some would 
suggest metaphysics dealt with knowing and knowledge but knowing and knowledge are aspects 
of God for by definition God is omniscient, omnipotent, and omnipresent. God is, metaphysically 
speaking 'all knowing' of knowledge and the awareness of all such knowledge, knowing. 
Immortality deals with infinite time and between all knowledge and time, space is filled up. 
Individual units of knowing, individuality, become an issue regarding elements of the whole, thus 
humankind in the form of individuals becomes an issue of metaphysics. 

What of space? Space becomes the location of such knowing and such knowledge, be it space in 
the physical sense or space in the abstract form. Kant suggested space was not physical for 
physical objects were the innate characteristic of space and time not the reverse. 

And what of actions of free will? Actions of free will became an issue dealing with the active form 
of action versus passive form of action regarding subsets of knowledge and thus God, free will, 
and immortality became issues of metaphysics. 

If the physical emanates from space and time and if space and time was all there was, God was 
space and time. As such, God perceptually emerged as being dead for space and time were not 
'knowing' entities but rather brain dead abstractions. 

It then followed that metaphysics was dead for immortality, being an element of time, became a 
part of the unknowing and free will became a part of an unknowing space and time. What then of 
God? Why God was an unknowing fabric, medium of space and time, within which 'all' was 
found. 

Kant could not resolve his own paradox. The logical conclusion, which was to be drawn: God was 
dead. 
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Philosophers following Kant thus assumed metaphysics to have expired. 

On the other hand, the people whose business it is to ask why, the philosophers, have not 
been able to keep up with the advance of scientific theories. In the eighteenth century, 
philosophers considered the whole of human knowledge, including science to be their 
field and discussed questions such as: Did the universe have a beginning? However, in 
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, science became too technical 
1 and mathematical for the philosophers, or anyone else except a few specialists. 
Philosophers reduced the scope of their inquiries so much that Wittgenstein, the most 
famous philosopher of this century, said, 'The sole remaining task for philosophy is the 
analysis of language.' What a comedown from the great tradition of philosophy from 
Aristotle to Kant! 18 



As such, philosophers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries believed: If Kant could not resolve 
his own paradox, then the only feasible explanation as to why Kant could not do so was because: 

Metaphysics was dead. 

God was dead. 

This idea, that God is in fact nothing but an idea of our own making for use 
within our moral practice, is a thought Kant repeatedly expressed in his very 
last years. 19 

Kant did not seek to resolve the issue he should have been seeking: 

If objects lie within the medium of space and time, are innate characteristics of space and 
time than is there a synthetic a priori of space and time? Is there a medium such that 
space and time cannot be conceived of being without the existence of this new medium 
itself? In other words is there a medium from which space and time emerge, is immerged 
within? 

The answer to such a question could conceivable resolve the paradox Kant established, resolve the 
concept of the lack of a foundation for Kant's system yet leave Kant's system intact. This sounds 
like a lot of hypothetical impossibilities and the reason it sounds as such is due to the fact that 
Kant was examining his system rather than a new perception, which had not yet been proposed. 

The next logical step of this tractate then becomes: to examine this new system and to examine 
whether or not such a system resolves Kant's dilemma. 
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We begin with: 



Space and time 




The object 



This is Kant's perception. Now lets add an outside to the system: 
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Since space and time exist within the median of no space and time what then is the medium within 
which space and time find themselves existing? It could be that space and time exist in what we 
think of as abstractual knowing, a form of active abstraction existing in a medium of passivity 
itself. But aren't space and time abstractual? Perhaps, but are they a form of knowing? As far as 
we know space and time are not a form of knowing but rather 'unknowing' abstractions. As such 
it would be possible that the knowing, awareness, of space and time concepts would graphically 
appear as: 



Space and time 



The object 




'What is' is 

Virgin knowing gains 
experience as it moves through 
space and time and begins to 
fill its potential wholeness 



'What is' will be 



No space and time exist within the 
entity until it moves through space and 
time. In a sense, the entity of knowing 
begins to fill up with space and time 
analytical 'a' priori as it exists in 
synthetic 'a' priori 
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Now does this necessarily mean the knowledge, which exists no longer, exists? No for with the 
concept of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism, we find synthetic 'a' priori now 
becomes apparent to Kant's questionable system. The new addition of an outside to space and 
time, a synthetic 'a' priori to space and time takes on its own functionality and becomes: 



No space and time 



Space and time 



The object 




'What is' was 



Virgin knowing having completed its 
experiencing as it moved through space 
and time and could never fill its potential 
wholeness since space and time for itself 
were limited relative to infinite space 
and time however it did what it did and 
as such it is what it is 



'What is' is 

Virgin knowing gains 
experience as it moves through 
space and time and begins to 
fill its potential wholeness 



'What is' will be 



No space and time until it moves 
space and time, in a sense begins to 
fill up with space an time analytical a 
priori as it exists in synthetic a priori 
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Time now becomes an analytical 'a' priori to 'Knowing', the whole, and the concept of individual 
'knowing' becomes an analytic 'a' priori to space and time through the analytic emanations of 
objects emerging from space and time itself. In essence we obtain 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing'. 
We obtain 'knowledge' of 'Knowledge'. We obtain the 'active passive active' sandwich. We 
obtain 'being' being 'Being'. We obtain circular understanding of not just the significance of 
'Bering' to 'being' but of 'being' to 'Being'. We obtain an understanding of a symbiotic 
relationship, a symbiotic functionality between 'being' and 'Being' through the very action of 
being. 

To better understand how it is a physical being interacts within an unobservable abstractual 
existence we must examine three concepts: The Causal, The non-Causal, and The Boundary 
between the Causal and the non-Causal. 



The Causal 

Almost everyone exists within the causal 

The Causal is the realm of cause and effect. I like the effect; I examine what created the effect. I 
react by repeating the casual actions, which cause the effect I enjoyed. I go fishing. I catch a fish. I 
enjoyed catching the fish so I go fishing again. I enjoyed it again so I buy a boat of my own so I 
can go fishing. I go fishing. I catch a fish. I enjoyed catching a fish. . . 

The process can be diagramed as: 




Cause 



Effect 



This in no way implies the action of fishing requires no intelligence. Rather this explanation 
suggests the act of catching a fish is enjoyable and thus it creates the desire to do it again. It is a 
Cause and Effect sequence of actions driven by a desire to repeat the action as opposed to being 
driven by the need to understand 'why' one 'should' repeat the sequence of actions. 

To better understand the Causal we will expand upon the region representing the Causal. The 
black region represents Cause and the gray region represents Effect. Effect is placed 'inside' cause 
since effect is action of the past, action which has occurred due to the cause. 
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Cause 



Effect 



But why not reverse the diagram? 




Effect 



Cause 



We are inside the universe, or so it appears to modern day cosmology, ontology, and metaphysics. 
Therefore we will portray actions to lead to reactions beginning with the creation giving us the 
effects of which take place 'within' giving us the former diagram rather than 'without' us 
portrayed by the latter diagram. 

We therefore begin with: 




Cause 



Effect 
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Now let's introduce the concept of understanding. The understanding that we will introduce is 
understanding that one reacts to the Cause with free will. The insertion of such a concept is the 
acknowledgement that we have a certain amount of 'control' over our desires; we have some 
semblance of free will. The degree of free will is not the issue here. What is of issue is the 
acknowledgement due the concept of awareness, due the concept of understanding, due the 
concept of conscious 'knowing'. The diagram now becomes: 




Cause 



The basic diagram is a simplistic representation of Cause and Effect actions. The physical is filled 
with such actions of Cause and Effect. They not only act intra-entity but inter-entity. 
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Of the three regions, it is the region of 'knowing', the region of understanding which interests us 
for it is 'knowing' which Kant was attempting, yet failed, to understand with his metaphysical 
system of 'critical philosophy'. 

Since we are interested in the Causal at this point we will expand the Causal experiencing of the 
entity while ignoring the non-Causal, ignore the region represented by the colorless region. 

The Causal entity, be it human or otherwise, developing Causally takes on, in a simplistic sense, 
the following appearance when factoring in outside as well as internal interactions: 
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This entity of knowing runs throughout not only this tractate but all Tractates to date: Tractates 0 - 
6. 

Understanding the graphic of the entity acting in the Causal, we are now ready to move to the 
concept of the non-Causal. 
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The non-Causal 
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The non-Causal 
The non-Causal entity 
The metaphysician: in particular, the metaphysician exploring the general realm of 

Practical Metaphysical 
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The non-Causal 
The non-Causal entity 
The metaphysician: in particular a metaphysician exploring the realm of 
Metaphysical Engineering 

I 
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The non-Causal 

The non-Causal entity attempting to understand what lies in the outer reaches of the 
The Metaphysician: in particular a Metaphysician exploring the realm of 
Theoretical Metaphysics 




Understanding newness of the non-Causal 
Understanding newness of the abstract 




The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

The metaphysician is not just a non-Causal individual but rather the metaphysician is a non-Causal 
individual who explores how the two, the abstract and the physical, the Causal and the non- 
Causal, interact. 

With this understanding regarding the task of the metaphysician, we can now begin to understand 
the task uniquely confronting experts specializing in the three fields of Metaphysics. Such an 
understanding is not an exercise in futility nor is it an exercise in the realm of fantasy. 

The lack of understanding regarding the process of subdividing the tasks of various 
metaphysicians is in fact the very reason Kant had difficulty formalizing his metaphysical system. 

Metaphysics now becomes subdivided into three realms: 

The Practical Metaphysician: One who understanding and defines how the Causal and the 

non-Causal work as a whole as described by the Theoretical 
Metaphysician. 

The Metaphysical Engineer: One who lays out, constructs, or manages social systems 

founded upon the work of the Practical Metaphysician, 
founded upon an understanding of how the Causal and the 
non-Causal interact which in turn is based upon a 
metaphysical understanding of the whole. 

Theoretical Metaphysician: One who expands the understanding of the Causal and non- 

Causal interrelationship and thus provides expanded 
metaphysical perceptions with which the Practical 
Metaphysician can work. 

Kant understood what his task was in terms of being a Theoretical Metaphysician but Kant could 
not understand how Theoretical Metaphysics related to Practical Metaphysics nor could he 
understand just how his system of Critical Philosophy could be applied to reality itself through the 
process of Metaphysical Engineering. 

Had Practical Metaphysics and Metaphysical Engineering been defined, Kant may have followed 
his theoretical perceptions to their obvious conclusions. We will examine such a trail within 
Tractate 10: Heidegger. Having observed the results his theoretical metaphysical system produced, 
Kant would have had no choice but to backtrack to his initial assumptions and then modified his 
theoretical system. 

Eventually Kant, through the use of such a process, would have produced a viable system or Kant 
would have done as Zeno did: Kant would have proclaimed, he did not have the answer regarding 
'the' viable system and would leave the task to future metaphysicians. 

This would have resulted in: 

1. Philosophy continuing to recognize the significance of metaphysical research rather 
than proclaiming the demise of metaphysics. 

2. Establishing the understanding of future theoretical metaphysicians that perhaps 'the' 
metaphysical system incorporated both Kant's active and Aristotle's passive forms 
of action. 

In addition to Kant's lack of understanding regarding the three fields of metaphysics, Kant was 
caught up in the perceptions of the day. Kant believed his system was a system of singularity as 
opposed to multiplicity. Kant believed his system outlined the whole system, however, Kant was 
unable to model his system because he, as all metaphysicians up through his time, believed 'a' 
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system, any system in order to be considered to be a system was required to fulfill the Aristotelian 
principle: all systems can be reduced to 1 st principle. 

Kant could not find 1 st principle within his system. To Kant, a system, which continually changes, 
changes with the very observation of passive observation itself, is a fluid, dynamic, system within 
which it is impossible to identify 1 st principle. 

Within Kant's metaphysical system, the individual cannot exist without the universe, the universe 
cannot exist without the creator, and the creator depends upon the observations of the individual 
for its change. In essence we have a vicious circle with no beginning and no end: 

Such contradictions defy the parameters of a 'Cartesian' system, defy the parameters of a 'closed' 
system, defy the parameters of an Aristotelian system. 




Within Kant's metaphysical system there appears to be no 1 st cause, no 1 st principle, no 1 st truth. 
Kant was stymied and that is, for the most part where Kant left his metaphysical development. The 
abrupt termination of the theoretical aspect regarding the further development of Kant's 
metaphysical system was no different than what had occurred to Zeno when he simply said: 
Seamless ness and multiplicity exist but I have no idea of how it is they do so independent of each 
other. All I know is that it is obvious they do so. The function of theoretical metaphysicians is to 
expand our understanding regarding the abstract and the physical. Zeno did this. Aristotle did this, 
Boethius did this, Copernicus did this Leibniz did this, and now we see Kant did this also. 

Our examination of philosophical history is not yet done. As we shall see, 'being' being 'Being; 
symbiotic panentheism, is not a quantum leap in the development of theoretical metaphysics but 
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rather simply one small step beyond those remaining for us to examine: Hegel, Russell, Einstein, 
Heidegger, Husserl, Hawking, and Ockham. 

To better understand Kant's dilemma and the solution to the dilemma we must examine one more 
region. We must examine the boundary between the Causal and the non-Causal. 



The boundary between the Causal and the non-Causal 



Non-causal 



Causal 




Boundary separating the causal 
and non-causal 



What we have is the causal sandwiched between the non-causal. There is another way of saying 
this however. It could be said the non-causal is separated from itself through a process of 
separation through inclusion. 



Why would totality separate a portion of itself from itself? Interesting question and one that has 
been addressed generically in 'Trilogy F and will be addressed in detail in future tractates. 
However, the intent of this tractate is to discuss Kant and the paradox his critical philosophy 
places before us rather than discuss the purpose of the separation. 
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So what of the boundaries????? 

In the physical we examine multiplicity/individuality and theorize/wonder about 
seamlessness/singularity. In the abstract we must do the reverse. In the abstract we must examine 
seamlessness and theorize/wonder about multiplicity. 

What does such a statement mean? 

Lets begin by examining the more familiar of the two. We will examine the location where 
multiplicity is the more obvious, perhaps the more dominant characteristic. That location is of 
course, our reality, the universe. 



The universe 



Within the universe we observe through a process of examining cross sections of time. In short we 
take multiple cross sections and by examining them we can project as to what might happen 
within future cross sections. If we find our projections are correct we attempt to establish laws 
allowing us to make even more futuristic projections. 

It is the cross sections, which dominate our thoughts. It is the cross sections, which we categorize, 
photograph, examine, and file away for future references. All the while we wonder about the 
'seamless'. We wonder what it means to be void multiplicity., wonder what seamlessness means 
in terms of a totally seamless abstractual flow of reality. 

Kant led us to the apogee of such wonders. Kant theorized what it means to reformulate our 
perceptions of the abstract into an active system where everything found within the system 
impacts the system. Kant went so far as to say that even the simply act of observing the system 
impacts the system. This was contrary to the metaphysical system existing at the time. The 
Aristotelian system of the time maintained that the system was passive and thus the observer did 
not impact the system through observation. 

In essence Kant suggested it is significant to understand the seamlessness of totality when 
examining the 'whole system'. Since Kant had no other location within which to place such an 
observation, Kant found he had no other choice but to place such an observation within the 
universe. Such a choice however suggests that a selection had to be made regarding Kant's 
metaphysical system being 'the' system or Aristotle's metaphysical system being 'the' system. 
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This brings us back again to Zeno's paradox: Which is it, seamlessness or multiplicity? 
This brings us back to our graphic and allows us to add an additional parameter: 



The universe 




The observer 

Awareness 

Knowing 



Now we see the physical affects the observer and the observer affects the physical. In essence, the 
physical affects the abstract and the abstract affects the physical. As such we begin to understand 
the meaning of our previous statement: 

In the physical we examine multiplicity and theorize/wonder about 
seamlessness/ abstraction. 

If there is no observer then there is no impact of the observer upon the physical and as such the 
physical functions simply within the parameters of physical laws. As such we can and logically do 
take cross sections of the universe and examine them for what they are, cross section of a physical 
immersed in space and time. The very fact that the physical is immersed in the fabric of space and 
time allows us to take the cross section of time itself. In fact it is logical to do so within the 
universe itself, within the physical itself. 

But what of the abstract, the non-causal? Is it found only 'within' the causal and how is it to be 
examined? Can we take cross sections of the non-causal and examine them as we take cross 
sections of the physical and examine them? This brings us back to the statement: 



In the abstract we must do the reverse. In the abstract we must examine seamlessness and 
theorize/wonder about multiplicity. 



This statement suggests the examination of the abstract becomes a form of reverse process to the 
process we find functional in the physical. 

If we take a previous statement: 



...the physical affects the observer and the observer affects the physical. 
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And shift some of the words we get a glimpse of the solution to our previous statement regarding 
the abstract. Shifting the words we obtain: 

. . .the observer affects the physical and the physical affects the observer. 

For this to happen we need to add the following to our graphic: 



The observer 

Awareness 

Knowing 



The universe 




The observer 

Awareness 

Knowing 



So it is the physical once again becomes sandwiched between the abstract. The result is that 
Kant's system leads us towards a duel system not a single system. Kant's system leads us towards 
'being' being 'Being' 

So what do we observe if we take a cross section of the abstract? We see: 

1. What is 

2. The future does not exist within the abstract. 

3. The future has no potentiality within the abstract void a universe whose fabric is 
time. 

4. The past exists 

5. The present exists 

6. The future does not exist 

7. What 'is' is 
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8. What 'was' is 

9. What 'will be' is 

10. What 'could be' is not 

1 1 . Potentiality is not 

The 'Absolute Zero' point of abstraction 

Just as the physical has its point of 'absolute zero', so too does abstraction. 

The point of absolute zero for the physical is speculated by science to be '0' degrees Kelvin. This 
is more definitively defined as the point when all energy is equally distributed universally both 
macroscopically and microscopically. 

What then is the absolute zero point of the abstract? The absolute zero point of abstraction is when 
all knowledge is equally distributed within the abstract. If no new knowledge is introduced into 
the system the system soon reaches a point of equilibrium similar to the equilibrium reached at 
absolute zero Kelvin in the physical. In short, rather than a lack of fresh energy transfer from one 
physical entity to another, we find a lack of fresh knowledge transfer from one to another. Put in a 
different manner: We find stagnation is achieved. 

Is there 'an' energy source to keep the physical system dynamic? That is the realm of science and 
science has no answer to this question at this point in time. 

Is there 'a' knowledge source to keep the abstract dynamic? This is the realm of metaphysics and 
metaphysics had no theory up to and through the combined efforts of Kant and Hegel. But what 
about now at this point in time? Beginning with the turn of the millennium, metaphysics has a 
theory regarding the source of such knowledge. The theory is 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic 
panentheism, a fusion of the Kantian/Hegelian and Aristotelian systems as presented in this work: 
The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perceptions. 

The absolute zero point of multiplicity is attained when the stagnation point of energy transfer is 
achieved. 

At this point all motion stops and time and distance cease since no relative motion is occurring. 
Time after all is: 



d 

v = - 

t 



or 



vt d 
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And if d, distance, is something no longer travelable and thus no longer measurable, it no longer 
exists and as such 't' no longer exists. What then of V? V is simply a coefficient and as seen in 
the first formula becomes: 



d 

v 

t 



where d = 0, t = 0 



0 

v 

0 



Which is significantly different than either 0/°° or °°/0 

Due to the constraints of time we will leave the phenomenal metaphysical potential of 0 / 0 to 
Tractate 8: Hegel. 

The fusion of: 0 / °° and °° I 0 

First: Kant 

0/oo 

Finite time / Infinite knowledge 
Infinite knowledge within Finite time 
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We now come back to Kant's metaphysical system: 



Kant's metaphysical system: 



The Universe is infinite 
for there is no time 



Time 



Individuality is infinite 




i = the individual entity 




i = oo 





Universe / endless knowledge 
The universe is '0' for the universe, without the observer, is simply passivity of observation 

0 = 0° 
0/oo = 0 

Which brings us back to boredom, endless repetition. 

Second: Aristotle 

oo/O 

Infinite time / Finite knowledge 
Finite knowledge within infinite time 
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We now come back to Aristotle's metaphysical system: 
Aristotle's metaphysical system: 

V 



The Universe is infinite 
Time is infinite 

t = °° 



Individuality 



Universe / limited knowledge 

The universe is '<»' for the universe, without the observer, remains throughout infinite time as it is, 
passive. 

oo = 0 
0 = °°/0 

Which brings us back to boredom, endless repetition. 

The question becomes: How do we eliminate the boredom???? 
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Third: the fusion of the two 

The elimination of endless repetition, the elimination of boredom 



Time is infinite 



t = °° 



Time is limited to what is 'found' 
'within' the individual 

t = o 



>/0 



0/< 



Infinite time / Finite knowledge 
Finite knowledge within infinite time 



Finite time / infinite knowledge 
Infinite knowledge within finite time 
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Fusion of Aristotle's metaphysical system and Kant's metaphysical system 



Aristotle's metaphysical system: 



The Universe is infinite 



Time is infinite 



t = °o 



Individuality 



Individual entities of 
unique knowing are infinite 
in potentiality of knowing 

i = the individual entity 



Kant's metaphysical system: 




The Whole is infinite 
for 
it is 

void space and void time 



Time and space 
found 'within' the 
individual 



Individuality 



Individual entities of unique knowing are finite in 
knowing 

i = the individual entity 

Relative to the whole 

i = 0 

Where 

i=l 

'the whole' = L + 'the whole' 
i = oo 



Universe / Finite knowledge 
knowledge 

The universe is '0' for the universe, 
whole, 

without the observer, experiences 
only passive action 



(continued on next page) 



The whole / infinite 



The whole is 'oo' for the 

with active action of the 
observer, 

has infinite potential of 
knowledge 
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The whole is '0' for the whole, 
universe 

without active action of the observer 
the 

remains as it is. 
potentiality of 



oo = 0 



0/«» 



The result of fusing the two systems into a complete system: 

The elimination of endless repetition, boredom, stagnation, . . . 
The result of fusing the two systems into a complete system: 

The emergence of birth, change, renewal, ... 

At last we achieve the elimination of the most insidious form regarding the four states of 
existence. We eliminate the existence of the simple state of being as the dominant form of 
existence. We eliminate the perception of permanent equilibrium, multiplicity, the passive, 
physical objectives being the point towards which all action tends and in its place we find change, 
seamlessness, the active, abstractual objectives being the point towards which all action tends. 

The two states of existence remaining are both similar in nature for each embraces the state of our 
new constant called change: 

1 . Growth 

2. Decay 

What does the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' suggest regarding the two 
remaining states of existence? The fusion of the Kantian system and the Aristotelian system 
suggest we best think long and hard about our responsibilities for the choice of the two remaining 
forms of existence is dependent upon us, is up to us to decide as to which will prevail through the 
application of free will itself. 

God does not change 

Collective Thought, 'Being', 'God' reaches it's point of 'absolute zero' when it reaches it's point 
of no longer changing. 

Keep in mind however that there is no time, distance, space, matter, or energy found in the fabric 
of abstraction within which the universe is imbedded verses there being time and distance existing 
as the fabric of the universe, existing as the fabric 'within' which matter and energy are immersed. 



The universe is for the 
with the active action of 
observer has infinite 
'newness' 
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We are not debating the concept, of which is which. We are not debating whether time and 
distance are innate characteristics of matter and energy or whether matter and energy are innate 
characteristics of time and distance. 

What we are examining is the apparent paradox of change occurring in a region incapable of 
changing. Such a statement emerges from this new metaphysical system where there is a 'location' 
for the void of time and the void of space since what is 'is' and 'what could be' has potentiality 
but as yet 'is not' rather 'what could be' is simply capable of potentially being. 

Any newness of knowledge must be just that 'new' and thus incapable of being 'known' by an 'all 
knowing', omniscient, entity in terms of 'divine foreknowledge'. 
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The future does not exist 

Only the present exists. Potentiality in the present exists only as potentiality. We call such 
emergence of potentiality: the future. Storage of the present exists, we call it the past. But the past 
is gone and we cannot change it. The future is yet to come and until it comes we cannot impact it. 
We can only impact the present. Only the present exists as location of cause and effect. 

Lets re-examine the drawing with knowledge as our focus: 



Cause and Effect 
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If we expand upon the apparent existence of the present, we obtain: 



Cause and Effect 
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As small as potentiality becomes it has in fact not become any smaller for it never was. 

As large as the present appears to become within the whole it takes up no space for the present is 
but a fleeting moment in time so small it is no more distinguishable from the whole of knowledge 
than a point is distinguishable from the whole of space. 

If the future does not yet exist, we can examine the metaphysical system of a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system, 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism, through the 
process of examining 'still' shots of the system. In essence we can view the active system by 
examining cross sections of this active system through a picture of the system in a passive form. 
Keep in mind, however, that the system is not passive/stagnant but rather active/dynamic. 

As such let's look at one such passive graphic of the dynamic system. We will examine the system 
in terms of what happens to the future when we take a passive slice of the system. 
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We recognize the graphic as being what we had previously diagramed: 




Because this is a slice of what exists, we can remove the elements, which do not pertain to the 
picture since they do not exist in terms of existence itself but rather exist only in terms of 
potentiality. 
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In fact the bubble of potentiality disappears and the past merges into the present for the past 
becomes what presently is. We thus obtain: 




a priori 



a priori 
emerging 



The present 
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Such a graphic arises out of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic 
panentheism 




'being' being 'Being' 



One may recognize the graphic of 'being' being 'Being' as a more simplistic negative/inverse 
image of the previous diagram. 

What does such a system imply about the current theoretical concept of parallel universes 
infinitely branching off from each 'choice' we make. Does another universe begin at the juncture 
of each of our decisions? 

Such a concept is not being dismissed as 'an impossibility', however, within the metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being', such an occurrence would now have 'a' location 'outside the 
physical/the universe 'within' which it could function in an active manner. Such an occurrence 
might take the appearance of: 
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Such existences, should they in fact occur, would belong to the region of 'what will be' versus 
"what 'could be" 



As we can see, within a metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', the future only takes on a 
function when the system is dynamic through the process of action itself. The obligatory 
branching 'off of other universes from the original 'choice' simply makes the obligatory branch 
itself pre-determined. Since we discussed 'pre-determinism' within the Tractate 3: Boethius and 
Free Will, we will not go there other than to say such existences are not examples of potentiality 
but rather examples of absolutism. More of absolutism and its component of minimalism as 
represented by the absolute zero of the absolute can be found within the section, ' The 'Absolute 
Zero' point of abstraction', found previously within this tractate. 
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The past does not exist 

What of the past? How can we say the past does not exist? When we take a cross section of the 
given dynamic system of 'being' being 'Being', we obtain an understanding that the present 
expands to include the past. We observed a similar occurrence when we observed the result as the 
present moved inward to occupy the position of the future. The process demonstrated that the 
future, in a passive system, does not exist. 

Such an understanding explains why the small bubble of the future can now be completely 
removed. Simultaneously we now understand how it is the present expands to incorporate 'what 
was' within the region of 'what is' for the past was and the past now is. The graphic then 
becomes: 




a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 







The present 
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Such a depiction is what it is, a graphic cross section of a dynamic system, a passive view of the 
system. 

What is exists 

If we move the system back into the mode of being a dynamic system, we come back to: 



The past 



The present 



The future 




a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 





priori 
developing 
through a 
process of 
passing 
through 
space and 
time 
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If we then reduce the present, a period of time so short it is but an illusion - 
- of time, to what it truly is within a dynamic system, we obtain: 



albeit a 'real illusion' 



The past 



The present 



The future 




a priori 



a priori 
emerging 
from the 
present 



'priori' potentiality 



This diagram demonstrates the present to be just what the present is, such a small element of 
existence that it in essence does not exist 'in' anything rather it is an 'active' boundary separating 
potentiality from existence. 



Such a representation is appropriately expressed by the graphic depiction of a circle, where the 
inside of the circle is the future/potentiality and the outside of the circle is the past, what exists. 
The circle itself is composed of points equidistant from a single point of potentiality. Since all 
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points have no length, depth, or width, the circle itself is in essence non-existent or simply a 
separation of 'what is' and 'what could be'. 

Simplified in terms of regions this becomes: 



The past 



The present 



The future 
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In terms of knowledge, as a passive system, this becomes: 



The past 



The present 
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If we move the passive representation of the system to that of being a dynamic system of active 
action, we obtain: 



The past 



The present 



The future 





Knowledge 
as it exists 



Knowledge as it 
could exist 



Or 'being' being, where being is italicized to represent action in a dynamic sense, an active sense. 
With the addition of potentiality/the future, we retain knowledge as it exists and obtain 
knowledge, as it could exist. 
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If we then add an interrelationship of the whole to its parts and the parts to the whole, we obtain: 



I 






\ / 


// * 

/ / 

T 

'/ * 


\ 

/ | 














'Being 
the 




Existing 'being' 


Potential 'being' 


being - action, 
process/reality 





'being' being 'Being' 



A symbiotic relationship 
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In terms of simplicity we simply have: 




Or simply 'being' being 'Being'. 
Resolving Kant's four antinomies 20 

Antinomies: a pair of conflicting propositions for which equally cogent proofs can be given on 
either side. 

Kant believed that antinomies were generated whenever human reason applied 
itself to any of the following four questions: 

1 . Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it 
without beginning and without bound? 

2. Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain 
parts within parts ad infinitum? 

3. Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions 
that are themselves uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have 
their own causes and so on ad infinitum? 

4. Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what 
exists, or are all beings contingent? 21 

Philosophers have addressed fragments of these four antinomies in one form or another since the 
emergence of philosophy. Granted the four antinomies may have been collated and summarized as 
a group of four by Kant but the issues they identify have been around well before Kant himself. 

There are several means to approach the issue of these four antinomies. 

1 . One can demonstrate one aspect of each statement being correct and the other aspect 
of each statement being incorrect 

2. One can demonstrate both aspects of each statement being incorrect 

3. One can demonstrate both aspects of each statement being correct 

Means one: One can demonstrate that one aspect of each antinomy is correct while the other 
aspect of each antinomy is incorrect 

This is the process philosophy, in particular metaphysicians, have been attempting to move for the 
last twenty-five hundred years with no success. The process of demonstrating that one part of the 
statement is correct and thus the other aspect of the statement is incorrect is the process, which has 
been unsuccessfully employed by metaphysicians since the time of Zeno. The result: Philosophers 
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and in particular metaphysicians are no closer to bringing the four antinomies to a close than they 
were since the emergence of philosophy itself. 

Means two: One can demonstrate both aspects of each antinomy is incorrect. 

To proceed in the direction of 'proving' both aspects of each antinomy to be incorrect is to begin 
with the assumption that our existence is but a 'figment of the imagination of something other than 
ourselves'. Such a scenario is not to be discarded lightly but for the intents and purposes of this 
tractate it is much too complex a scenario to attempt to prove or disprove at this time. 

Means three: One can demonstrate both aspects of each antinomy is correct 

Means three is a new approach to the resolutions of Kant's four antinomies. This approach has 
never been considered before the time of Kant. Kant, using 'means one', believing he resolved the 
four antinomies but was never able to demonstrate his solution in a clear and concise fashion let 
alone demonstrate his solution in a manner so clear and concise it could be demonstrated to 
everyone including the general public. 

Up to and through the time of Kant, the answer would have been: No, there is no metaphysical 
system, which accounts for all eight scenarios (two for each antinomy) 

Through the work of the two giants, Aristotle and Kant, and the assistance of many philosophers 
working between and after, the answer now becomes: There is a metaphysical system, which 
accounts for all eight cogent proofs (two for each antinomy) in such a manner as to demonstrate 
that all eight cogent proofs are simultaneously correct and thus do not contradict one another 

The new metaphysical model of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism, not only accounts 
for all eight scenarios but incorporates all eight scenarios into its systematic model. In fact, the 
new metaphysical model, a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system located 'within' 
the non-Cartesian system, not only incorporates all eight scenarios within the dynamics of its 
system but elevates each of the eight scenarios to a level of equal prominence and significance one 
to the other. 

Having said this, let's no move on to demonstrating how it is the model does what it professes to 
do. 

The four antinomies: 

1 . Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it 
without beginning and without bound? 

2. Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain 
parts within parts ad infinitum? 

3. Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions 
that are themselves uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have 
their own causes and so on ad infinitum? 

4. Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what 
exists, or are all beings contingent? 

become eight positions of perceptual argument, cogent proofs: 

1 . The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

3. Composite substances are made up of simple substances. 
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4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum, 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that 
are themselves uncaused. 

6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own causes and 
so on ad infinitum. 

7. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the ground of the 
rest of what exists. 

8. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

It is one thing to address the eight issues in words; it is another to address the eight issues 
graphically. If Kant is correct in believing a system is critical to the issue of metaphysics then 
theoretical metaphysicians should, if the system is 'clearly understood', be able to put the system 
into the form of a simplistic metaphysical model. The simplest form of model is one, which can be 
drawn as opposed to just discussed in a form of a Wittgenstein dialogue of 'words'. Words are the 
only means of discussing a metaphysical system when the metaphysical system is still too 
confusing to philosophers for them to demonstrate the system in the more demonstrative form of 
graphics or models. 

Kant believed his metaphysical system addressed the eight issues listed above. Kant, however, 
could not address the eight statements, let alone model his system in a fashion, which would 
directly incorporate the eight issues, as equals one to the other. As such, Kant had not yet fully 
fashioned his metaphysical system into the form of being a fully understood system, which could 
adequately explain how it is all eight cogent proofs are just that: cogent proofs. 

The reason Kant had such a difficult time explaining let alone demonstrating how his system 
resolved the eight cogent proofs was because Kant himself did not have a complete grasp 
regarding just 'how' his system functioned. 
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Kant's metaphysical system was caught up in the same parameters of limits, which confronted 
Zeno. Like Zeno, Kant found himself confined by Aristotle. This becomes clear if we reexamine 
page two of this tractate and examine where it is Kant moved metaphysical perceptions. 




Perfection exists: 

The omni's.. 

5. Omnipresence 

6. Omnipotence 

7. Omniscience 

8. Omnibenevolence 
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If we extract from the graphic the concepts superfluous to Kant's most fundamental perception 
regarding 'location' of the phenomenal and noumenal found 'within' his metaphysical system, we 
obtain: 




The process simply brings us back to Aristotle. This is not to say Kant had nothing new to add to 
the concept regarding the existence of 'a' metaphysical system. Quite the contrary. What is being 
said is that Kant, like Zeno (see Tractate 1 : Zeno and Seamlessness), could not fully understand 
how his system worked. Like Zeno, Kant was subconsciously caught up in the perception of 'a' 
location of singularity versus 'a' location of multiplicity, a location consisting of two distinct 
locations existing through a process of 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation through 
exclusion'. 

The examination regarding 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation through exclusion' 
will take place in 'Tractate 8: Russell. For now, however we must return to the task at hand, which 
is to examine the four antinomies with respect to the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 
'Being'. 

Having stated the reason for Kant's problem in understanding his own system, let's examine a 
system, which would resolve Kant's difficulties. This process will require several steps: 

1 . Diagram the new system 

2. Demonstrate how it is all eight cogent proofs could be 'a' proof of what is without 
contradicting one another. 

Logic is a subject in and of itself. As such we will leave the formality of logical proofs to others 
and instead examine the base foundation from which such logic should begin: The system itself. 
Thus when we speak of proofs we are referring to the most fundamental generalization of the 
proof versus the formal proof itself. 
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Part 1 : The diagram: 




Life 'passing through' the 
physical, the phenomenal 

The filling of one's own 
personal/unique experience 



The phenomenal 



One's own 
personal/unique 
experience gained 



Symbiosis 
Inter-dependency 




Panentheism 
All - in - 'the' system 



Void Time & Space 



Time & Space 



Virgin Consciousness 



But isn't this exactly what Kant's system suggests. No, it isn't. Kant's system does not explain: 

1. The 'growth' component involved with the whole 

2. The interaction of the abstract and the physical - noumenal and the phenomenal as 
Kant would say 

3. The region 'existing' beyond the physical (meta-physics) 

4. The significance of individual 'being' 

5. The significance of being 

6. The significance of 'Being' 

7. The significance of 'being being' 

8. The significance of 'being' being 'Being' 
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9. Relativistic I s truth versus I s truth 

10. What 'powers' the whole 

11. The dynamics of the whole interrelationship of the noumenal and the phenomenal 

12. Etc. 

13. Etc. 

14. And finally, yet most importantly to Kant: What 'the' 'categorical imperative' is. 
Kant's system would be diagramed as: 




The model of the complete system demonstrates that the model is composed essentially of 'one' 
part. 
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The new metaphysical system being proposed, 'being' being 'Being', creates a model subdivided 
into 'distinct' sub-elements, which in essence gives us two parts: the phenomenal and the 
noumenal. This model can also be reduced to its most fundamental of elements. If we reduce this 
model to its fundamentals as we previously did to Kant's perceptions, we obtain: 



The noumenal The phenomenal 



Having reduced 'the' system to its fundamentals, we can now proceed to Part 2. 

Part 2: Demonstrating how it is all eight cogent proofs could be 'a' proof of what is without 
contradicting one another 

It is perhaps best to take the eight statements and place them in groups of two, representing each 
antinomy. 

The four antinomies: 

1 . Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it 
without beginning and without bound? 

2. Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain 
parts within parts ad infinitum! 

3. Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions 
that are themselves uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have 
their own causes and so on ad infinitum! 

4. Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what 
exists, or are all beings contingent? 
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Eight positions of perceptual argument placed into groups of two: 

1 . The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

3. Composite substances are made up of simple substances. 

4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that 
are themselves uncaused. 

6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own causes and 
so on ad infinitum. 

7. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the ground of the 
rest of what exists. 

8. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

Antinomy #1: 

Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it without beginning and 
without bound? 

1. The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 
2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 
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If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we obtain: 



The noumenal 



The world has 
a beginning in time and 
a boundary in space. 



The phenomenal 




The world has 

no beginning in time and 

no boundary in space. 
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The term, 'the world', refers to the whole. In ontological, cosmological and metaphysical terms 
this has historically referred to the universe, to our reality, to what lies within the boundaries of the 
physical which Zeno left open yet closed (see Tractate 1 : Zeno) 



f Is a System Filled with: ^ 

/ The Physical - phenomenal 

y The Abstract - noumenal J 

\ ' 



Aristotle tightly closed Zeno's metaphysical system (see Tractate 2: Aristotle). 




It is this system, which we reopen to obtain the system we suggested. If we then examine the 
concept of 'world' we see the two seemingly contradictory statements are only contradictory 
because the opposing sides are defining the word 'world' differently. In argument one: The word 
world refers to the physical universe, the phenomenal. In argument two: The word world refers to 
the whole of the system within which the physical world resides. 

If we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the new metaphysical 
perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are not contradictory but rather each 
are correct and each reinforces the argument of the other. 
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Antinomy #1: 

Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it without beginning and 
without bound? 

1 . The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 

❖ 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to operate an active 
form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian 
system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system, cannot exist without the two forms of existence, 
#1 and #2, themselves existing simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously 
dependent one upon the other. 

Antinomy #2: 

Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain parts within parts ad 
infinitum? 

3. Composite substances are made up of simple substances. 

❖ 

4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 
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If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we obtain: 



The noumenal 



Composite substances 
made up of 
simple substances 



The phenomenal 




Composite substances 
contain parts within parts 
ad infinitum 



Experiencing 
Time and space 



Time and space 



Awareness of 
Time and space 



There are two issues to consider in terms of this antinomy. There is the physical and the abstract, 
the phenomenal and the noumenal. 

The physical/the phenomenal: 

The physical is found 'within' the universe. The universe is a region we call our reality. This in no 
way implies that the physical is found only 'within' our universe for there may well be multiple 
universes within such a metaphysical system. 

The physical is found 'within' the universe. The universe is a region we call our reality. This in no 
way implies that the physical of which we are familiar, is the only set of physical laws to be found 
within universes for there may well be universes which are 'ruled' by entirely different Taws of 
nature' than the 'laws of nature' we find to exist within 'our' universe. 



The physical is found 'within the universe. The universe is a region we call our reality. This in no 
way implies that 'awareness'/'knowing' regarding the physical remains 'within' the physical for 
within the metaphysical system suggested, awareness/knowing regarding the universe is a form of 
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abstraction and thus permeates abstraction itself. The regions of abstraction permeated with 
awareness of the physical is found not only in the entities capable of 'knowing' found within the 
physical but found within entities of 'knowing' found 'outside' the physical as well as found 
perhaps within 'the whole' of abstraction itself. 

Understanding these three statements leads to understanding the finiteness of the physical but what 
of the infmiteness, what of composite substances contained as parts within parts ad infinitum 

If Kant is correct in his perception regarding the system of 'critical philosophy', than what is 
observed changes by the very fact that it is observed. Such a perception allows for an infinite 
creation of parts within parts ad infinitum. The reason being that as we observe smaller and 
smaller parts, the parts continually become divisible through the active state of physical existence 
as opposes the Aristotelian passive state of physical existence. 

Within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' infinite sub-division occurs not only in 
terms of the microscopic but in terms of macroscopic observations. The reason the principle 
applies to the macroscopic as well as the microscopic is that within such a system, the universe 
becomes 'a' part of the whole and as such is subject to the same infinite active process of division 
as the microscopic is to our observation for the universe simply becomes 'a' 'part' of the whole 
just as any object 'within' the universe becomes 'a' 'part' of the whole universe. 

The abstract/The noumenal: 

What of the noumenal/the abstract? From the model of the metaphysical system proposed, it 
becomes evident that the addition of entities of knowing, sub-units of the whole, is a continual 
process only terminated with the termination of time itself which is found in only two locations: 
within the entity of knowing known as awareness and within the universe itself which imparts the 
concepts of time and space through experiencing into the entity of knowing. 

Such a means of establishing original knowing is not necessarily the only means of the whole 
establishing knowing but rather is simply 'a' means of establishing knowing which is available to 
the whole provided by our peculiar form of universe which itself incorporates the concept of time. 
Within such a metaphysical system, it is conceivable that other universes with universal fabrics 
other than that incorporating the concept of time may well exist as sources of new and unique 
forms of knowing. 
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As such: 





i Is a System Filled with: \ 






The Physical-phenomenal 






The Abstract - noumenal 




\ Immersed within time 0 



becomes: 



Other universes 
Other means 
Ad infinitum 
of developing 

new, unique forms of knowing 
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Thus if we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the new metaphysical 
perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are not contradictory but rather each 
are correct and each reinforces the argument of the other. 

Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain parts within parts ad 
infinitum! 

3. Composite substances made up of simple substances. 

❖ 

4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to operate an active 
form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian 
system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system cannot exist without the two forms of existence, 
#3 and #4, themselves existing simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously 
dependent one upon the other. 



Antinomy #3 : 

Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that are themselves 
uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have their own causes and so on ad infinitum! 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that 
are themselves uncaused. 

❖ 

6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own causes and 

so on ad infinitum. 
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If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we obtain: 



Actions that are free, in the sense of 
being caused by volitions that are 
themselves uncaused. 



If we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the new metaphysical 
perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are not contradictory but rather each 
are correct and each reinforces the argument of the other. 

The details of such an argument are complex and require a complete tractate to address. Tractate 
3: Boethius and Free Will addressed this issue in detail. As such, rather than reiterate the concepts 
of such an argument, the reader will be referred back to Tractate 3. 

However it must be emphasized here, regarding the question: 

Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that are themselves 
uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have their own causes and so on ad infinitum? 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that 
are themselves uncaused. 

❖ 

6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own causes and 

so on ad infinitum. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to operate an active 
form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian 



Actions that are caused by 
causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad 
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system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system cannot exist without the two forms of existence, 
#5 and #6, themselves existing simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously 
dependent one upon the other. 

Antimony #4: 

Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what exists, or are all 
beings contingent? 

7. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the ground of the 
rest of what exists. 

❖ 

8. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we obtain: 
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The concept of: 



The 'rest of what exists' 



Within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism implies the 
system is the summation of all the parts of the system. Therefore if all the parts but one are 
removed than the one remaining part is the 'rest of what exists'. 

The metaphysical system also suggests that removing any combination of multiple parts results in 
the same scenario in that what remains is the 'rest of what exists' 

In addition the metaphysical system suggest therefore that the sum of all the parts is greater than 
the sum of its parts for the sum of the parts is an entity in and of itself. 

The emergence of paradoxes generated from a metaphysical system of the whole being our 
universe is nothing short of an indication that we are continually learning. If the whole is an active 
entity then 'newness' is constantly being generated as opposed to simply existing just beyond our 
reach awaiting our discovery. 

If newness were simply existing just beyond our reach awaiting our discovery, then given enough 
time it is conceivable we could eventually know everything there is to know. This is what is 
referred to as a passive form of existence. 

On the other hand: 

If newness is constantly being generated then given enough time it is inconceivable we could 
eventually know everything there is to know for the more we observe and learn the more that is 
created. This is what is referred to as an active form of existence. 

Thus if we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the new metaphysical 
perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are not contradictory but rather each 
are correct and each reinforces the argument of the other. 

Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what exists, or are all 
beings contingent? 

9. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the ground of the 
rest of what exists. 

❖ 

10. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 
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The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to operate an active 
form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian 
system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system cannot exist without the two forms of existence, 
#9 and #10, themselves existing simultaneously independent one from the other yet 
simultaneously dependent one upon the other. 

The suggestion that we have resolved Kant's four antinomies through the development of a new 
metaphysical perception leads us to examining a possible resolution regarding Kant's 'categorical 
imperatives'. 

Could Kant accept such a metaphysical system as 'being' being 'Being'? The system resolves 
Kant's four antimonies. But what of Kant's concept of the requirements he placed upon the 
concept of a system? 

There were two fundamentals Kant felt should be accomplished with a metaphysical system that 
approached a significant advancement of metaphysical systems themselves: 

1 . A categorical imperative should emerge naturally and obviously from such a system. 

2. The system should explain Kant's belief: 

'According to Leibniz the physical world of cause and effect proved the inner 
harmony of the world's moral purpose. Reading Leibniz led Kant to see humanity as 
not only participating in nature, but over and above this participating in the ultimate 
purpose of the universe.' 22 

Due to the unique concept of a categorical imperative to Kant's work and due to the fact Kant was 
unable to find his categorical imperative, which should have emerged from his system, we will 
provide the concept of categorical imperative its own unique section within this tractate. 

As to the second fundamental: 

The system of 'being' being 'Being' fully addresses the issue of the ultimate purpose of the 
universe and humanity's participation in nature. 

The understanding of such functions found within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 
'Being' can better be understood if we use the generic name for the system, symbiotic 
panentheism. This metaphysical system assigns the task of producing 'new knowledge', new 
knowing, to the universe. In such a system it is entities of knowing emerging from virgin 
consciousness and experiencing isolated from the whole and through the application of free will 
that new untainted knowing emerges, and grows the whole. Thus the universe becomes the 
location and the virgin entity becomes the means for such growth. The universe gains purpose, a 
function, and humanity as well as all forms of knowing 'knowing', move through time and space, 
the universe composed of matter and energy, in order to develop and expand upon their virgin 
consciousness, in order to expand omniscience itself. Thus symbioses: 

The parts to the whole and the whole to the parts become active action itself in terms of the whole 
and its sub elements of emerging knowing. Thus panentheism: The universe becomes an element 
of the whole. 
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The prioritized natural emergence of the first two categorical imperatives 

Kant's categorical imperative' calls for a consensus regarding ethics, 'acceptable' behavior 

With the concept of 'being' being 'Being' what does/do the 'categorical imperative' or 
'categorical imperative/s' become? 

The principles regarding the 'categorical imperatives' of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 
'Being' are: 

1 . Every journey of awareness of 'abstractual knowing' has the right to journey 
unimpeded by the desires of others 

2. We have an obligation to prevent other's from interfering with the creative journey's 
of awareness of 'abstractual knowing' 
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Are these statements simply reiterations of the various forms of what the West calls the 'Golden 
Rule'? 



Confucianism 

What you don't want done to yourself, don't do to others. 

- Sixth Century B.C. 

Buddhism 

Hurt not others with that which pains thyself. 

- Fifth Century B.C. 

Jainism 

In happiness and suffering, in joy and grief, we should regard all creatures as 
we regard our own self, and should therefore refrain from inflicting upon others 
such injury as would appear undesirable to us if inflicted upon ourselves. 

- Fifth Century B.C. 

Zoroastrianism 

Do not do unto others all that which is not well for oneself. 

- Fifth Century B. C. 

Classical Paganism 

May I do to others as I would that they should do unto me. 

-Plato-Fourth Cen6tury B.C. 

Hinduism 

Do naught to others, which if done to thee would cause thee pain. 

- Mahahharata-Third Century B.C. 

Judaism 

What is hateful to yourself, don't do to your fellow man. 

- Rabbi Hillel-First Century B. C. 

Christianity 

Whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do ye even so to them. 

- Jesus of Nazareth-First Century A.D. 

Sikhism 

Treat others as thou wouldst be treated thyself. 

- Sixteenth Century A.D. 
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Perhaps the oldest ethical proposition of distinctly universal character 

Such an example of slightly altering 'a universal statement' is exactly what Kant had in mind 
when referring to a 'categorical imperative', however this is not 'the' 'Categorical Imperative 
Kant was implying should be established as 'the' universal statement. As exemplary as this 
universal imperative may have been and may be today, it is fraught with hidden charades. 

A charade applied as a 'Categorical Imperative' is no categorical imperative at all but only 
'appears' to be a categorical imperative and is accepted as a categorical imperative because there 
is no better alternative to replace it. 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a person who enjoyed being 'hurt' 
should perform hurtful acts upon another because they themselves enjoy being hurt and enjoy 
experiencing pain. i.e. the masochist 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a culture embracing the metaphysical 
system of 'survival of the fittest', would be justified in subjugating the weak just as they would 
'wish' to be subjugated if they should ever grow 'soft' and fall victim to what they would perceive 
as the unforgivable sin of 'idleness': i.e. The Zulu's. 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a religion, not only 'should' but had 'the 
moral obligation to' convert non-believers should 'their God require it' in order to 'save' the soul 
itself from the eternal flames of hell. i.e. Christianity, Islam, etc. 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a race was obligated to excise what they 
perceived to be 'weak' gene in the attempt to hone their own race into a being 'perfection' itself, 
i.e. Nazi Germany 

What then can be said of history and our potential encounter with other intelligence's throughout 
the realm of the universe/physical reality? History itself is littered with messages vividly 
illustrating what a lack of a 'complete' metaphysical system suggests will occur again and again in 
our future as we further explore our own planet and as we begin our travels throughout our solar 
system, our galaxy, and the far reaches of our universe. 

The list is by no means complete. The list initiates an understanding regarding the application of 
various forms of the 'golden rule' as a form of Categorical Imperative. 

Kant could find no Categorical Imperative emerging from his proposed metaphysical system. This 
is not surprising when perhaps the most universally accepted form of Categorical Imperative, 
variations of the Golden Rule, itself is fraught with so many pitfalls. 

What caused Kant's failure to find a 'Categorical Imperative'? Kant did not look far enough 
'outward' to find his holy grail, the categorical imperative. Kant looked in the only place he 
understood to exist. Kant looked 'within' 'reality', looked 'within' the physical, looked 'within' 
the Aristotelian metaphysical parameters of the universe and its infinite reach limited by the 
parameters of infinite time and infinite space. 

But space and time appear to be innate characteristics of matter and energy or vice versa. 
Whichever the case, space and time are 'bound' by the limits of their very selves be it finite or 
infinite. 
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Kant forgot the meaning of 'meta-' (beyond) 'physics' (the physical). As such Kant looked 
'within' the physical to understand how his concept of 'active' verses 'passive' observation 
operated. The understanding of the 'critical philosophy' was not to be found by examining the 
physical, the phenomenal, alone. Nor was it to be found by examining the abstract, the noumenal, 
alone. The emergence of the first and second Categorical Imperative lay in understanding the 
interrelationship that existed between the abstract and the physical. 

Had Kant understood a rational metaphysical system incorporating two separate and distinct 
'inter' and 'intra' dependent locations of abstractual existence and physical existence, 
seamlessness and multiplicity, the physical and the non-physical, free will and determinism, 
Centricism and non-Centricism, . . ., Kant may have been able to find his dearly beloved 
categorical imperative. 



The categorical imperatives, #1 and #2, listed imply an elevation of the journey of 'knowing' 
entities to the level of being 'divine' and thus sacred in and of themselves. The masochist should 
be allowed to be masochistic without fear of being rejected for what one is. Should counseling and 
assistance be available for them should they desire to change? Of course for that is what emerges 
naturally from this new metaphysical system, which fuses the Aristotelian, and Kantian systems 
into one system. 

The pedophile, the homophobe, the bigot, the paranoid, the schizophrenic, the religious extremist, 
the 'beautiful', the prostitute, the disfigured, the handicapped, the genius, the rich, the proteges, 
the strong, the mentally challenged, the happy, the religious, the quadriplegic, the lonely, the 
strange, the unique thinker, the conformist, the atheist, the individual of color, the individual of the 
lack of color, should be allowed to be who they are without fear of being rejected. 

This metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', in fact, finds its foundation built upon the very 
concept of diversity and individuality should it be the case that it is the individual, through its own 
free will, which desires the diversity. 

Should counseling and assistance be available for them should they desire to change? Yes, but 
again it must be stated that the counseling should not be 'forced' nor interjected to the extent that 
the unique form of knowing becomes psychologically programmed into conforming to society's 
perception of normality. 
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Does such a metaphysical system reject the concept of the possible existence of 'life forms' 
existing as 'a' unit with awareness of abstractual knowing 'contained' within the social colony 
versus the individual? Absolutely not, for that in itself is diversity. 

Hegel's restatement of the Golden rule as seen by Kant is inappropriate as a categorical 
imperative. Hegel rephrased the Golden Rule in terms of Kant's categorical imperative as: 

Hegel's game attempt to emulate Kant ended up with Christ saying, 'What you can will 
to be a universal law among men, and also hold as a law for yourself, according to that 
maxim you should act." 23 

This is not a 'universal law' but rather this is a law of individual desire. This is not a law 
protecting the uniqueness of individuality but rather a law suppressing the very concept of 
'unique' individuality, suppressing the very concept of the value of the individual being the 
individual itself. This is a law reinforcing the concept of conformity for then it becomes the 
majority, which sets the acceptable behavior of the minority. 

What then should the categorical imperative be if not the metaphysical transformation of the 
Golden Rule? 

The understanding of the categorical imperative, which Kant could not find, emerged in Tractate 
2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. If we refer back to this tractate we find: 

The result: 

Responsibilities emerge: 

1 . The first responsibility: to universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness 
(one's self and others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: to journey unimpeded 

So how is this any different than that of Hegel's Kantian version of the Golden Rule? 

These two categorical imperatives (listed in priority of importance) protects the rights of 

The pedophile, the homophobe, the bigot, the paranoid, the schizophrenic, the religious 
extremist, the 'beautiful', prostitute, the disfigured, the handicapped, genius, the rich, the 
proteges, the strong, the mentally challenged, the happy, the religious, the quadriplegic, 
the lonely, the strange, the unique thinker, the conformist, the atheist, the individual of 
color, the individual of the lack of color, ... 

But how can this be without throwing society into a quagmire of unique expressions constantly 
infringing upon the rights of others through the desire of the first party to superimpose its wishes 
upon the second party. 

That is exactly why the order of the two categorical imperatives are listed in the order they are. 
The first categorical imperative supercedes one's longing to impose one's personal desires upon a 
second party and the second categorical imperative expresses your 'right' to be who you are as 
long as you don't interfere with the rights of others to be who they are. 

As an example, a rapist may have the desire to dominate another in a violent physical fashion but 
they should not be allowed to do so with anyone not wishing to have such action imposed upon 
them. Likewise they should not be allowed to do so in a fashion, which pollutes any sensual 
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environment of another who does not wish to be exposed to such actions. The sensual 
environment includes any form of sounds, visuals, etc introduced into the environment known as 
the public domain: parks, airwaves, written medium, electromagnetic wave media, . . . 

Categorical imperative number one would emphatically state that telling someone to: Turn off the 
TV if they don't like what they see', would now become, 'You have no 'right' to infringe upon 
my journey by putting me in the position of having to monitor what I might see, hear, taste, smell, 
or feel coming into my home.' 

What then of polluters of the public air, water, and lands. Such polluters would need to clean up 
their act. Pollution would become an act against the first categorical imperative. Granted, the 
absolute elimination of pollution is a Utopian idea but the concept of working towards such a level 
of cleanliness found within the home, the environment, within which we live, is not. Pragmatism 
would need to be balanced against both categorical imperatives. 

Kant's presumed categorical imperative in essence was not the first categorical imperative but 
rather a description of categorical imperatives. With the development of the first and second 
categorical imperatives we can make an interesting application to what is perhaps one of the most 
significant historical documents regarding the significance of individual units of knowing: 

When, in the course of events of 'beings', it becomes necessary for one group of 'beings' 
to dissolve the political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume, 
among the powers of the universe, the separate and equal station to which the laws of 
nature and of nature's God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of 'beings' 
requires that they should declare the causes which impel them to the separation. 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all 'beings' are created equal: that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. That, to secure these rights, governments are 
instituted among 'beings', deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed: 
that, whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right 
of the' beings' to alter or to abolish it, and to institute a new government, laying its 
foundation on such principles, and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall 
seem most likely to effect their safety and happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that 
governments long established should not be changed for light and transient causes; and, 
accordingly, all experience hath shown, that 'beings' are more disposed to suffer, while 
evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are 
accustomed...' 



The Declaration of Independence, 
Thomas Jefferson 

A Declaration 
by 

the Representatives 
of 

the United States of America 
in 

Congress 
Assembled. 
July 4, 1776 
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The concept of 'men' was not replaced with the term 'being' for the purpose of present day 
'political correctness'. The term 'men' was replaced with the term 'being' because it is Kant with 
whom we are dealing in this tractate. It is metaphysics and categorical imperatives with which we 
are dealing. As such: 

Categorical imperatives reach to the very ends of the universe itself and as such 
categorical imperatives must apply not only to humanity but to all unique units capable of 
abstractual knowing found throughout the entire universe as opposed to unique units 
capable of abstractual knowing found within our solar system. 

In fact the last sentence must be restated to read: 

Categorical imperatives reach to the very ends of all universes and as such categorical 
imperatives must apply not only to humanity but to all unique units capable of abstractual 
knowing found throughout all universes as opposed to unique units capable of abstractual 
knowing found within our solar system. 

And so it is, under a metaphysical system of 'symbiotic panentheism', a document from 1776 
becomes a statement of 'inalienable right's for all 'beings' not just men. And so it is we are better 
prepared for the future than we had ever anticipated we could possibly become. So it is we but 
need look to 'basic truths', look to a basic system of metaphysics, to find a foundation we can place 
beneath our perceptions regarding the significance of the individual we have already established 
within society. 

And who will benefit from the action of establishing a universal understanding based initially 
upon the individual first and society second as opposed to a system of society first and the 
individual second. The beneficiary of such a metaphysical system would be either mankind or the 
first beings we encounter as we spread our influence into the near and eventually far reaches of 
space. But which of the two will it be? Why, it will be the 'weaker' of the two. If for no other 
reason than pure selfishness, we need to prepare for just such an event for we may find ourselves 
to be the 'weaker' of the two. 

Let us never forget, it is, probability speaking, inevitable that we shall someday be the 'weaker of 
the two'. Therefore, it is inevitable that we would one day be the beneficiaries of having 
established just such an unselfish metaphysical system. 

We can now begin to understand 'why' the two categorical imperatives are listed as they are: 

1 . The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and others 
equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 

To journey unimpeded 



495 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Morality versus categorical imperatives 

The issue of categorical imperatives is neither a direct issue of ethics nor a direct issue of morality. 
Rather the issue of categorical imperatives is an indirect issue of ethics and morality. 

Categorical imperatives lay the foundation upon which guidelines for ethics and morality emerge. 
Concepts of 'good' and 'evil', 'bad' and 'good', 'socially acceptable' and 'socially unacceptable' 
emerge from ontological perceptions, which in turn emerge from metaphysical perceptions, which 
in turn emerge from metaphysical systems. 

Presently western society has simultaneously in place two metaphysical systems: an Aristotelian 
metaphysical system and a Kantian metaphysical system. 

The two contradicting models create complex contradicting social paradoxes as opposed to 
creating simple social paradoxes. The result: The creation of the Gordian Knot of social dilemmas. 

The two systems are different in that the Aristotelian system is a Cartesian/closed system filled 
with passive action - the observer does not change the event being observed simply through the 
act of observation itself: 




And the Kantian system is a Cartesian/closed system filled with active action - the observer 
changes the event being observed simply through the act of observation itself: 
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Both systems are the same in that action is 'contained' within a Cartesian/closed system. The 
system is reality/the universe. 

Hegel suggested the Kantian system is non-Cartesian/open: 
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Which brings us back to Zeno's perception of the metaphysical system. Even so the system is the 
system and the universe is the system be it open, closed, active, passive... 

The new system being suggested as the basis of this work suggests that the more accurate 
metaphysical system is a combination of all of the above and as such becomes a Cartesian/closed 
system of active action contained within a non-Cartesian/open system of passive action: 



Observation 




is passive 


/ Observation \ 




I is active J 



The new metaphysical system suggests that we are the observers: 



497 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



No Time and No space 



Time and space 



Observation 
is passive 



Observation 
is active 




Awareness of Time and space 



Observer A 
Passive observation 
When completed 

A consciousness moving 
through timelessness and 
the void of space 

A consciousness within 
which space and time are 
an aspect of conscious 
awareness 



Observer A 

Active observation 

In the process of becoming 

A virgin consciousness moving 
from the point of virgin-ness to 
the point of completion 

A consciousness moving 
through time and space and 
incorporating time and space 
into its very consciousness 



But what does this have to do with ethics and morality. It has nothing to do with ethics and 
morality and that is just the point. Categorical imperatives pertain to this metaphysical system and 
the concept of morality and ethics has nothing to do with this system since the system deals only 
with 'what was', 'what is', and 'what will be'. 'What was', 'what is', and 'what will be' 'is' the 
system and 'what could be' becomes the process of action within the system. 'What could be' is 
the means by which the system becomes active verses 'what was', 'what is', and 'what will be' 
being the passive aspect of the system. 
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Thus the passive and the active exist within the system and are separate aspects of the system. But 
wouldn't this imply the passive is more significant to the system since it involves three, the past, 
the present, and the unavoidable future, versus one, the potential future, form of action? 

The present does not exist. The term 'exist' implies passivity for the term implies fulfillment and 
completion of the entity, which is a form of passivity, a form of the past. Yet one cannot say the 
present 'will exist' for that implies a form of the active, a form of the future, a form of continual 
grow within the framework of future time and time is not a universal fabric found equally 
distributed throughout 'whole' the system. 

The present is of such short duration it is simply 'a' point fusing the past and the future together as 
an entity of wholeness, allowing a means of distinguishing the past from the future and just as 'a' 
point in geometry has no dimensions, no length, no width, no height no time elements and thus 
does not exist, so the present not only has no element of time but has no passive and no active 
forms of action. 

So it is that in the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', the present becomes 'the' system 
since it is the system of 'being' being 'Being' wherein the past and the future exist as separate 
elements of the system completely separate and independent yet dependent one upon the other. So 
it is the system of the present becomes the means whereby our present day perception of 
separation through exclusion becomes a new tool of social interaction versus our present day tool 
of separation through exclusion. 



Present day social, perceptual tool 



Separation through exclusion 



Omniscience 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 



Passive action 




499 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
As such we see the diagram becomes: 



New social perceptual tool 



Separation through inclusion 



What was 



No Time and No space 



What is 
The system 



What can be 



Time and space 




Observation 
is passive 



Awareness of Time and space 



Observer A 
Passive observation 
When completed 

A consciousness moving 
through timelessness and 
the void of space 

A consciousness within 
which space and time are 
an aspect of conscious 
awareness 



Observer A 

Active observation 

In the process of becoming 

A virgin consciousness moving 
from the point of virgin-ness to 
the point of completion 

A consciousness moving 
through time and space and 
incorporating time and space 
into its very consciousness 
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In terms of metaphysics, there is nothing ethical or moral regarding the past for the past is passive. 
The past cannot be changed. Morality and ethics apply to action, active action, action one is in the 
process of taking. Since the present does not exist, morality and ethics apply to future actions. 

There is no doubt one can look to the past and 'judge' the action but regardless of how closely one 
examines the past one cannot change the past. Thus the past finds no morality or ethics to apply to 
it. Where then do ethics and morality apply and where do categorical imperatives apply? 
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New social perceptual tool 
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No Time and No space 



What was 



What is 
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Observation 
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Awareness of Time and space 



Observer A 
Passive observation 
When completed 

A consciousness moving 
through timelessness and 
the void of space 

A consciousness within 
which space and time are 
an aspect of conscious 
awareness 



Observer A 

Active observation 

In the process of becoming 

A virgin consciousness moving 
from the point of virgin-ness to 
the point of completion 

A consciousness moving 
through time and space and 
incorporating time and space 
into its very consciousness 



Categorical 
Imperatives 

Emerge from 
passive action 
and apply to 
ethics and 
morality 



Ethics and 
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Emerge from 
categorical 
imperatives 
And apply to 
active action 



502 



The Error of Kant 



Where then does 'what will be' come into this scenario? "What 'will' be" 'will' be and as such 
there is no preventing "what 'will' be". As such 'what will be' simply falls into the category of 
'what was' since it is a form of passive action versus active action. 

Such being the case it would appear that ethics and morality do not face off against categorical 
imperatives but rather work in conjunction with categorical imperatives. 

In terms of the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', in terms of an open/non- 
Cartesian system powered by a closed/Cartesian system located 'within' the open/non-Cartesian 
system that is correct. In such a system there is a harmony of cooperativeness. In such a system 
metaphysics lays the groundwork, establishes the system from which ontology emerges to 
establish morality and ethics. 

We now understand that: 

Kant is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 
'system' being filled with the 'knowable' into that of being 'the' system filled with both 
the 'knowable' and the 'unknowable'. As such, the 'knowable' and the 'knowable', with 
the help of Kant, now have a location within which they can be found. And now, the 
understanding regarding the role of both the 'knowable' and the 'unknowable' as well as 
the understanding regarding the interrelationship between the 'knowable' and the 
'unknowable' no longer remains in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the 
existence of such an interrelationship is not only recognized, as a significant aspect of the 
'larger' system but it is now understood as to how such an interrelationship interacts one 
with the other. 

We now understand that: 

Kant is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 
'system' being filled with time and space to the 'the' system being filled with 'time and 
space' as well as the system being filled with 'the void of time and space', active 
observation, and passive observation. As such, 'time and space', 'the void of time and 
space', active observation, and passive observation, with the help of Kant, now have a 
location within which each dominates. And now, the understanding regarding the role of 
all four 'time and space', 'the void of time and space', active observation, passive 
observation as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between 'time 
and space', 'the void of time and space', active observation, and passive observation, no 
longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of such an 
interrelationship is not only recognized, as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but 
it is now understood how the four 'time and space', 'the void of time and space', active 
observation, and passive observation interact one with the other. 
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direction which it did not and therefore we will never know what it could have become as opposed 
to what it was, what it is, what it will become, and what it could become. 

4 Paul Strathern, Wittgenstein in 90 Minutes, St. Edmunsbury Press, 1996, p. ???? 

5 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, 1993, p 6. 

6 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, 1993, p 6. 



503 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



7 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, 1993, p 7. 

8 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 5, 1993 

9 Charles Seife, Zero - The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p 25 

10 Bryan Magee, Confessions of a Philosopher, Random House, 1997, P 151 

11 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, 1993, p 30. 

12 See chapter 6: "The Social Pact," in Rousseau, The Social Contract, ed. And with an 
introduction by Lester G. Crocker (New York: Washington Square Books 1971), pp. 17-19. 

13 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, 1993, p 21. 

14 Charles Seife, Zero - The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p 25 

15 Paul Strathern, Kant in 90 Minutes, Ivan I Dee, 1996 P 38 

16 Paul Strathern, Kant in 90 Minutes, Ivan I Dee, 1996, P 18 

17 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, 1993, p 61. 

18 Stephen Hawking, A Brief History of Time, Bantam Books, 1988, p. 174. 

19 Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Volume 5, P193, 1995. 

20 Antinomies: a pair of conflicting propositions for which equally cogent proofs can be given on 
either side. 

21 Kim, Jaegwon & Sosa, Ernest, A Companion To Metaphysics, Blackwell Publishers, p. 258, 
1995. 

22 Paul Strathern, Wittgenstein in 90 Minutes, St. Edmunsbury Press, 1996, p. 18. 

23 Strathern, Paul, Hegel in 90 Minutes, Ivan R. Dee, Chicago, 1997, pi 9. 



504 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



504 



Synopsis 



Synopsis 



Symbiotic Panentheism 



❖ 



'being' being 'Being' 



A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 



505 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Synopsis 

Symbiotic Panentheism 

- A Perceptual Shift for Humankind - 



Introduction 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts of present 
day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow symbiotic panentheism 
takes when integrated with the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three 
fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to 
the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the 
individual. 



The Whole and Panentheism 

1. Reality exists. 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "The Whole." 

3. The Whole is omnipresent; as such, all things are in The Whole, including our known 

reality. 

4. The Whole is bigger than reality. 

5. The Whole is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge. 

6. The Whole is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot create 

new, creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 

7. The Whole is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. Panentheism 
accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time 
acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by 
recognizing The Whole's ability to become even more so. 

The Soul and Symbiosis 

1 . Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 

5. The soul, being within reality, which in turn is within The Whole, is a part of The Whole. 

6. The individual is not The Whole. 

7. The individual is a part of The Whole. 

8. Reality separates the individual from The Whole and lies between the individual and The 

Whole. 

9. Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 

10. Soul separated from direct contact with The Whole can create and experience untainted by 

The Whole's knowledge. 

1 1 . Souls can learn and grow. 

12. The Whole can learn through the journey of souls. 
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Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human species, 
the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of The Whole and given an importance to 
The Whole. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism 
places the soul in a symbiotic relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with The 
Whole. 



Human Significance 

1. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of our 
behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free will to 
assist The Whole in the one thing The Whole cannot do as The Whole - grow. 

6. The soul being The Whole but separated from The Whole (being non-omnipresent, 
non-omniscient, non-omnipotent) has the ability to learn, experience, and create 
isolated from The Whole. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help The Whole, 
ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human significance now 
becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes defined as significant for it 
becomes significant beyond human needs. Human significance now becomes significant to The 
Whole Itself. 



Social Ramifications 

1. The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of The Whole, a piece of The Whole. 

3. All individuals are important to The Whole and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The soul, a piece of The Whole, is important to and needed by The Whole. 

5. The individual, a piece of The Whole, deserves to be treated with the respect due to The 
Whole. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, The Whole, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems and 
perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical 
system created by humankind for humankind - the hierarchy system created between The Whole and 
humans. It eliminates the status levels between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy 
what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of 
The Whole to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the individual and of 
the species to this one way concept of The Whole. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a philosophical, 
perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for humanity, for the 
individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to The Whole. Under symbiotic 
panentheism, it is our job to see that The Whole grows. We have the free will to determine the 
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direction The Whole grows. This is truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for 
humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity will rise to 
the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, families, and 
individuals could use more human, humane, The Wholely compassion in their journeys. To begin to 
understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three 
most universally accepted characteristics of The Whole: omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to The Whole. According to atheism, The Whole 
does not exist and The Whole as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges The Whole's 
knowledge base over atheism. Under pantheism, The Whole and reality are one and the same size. 
The Whole has size and The Whole has knowledge. However, the knowledge has limits. The Whole 
is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, whatever that size may be. Classical or 
traditional theism enlarges The Whole's knowledge base over pantheism. Classical and traditional 
theism, however, hold that The Whole knows everything that has been known, is known or could be 
known. This places limits on The Whole. Since The Whole knows everything, it closes the door on 
the possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what The Whole knows. But 
whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of omniscience and leaves The 
Whole in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes on to expand The Whole's possible 
knowledge base through accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an 
unnatural state - even for The Whole. Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge 
to The Whole. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omniscience to The Whole, for it is the only theism to assign the knowledge of how The Whole 
gains more knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no The Whole. Since The Whole has no size, It 
has no power. The Whole is powerless. Pantheism magnifies The Whole's power over the 
perception of atheism. Within pantheism, The Whole and reality are one. The Whole has all the 
power of our universe and no more, for that is all there is. With the concept that The Whole is 
greater in size than reality, it follows that The Whole's power is greater than in the case of 
pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases The Whole's power by stating that The 
Whole is all-powerful; however, it limits The Whole's power to that of Its total power. Under 
classical and traditional theism, The Whole is all-powerful but is limited, for It is not powerful 
enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies The Whole's power above all theistic perceptions through incorporating the 
concept that if The Whole is truly all powerful, then The Whole has the power to use Its knowledge 
to become even more so. This is not a factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a 
factor of universes and realities - not The Whole. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the 
beginning-end concepts built into universes. On the other hand, The Whole, by definition, has no 
characteristic concept of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete 
characteristic of omnipotence to The Whole, for it assigns the ability and power of The Whole to 
gain more knowledge. 
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Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no The Whole, The Whole is 
omnipresent, The Whole is infinitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. The 
Whole's absence is everywhere. This is clearly the smallest form of The Whole. Pantheism enlarges 
The Whole over atheism by believing there is one The Whole and that The Whole and reality are 
one and the same size. The Whole has size and is limited to the size of reality, whatever that size 
may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges The Whole over pantheism by stating 
that there is one The Whole and The Whole is greater in size than reality. Classical and traditional 
theism imply, however, that The Whole and reality are separate items from each other. The Whole 
transcends reality. The Whole is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges The Whole over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism purports that The 
Whole is omnipresent. The Whole incorporates everything; therefore, The Whole is everything and 
thus, there is no place for reality to be other than within The Whole Itself. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omnipresence to The Whole, for it assigns not 
only an omnipresence incorporating all of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist 
and what lies beyond and between them. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the expansion of the 
very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of The Whole that, in turn, through increased 
awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, in general, wants 
or appears to want to affix to The Whole. Of the four theisms, only panentheism manages to do so in 
total. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the 
"symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that 
accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we have 
assigned to The Whole, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of The Whole's location, is seemingly 
insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts for 
our species, society, the environment, and the individual. Understanding the differences between the 
four basic perceptions of a causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic panentheism in 
particular. 

The Whole 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions around The 
Whole or The Whole. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our knowledge, 
always conceptualized The Whole or a form of The Whole in some sense and, therefore, perhaps 
this small seed, this nugget of the universality of humans, is true. Is The Whole the originator of 
reality? The original force? The source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two 
premises with which to identify: either there is the whole, an originator, an original force, a source 
of a beginning, or there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation 
a this point in time that we cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an origination, and that is 
reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except reality, 
appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have an identifiable beginning and 
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thus, an originator, Creator, The Whole. Another way of saying this is that all things in reality 
appear to be affected by time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in 
essence, most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The second option is 
the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination; in other 
words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that The Whole, an originator, is 
illogical. This thought process would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our 
observations point. It would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that 
there is no The Whole or originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, that there is the 
whole to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct observations and logic. The 
premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no creative originating force, that there is no The 
Whole, is supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the 
concept of reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is 
"possible" but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an original force, a 
source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the concept of reality, where reality fits 
into consciousness, and where humanity, as well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit into 
all of this. In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The picture 
we have of The Whole is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will gain 
greater resolution regarding our observations. In the meantime, keep in mind that the Creator of 
reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through time and 
custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn the Creator to be, 
through time and custom, was what we needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. The 
Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort 
in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully accepted 
the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know how to fuse them 
into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that 
very problem without destroying their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or 
traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our 
planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as knowledge 
grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - three choices we can 
comprehend for the state of The Whole. Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to 
be an unnatural state of being. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent The 
Whole appears to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent enough to 
become even more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. Being tied to the whole 
that exists in a state of decline is not a preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our 
Creator. The only state of being we can comprehend for The Whole is that of a growing The Whole. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship between us and 
our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as well be a mutually destructive 
relationship depending upon the actions we take under free will. This is precisely where our 
responsibility lies. We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of The Whole 
that exists. 
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In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two possibilities that could 
exist between two identities. Understanding our significance in reality and to its Creator would 
definitely help us understand what actions we, humans with freewill, should take while functioning 
within reality. Our actions affect not only The Whole but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can 
diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can 
destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very 
essence of The Whole. 



Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so. 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already exist. 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these paradoxes 
ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate our irrationality 
into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience does 
not alter or call for the elimination of our rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three 
paradoxes expands our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and 
our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, 
and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down the foundations 
of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these 
concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 

A-theism: Our universe, reality, is alone. 

Pan-theism: Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within 

it. 

Pan-en-theism: Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting for a 
prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, "The Whole 
is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within realities, humanity, the 
individual, is significant to The Whole." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the hierarchical 
and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of The Whole and 
continually contribute to The Whole's knowledge and awareness. We create what we choose to 
create. Indeed, we all have an awesome responsibility. 
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Abstract: 

'being' being 'Being' - Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 



'being' being 'Being' - symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, 
while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we 
have assigned to 'Being', a state we often refer to as stagnation. The foundation of panentheism, 
defining the location of reality in terms of 'Being's' location, doesn't seem to be immensely 
significant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts 
for our specie, society, the environment, and the individual. Panentheism addresses the paradox 
of omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience through accepting the concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time acknowledging the full significance of 
these concepts by recognizing 'Being's' ability to become even more so. Under the symbiotic 
portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human specie - the significance of the 
individual - is placed at the level of 'Being' and given an importance to 'Being'; thus emerges the 
rationality for the respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the soul, 'being', 
in a symbiotic relationship with 'Being'. Under the model of 'being' being 'Being', nothing, not 
even annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. 
Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as 
souls, for they transcend reality itself and embrace - fuse - with the very essence of God. 
Symbiotic panentheism displays its full impact by placing the responsibility for individual actions 
where it belongs - with the individual. Symbiotic panentheism also provides the logic needed to 
dismantle all hierarchical systems and perceptions of relative worth, 'being' being 'Being' 
eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the 
hierarchy system between God and humans. It eliminates status levels between beings, 'being' 
being 'Being' does not destroy what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. 'being' being 
'Being' accepts the significance of 'Being' to the individual and to the species. At the same time, 
it adds the significance of the individual and of the species to 'Being'. God is significant to 
humanity. Humanity has significance to God. 



To Err is 
Human 



To Forgive 
Divine 
• 

Alexander Pope 



The Recent Past 



1831 - 1998 AD 



On 

'being 5 being 

Active Observation 



Introduction 



In the history of Western philosophy we have established two fundamental metaphysically unique 
and opposing systems: Aristotelian Cartesianism and Hegelian non-Cartesianism. 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception introduces a third fundamental 
metaphysical system. 

The work is intent upon establishing the understanding of a new metaphysical system which 
combines the Aristotelian metaphysical system of Cartesianism and the Hegelian metaphysical 
system of non-Cartesianism into one system. 

The new metaphysical system being put forward is a metaphysical system composed of three 
elements: singularity, multiplicity, and nothingness. The element of singularity is characterized as 
being non-Cartesian in nature. The element of multiplicity is characterized as being Cartesian in 
nature. Within the system as a whole, the Cartesian portion of the system powers the non- 
Cartesian portion of the system. A third element, nothingness, plays an important - but not 
necessarily essential - role within the system. 

All three elements begin in the passive state of being and proceed to the active state of being 
through being - action/process/reality. 



There are four states of being within the system: 



Individuality - existence of multiplicity 

The whole/summation in the form of singularity - existence of 
singularity 

The universe - action/process/reality - the active state of 



1 . 'being '/knowing n. : 

2. 'Being '/Knowing n. 

3 . being/knowing vb. : 
existence 

4. being/unknowing vb.: The passive state of existence 



The understanding of the four states of being can philosophically be described as 'knowing' 
knowing 'Knowing' or 'being' being 'Being'. Cosmologically and Onto logically the description 
might best be described as 'symbiotic panentheism'. 

This new metaphysical system incorporates both a Cartesian and non-Cartesian system where the 
Cartesian lies within the non-Cartesian. Within the non-Cartesian aspect of the system, 'Being' 
and 'being' are abstractions and the Cartesian aspect of the system is not 'something' rather the 
Cartesian aspect of the system, the universe, is a 'process' providing the means by which 'being' 
and 'Being' interact and thus the Cartesian aspect of the system is perceived as 'something' 

The work demonstrates what 'being', 'Being', being, and being are and how it is they interact. 



The work generates an understanding of 'being' being 'Being'. 



The work begins in complexity and ends in simplicity. The reason the work begins in complexity 
and moves toward simplicity originates from the understanding that we live in a complex world 
and it is from the point in time within which we find ourselves that we must begin, since it is 
reality with which this work deals. 

The new metaphysical perception being presented suggests potentially new perceptions capable of 
resolving long-time paradoxes we face. The work does not suggest the philosophical works being 



examined were short sighted.. Paradoxes are paradoxes because the limits of knowledge allow 
them to remain irrisolvabe in nature. 

The metaphysical system is composed of two subset systems existing simultaneously. Each system 
simultaneously operates both independently and dependently one upon the other. The two systems 
are singularity and multiplicity. 

Cartesian system/multiplicity generates a unique perception of 'one follows the other'. This 
Cartesian perception, existing in a vacuum void non-Cartesianism, establishes the perception of 
'relative worth', relative value, which in turn leads to the perception of transcendence, which in 
turn leads to the perception of human purpose being the glorification of. . . So it was, 'being', 
individuality/multiplicity, became subservient to 'Being'/singularity. 

A non-Cartesian system/singularity generates its own unique perception. The non-Cartesian 
perception, existing in a vacuum void Cartesianism, establishes the perception of nihilism, lack of 
purpose, and finally: "God is Dead" - Nietzche. 

The new metaphysical system reverses the negativity generated by the Cartesianism metaphysical 
system and the negativity generated by the non-Cartesian metaphysical system. 

In addition, the new metaphysical system generates perceptions rationalizing actions steeped in 
pluralism as opposed to the presently existing metaphysical systems, which generate perceptions 
rationalizing actions steeped in exclusivism or inclusivism. Much is being said about perception. 
Why is perception important? 

• Perception generates actions 

• Actions generate reactions 

• Reactions generate social ambiance 

• And it is social ambiance which washes over each and every one of us day in and day out 

The work adds a new metaphysical perception to humanities short list of two metaphysical 
systems: Aristotle - Cartesianism and Kant/Hegel - non-Cartesianism. 
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The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 

???????????? - Hegel 



The error: The paradox of first cause 

The perception: Hegel moves our perceptual understanding regarding the process of constructing a 
disjointed metaphysical system of singularity into that of being a cohesive metaphysical system of 
multiplicity found within singularity. As such, singularity, multiplicity, first cause, and the lack of 
first cause, with the help of Hegel, now have a location within which they can be found. However, 
the understanding regarding the role of singularity, multiplicity, first cause, and the lack of first 
cause, as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between singularity, 
multiplicity, first cause, and the lack of first cause not only remain in a state of confusion but even 
more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant 
aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 7 

Hegel - The Error of 
Systems built upon the lack of foundation 



Part I: The Paradox of the death of 'knowing' 
Introduction 



Hegel's Theory... is a philosophical summit 

So it is 'a' summit appears to have been reached only for us to find, having attained such a 
summit, a new summit awaits beyond the one we just laboriously conquered. 

The climb towards Hegel's summit began with 'nothingness' and revealed stunning paradoxes 
great metaphysical thinkers such as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, and 
Hegel himself attempted but failed to resolve. The gallant attempts put forward by these great 
thinkers led to metaphysical perceptions which temporarily satisfied segments of our specie but 
never rose to the level of consensus required of a universal metaphysical model. 

A universal metaphysical model answers, at a minimum, three metaphysical questions: Where am 
I? What am I? And, Why do I exist? From such a model the term T finds itself, naturally and with 
an ease of complete continuity, capable of being rationally replaceable with the terms: 'you', 'we', 
'you and I together', 'humanity', 'life', 'the earth', 'the solar system', 'the galaxy', 'other life 
forms within the universe', 'all life forms within the universe', 'the universe', 'all universes'. 

Thinkers such as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, and Kant demonstrated the 
problems broad forms of substitution create when applied to the limited metaphysical systems 
these thinkers left in place. 

Hegel is no different just because we come to 'a' summit. There is always a summit to follow each 
summit we conquer. To state: 'Hegel's Theory. . . is a philosophical summit.' is not to imply there 
are no other summits awaiting us. Before we can begin our climb to the next summit, we need to 
understand the new perception Hegel displayed for us. 

It is Hegel's metaphysical system, which raises the question regarding the need of 'a creator of the 
universe', the need of 'a primal cause', the need of 'a first Cause'. 

Kant's metaphysical system left us with an understanding regarding a perception of a second 
location existing: a location for the universe and a second location for 'God'. Such a perception 
did not emerge because Kant stated the need for a second location but rather such a perception 
emerged naturally as a means of resolving issues Kant's system brought to the surface of reason. 

Kant originated the concept of reality changing with the process of it's being observed by the 
observer. Kant wrestled with this form of observer activism and attempted to understand how such 
a revolutionary form of action could exist within a 'closed/Cartesian system'. Kant constantly 
confronted seemingly irresolvable paradoxes created by his new form of metaphysical system. 
Hegel understood the means to resolving the new paradoxes Kant's metaphysical system created. 
The means to resolving the paradoxes created by Kant's metaphysical system was to remove the 
concept of Cartesianism, as a fundamental element required of metaphysical systems. 
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A Cartesian system requires a foundation be it metaphysical or otherwise. A Cartesian system 
requires, by definition, a 1 st principle. 

Kant could not distance himself from the 'Cartesian' concept. As such, Kant was unable to 
complete his system since he could not rationalize what concept would constitute 1 st principle 
within the metaphysical system he proposed. 

Within Kant's metaphysical system, The first truth: T exist.' would appear to give way to the first 
truth: 'The universe exists.' which in turn would appear to give way to the 1 st truth: 'God' exists.' 
The T appears to have come after the universe and the universe appeared to need a 'beginning' 
point. 

What then of 'God' being 1 st truth? Doesn't such a reasoning process lead to the concept of the 
whole, what we might call God, being 1 st truth? If the whole has knowing then the whole has 
knowing of its incremental aspects of knowing. If there is no multiplicity, no independent aspects 
of knowing other than the summation of all knowing, then the whole of knowing must be aware of 
its summation of knowing to be all knowing. Without such a completeness of knowing, be it in the 
form of seamless knowing or in the form of multiplicity of knowing, the whole would have no 
knowing. The lack of knowing on the part of the whole creates the result: The whole cannot exist 
as 1 st truth for it 'depends' upon either the seamlessness or multiplicity of knowing which the 
elements provide and it is the increments of TV which provide such an existence be it the T of 
singularity or the T of multiplicity. Thus the 1 st truth of the whole, God, being the 1 st truth 
depends upon the TV existing and so it is we come back to the T exist being the 1 st truth and the 
endless cycle begins again only to recycle and begin again. 

And what evolves out of such a 'endless' cycle? What evolves is exactly what Kant was unable to 
visualize through the process of reason. What evolves is the emergence of a concept known as a 
non-Cartesian system. 

It was Hegel who suggested that within the new perception Kant established, the solution to 
dilemmas generated by such a system lay in the single act of changing one's perception. Hegel 
suggested: The system, demonstrating Reality (the whole) versus reality (the universe), is not a 
Cartesian system but a non-Cartesian system. To make such a system viable, required the concepts 
of time and space to be located within the individual rather than outside the individual. As such, 
what exists outside the individual has no beginning point and has no ending point since time is an 
aspect found within the individual rather than outside the individual. The system is thus found to 
be timeless, a non-Cartesian system. 

The most significant implication of such a system, as so glaringly stated by Nietzsche, is that 
'God', a creator, a primal cause, 1 st cause need not exist. 

Copernicus turned scientific/cosmological perceptions upside down. Kant turned 
religious/ontological perceptions upside down and now Hegel's suggestion that our reality is a 
non-Cartesian system was to turn philosophical/metaphysical perceptions upside down. 

Hegel's system would suggest there is no 'need' for God, no 'need' for primal cause, no 'need' for 
1 st cause to exists since the universe would appear to be timeless, would appear to have 'always' 
been. 

The problem becomes the operative word, 'universe', for everything we observe, believe, or 
reason suggests timelessness is not simply a perceptual option. The most obvious yet 
simultaneously obscure result is that a 'second' location emerges as 'the' solution to the problem. 
In essence, Hegel's system reinforced what Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Teibniz, and 
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Kant had already reinforced one with the other. This is not to say Hegel's system lacked new 
insights for our specie. 

What Hegel's system did was to expand our perception of the system already in place. 



I s location 



The Universe 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
The Lack of Significance - Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 
The Void of Time and Space - Kant 

Things humankind can never know - 
Hegel 
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2 nd location 



Perfection exists - Leibniz 
The Omni-s - Leibniz 

9. Omnipresence 

10. Omnipotence 

1 1 . Omniscience 

12. Omni benevolence 

???????????? - Hegel 



As the dark, bolded sections imply, Hegel expanded upon what came before him but Hegel did not 
significantly alter the general appearance of metaphysical perception, which came before him. 

But is a second location actually necessary? And if a second location is necessary, then the 
question becomes: Why is a second location necessary? 
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If a second location is not necessary, it is a redundancy. The universe could just as well have 
always existed. If the universe 'always' existed, Kant's Cartesian system becomes a non-Cartesian 
system - a system with no beginning and no end. Hegel suggested such is the case and introduced 
the concept of Kant's system being exactly that a 'non-Cartesian system'. 



^ The Universe ^ 

f Is a System Filled with: \ 

f The Abstract - Zeno ^ 

f The Physical - Aristotle \ 

t Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius ^ 

/ The Lack of Significance - Copernicus ^ 

B Imperfection - Leibniz ^ 

| 1 

The Void of Time and Space - Kant 

I I 

Things humankind can never know - Hegel . 
\ / 

^ Perfection exists - Leibniz J 

y The Omni-s - Leibniz J 

^ i. Omnipresence / 

ii. Omnipotence * 

\ iii. Omniscience 

iv. Omni benevolence / 

s ✓ 

?????????? - Hegel s 



In essence we come back to the perception Zeno suggested, which was: The abstract exists, the 
physical exists, and they both occupy the same region of the whole, which is defined to be the 
physical universe. 

With the introduction of the concept of a non-Cartesian system, the debate begins regarding which 
system is real, which system is necessary, the Cartesian or the non-Cartesian. The question 
becomes: Does the universe have a beginning and an end or does the universe have no beginning 
and no end? From this discussion emerges the debate regarding the very necessity of a 'creator'. 
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From the debate the question then emerges: Is there a necessity for our own existence, for the 
existence of the T? 

It would appear the question reduces to the need of two locations when one would be more than 
sufficient if one adhered to the concept of non-Cartesianism. 

Hegel was a strong advocate of both Kant and Kant's system. Hegel was also a strong believer in 
the concept of 'a' metaphysical system being a necessity. 

We find an important obstacle in the way Hegel comprehends the relation between 
system, or systematic thought, and history. He understands the history of philosophy as 
a long dialogue concerning truth. For Hegel, there is no question either of simply 
rejection proceeding philosophical views or of beginning again from the beginning as if 
no one had ever written. His aim is rather to construct a new system, a new philosophy, a 
theory, which will include all that is positive, every conceptual advance. 2 

...But for Hegel 's readers, it would have been easier to sweep everything away, or, like 
Descartes, Kant, and more recently Husserl, to pretend to do so, if only to avoid the 
heavy burden of needing to be acquainted with other philosophical positions. 3 

It is the ideas and actions identified within this quote from Rockmore, which need addressing if 
we are to resolve the issues Hegel brings metaphysics. It is the concept of the universe not needing 
a 'creator' and yet finding an acceptable significance for 'God' which needs to be addressed and 
resolved before we can fully appreciate what it is Hegel may have stumbled upon: 

1 . The universe had no 'beginning' from which it evolved. 

2. The universe is timeless and has no 1 st cause. 

The problem seems paradoxically irresolvable in terms of either a Cartesian system or a non- 
Cartesian system. It is for this very reason the new metaphysical model presented in this tractate 
may well be 'the' solution to the problem. The metaphysical model presented is not one of 
Cartesianism nor one of non-Cartesianism but rather the metaphysical system being presented is 
one of a non-Cartesian system 'powered' by a Cartesian system located 'within' the a non- 
Cartesian system using the process of 'separation' through 'inclusion' versus 'separation' through 
'exclusion'. 

The questions then become: What is a non-Cartesian system and what is a Cartesian system and 
how can the two exist one 'within' the other? Why is the first located 'within' the second rather 
than the second located 'within' the first? In fact why is either located 'within' as opposed to 
being located independently one from the other and separated through the process of exclusion? 
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Aristotle's metaphysical system graphically could be demonstrated as: 



The beginning 



The past 



The present 



The future 



Passive 




Passive 




— ►« 





The end 



Kant's metaphysical system graphically could be demonstrated as: 



The beginning 
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Hegel modified Kant's metaphysical system into being: 



No beginning 



The past 



The present 



The future 



Passive 



Passive 



Active 



Active 



No end 



Upon first glance, Hegel's system looks the same as Kant's system. Upon closer scrutiny, 
however, one will notice the absence of two arrows: 

The arrows in Kant's system connecting 'no beginning' and no 'end' are absent from the system 

The need for a beginning and an end become superfluous and as such the concepts of beginning 
and end become a redundancy. It is Hegel's system, which implies God becomes superfluous and 
as such God becomes a redundancy. 
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The land without the concepts 'before' and 'after' 

Hegel's metaphysical system fundamentally appeared as: 




The individual TV: 
Time exists 
'Before' exists 
'After' exists 
'A' beginning exists 
'An' end exists 



The universe: 
No time 
No 'before' 
No 'after' 
No beginning 
No end 



Remove all packets, locations of time, and you have what 'always was' and 'always will be'. 
Remove all packets of time and you have what exists before time. 

If one removes the packets of time could there be a 'before' and an 'after'? With the removal of 
time there could still be a 'before' and an 'after', however, such an existence would have no time 
restrictions required to go from 'here' to 'there'. The net result: one could move abstractually in 
order of time sequencing such as A to B to C to. . .Z or one can move from time 'A' to time 'Z' in 
'no' time at all and without passing sequentially through times B, C, D. . . etc. Physical location 
would be independent of time. 

In such a scenario there is no 'beginning' to God for God is not immersed 'in' time but rather time 
is immersed 'in' God. In such a scenario God could change without changing and God could grow 
without changing. 
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'Into' what does God grow? Is the 'whole of all' growing into space/time? 

Within Hegel's non-Cartesian metaphysical system, space and time are not 'available' elements 
for the whole to grow 'into' since space and time are elements of the whole rather than being 
universal fabrics of the whole. 

Within Aristotle's Cartesian metaphysical system, space and time are the universal fabric of reality 
and as such the whole grows 'into' nothing for there is nothing outside the whole of reality. 
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Hegel: 



Nothing 



Nothing 




Nothing 



The individual TV: 
Time exists 
'Before' exists 
'After' exists 
'A' beginning exists 
'An' end exists 



Nothing 



The universe: 
No time 
No 'before' 
No 'after' 
No beginning 
No end 



Nothing 



13 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Aristotle: 



Nothing 



Nothing 




Nothing 



The individual 'IV: 
Perceptual time exists 
Perceptual 'before' exists 
Perceptual 'after' exists 
'A' perceptual beginning exists 
'A' perceptual end exists 



Nothing 



Nothing 



The universe: 
Time exists 
A 'before' exists 
An 'after' exists 
A beginning exists 
An end exists 



But what of the whole of all, what of God, before time and/or space exists? Why create time? Why 
create space/distance? 

It was Zeno who first dramatically introduced the paradox of space and time through his famous 
space/time and space/distance paradoxes. 

It is the understanding regarding the inter- as well as intra-relationship between Hegel's non- 
Cartesianism metaphysical system and Aristotle's Cartesian metaphysical system which we can 
begin to understand through the examination of this location we call, the Land With No 'before' 
and No 'after'. Such an understanding begins through the examination of the metaphysical concept 
termed non-Cartesianism. 
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Non-Cartesianism 

A non-Cartesian system is a metaphysical system having no single truth upon which it rests. The 
question then becomes: Is a non-Cartesian system built upon a foundation lacking any form of 
truth/truths? 

There are three answers to this question, all of which depend upon our perception of nothingness. 
Scenario #1: 

If we view nothingness as being the antithesis of the thesis 'something', in other words if we view 
nothingness as being what lies 'outside' the whole of what exists, if we view nothingness as being 
what it is the whole lies ' within' then we graphically obtain: 

Nothingness 

Nothingness 



Nothingness 




Nothingness 

Nothingness 



This graphic of non-Cartesianism suggests there is no I s truth. The lack of I s truth emerges 
through the process of reductionism. The graphic demonstrates that with the annihilation of the 
universe/reality/the whole, nothingness is what remains. 

In fact the graphic suggest not only is there no 1 st truth, the graphic suggests there is no truth but 
that of nothingness itself. 

The foundation of such a system is not built upon the concept of the existence of multiple first 
truths, neither is such a system Cartesian for such a system is built upon the lack of 'all' truth, zero 
truths exist. 
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The concept of a non-Cartesian system being built upon no 'truth' is but one option for a non- 
Cartesian system such a system arises out of the concept of nothing not existing as 'some'thing. If 
nothing is non-existent as an element found 'within' the system, then nihilism is the rational 
metaphysical resolution to the reductionism applied to reality for all can be reduced to nothingness 
since the whole can be reduced to what it is the whole lies within. 

In this scenario, nothingness does not exist and as such all can be annihilated to such an existence, 
the existence of non-existence. The implication for truth: All truths can be reduced to nothingness 
and therefore do not exist. Truth does not exist. Truth is relative in terms of its very existence. 

A question arises when observing the graphic: Why is there a solid boundary for 'the whole of 
all'? The solid line represents the concept of there being a limit to 'the whole of all', which in turn 
allows us to perceptually 'locate' the region for nothingness as being 'outside' 'the whole of all' as 
opposed to 'within' 'the whole of all'. 

Wouldn't such a system simply reduce to: 



Actually no, the system would not reduce to the graphic indicated. Such a graphic implies there is 
no 'outside' to 'the whole of all' and thus a specific understanding regarding the 'location' of 
nothingness is no longer 'perceivable' since nothingness in this particular scenario should lie 
'outside' as opposed to 'within' the whole of all. 

This concept can be best understood if we revert back to the original graphic and remove the 
boundary for 'the whole of all'. When doing so we obtain: 



The whole of all 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



The whole of all 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 
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The result: nothingness in essence resides 'within' 'the whole of all' 

How then do we depict the scenario of nothingness lying 'within' 'the whole of all'? Such a 
scenario leads us to scenario #2. 



Scenario #2: 

If we view the system as being Cartesianism, in other words as being reducible to 'a' '1 st truth', 
then nothingness does not exist but in this case the non-existence takes on an existence of non- 
existence 'inside' as opposed to 'outside' the whole of all. As such the graphic becomes: 




In this scenario since 'nothingness does not exist the graphic can be reduced to: 



' N 
✓ S 

/ The whole of all \ 
/ \ 
/ \ 
/ \ 
/ \ 

I I 
\ I 
\ I 
\ / 
\ / 
\ / 

N ✓ 
S ✓ 
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The graphic simply reverts back to The Whole of All and we again revert back to Hegel's thesis: 
something, antithesis: nothing, synthesis:? But why a dotted line as opposed to a solid line around 
'the whole of all'. A dotted line is depicted because there is no 'outside' to the whole for the whole 
is the all of all. 

Within such a system there is no 'beginning', nor is there an 'end'. As such we have a 
foundationless system, a non-Cartesian system that takes on the appearance of a Cartesian system. 

A Cartesian system is a system which is built upon one 'truth' such a system arises out of the 
concept of nothing not existing as 'some'thing. If nothing is non-existent as an element found 
'within' the system and if nothingness does not exist 'outside' the system then nothingness itself 
appears to not exist. The convenience of such a system lies in what the scenario allows us to 
accomplish. By denying the existence of nothingness we then deny the potential of nihilism 
existing. In this scenario there is no rational metaphysical resolution to the reductionism applied to 
reality for all reality is indestructible. Reality becomes the universe and thus the search for the 
'creation' of matter, energy, space, and time becomes a mute quest for such a beginning is 
impossible. 

Within such a scenario, the appearance of Cartesianism is an illusion. Although the 1 st truth within 
such a system would appear to be what existed in the beginning. Such a paradox emerges from the 
fact that in such a system there is no 'beginning'. As such matter, energy, space, and time all exist 
and all are truths while abstractual knowing may not exist. Regardless of whether or not 
abstractual knowing exists, matter, energy, space/time do exist and as such the system cannot be 
reduced to one fundamental element for the three appear to be innately interrelated. Without a 
foundation of singularity the concept of Cartesianism evaporates to leave in its place a form of 
non-Cartesianism. 

Intuitively we sense a flaw in this argument, for everything we observe scientifically, religiously, 
and philosophically brings us back to a beginning. 

As such, scenario #2, as is the case with scenario #1, constantly haunts us in the sense of being 
intuitively flawed. 

How does one resolve such a paradox? 
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Scenario #3: 

The fusion of a non-Cartesian system with a Cartesian system resolves the paradoxes created by a 
Cartesian metaphysical system and the paradoxes created by a non-Cartesian metaphysical system. 
In scenario #3 we obtain: 

1. If we view nothingness as being the antithesis of the thesis 'something', in other words if 
we view nothingness as being what lies 'outside' the whole of what exists, as being what 
it is the whole lies ' within' then we graphically have: 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 




Nothingness 



Nothingness Nothingness 
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In this scenario 'the whole of all' is the whole of our physical reality, the whole of matter, energy, 
and space/time. If we then fuse this with the scenario #2 

2. If we view the system as being Cartesianism, then nothingness does not exist but in this 
case the non-existence takes on an existence of non-existence 'inside' as opposed to 
'outside' the whole of all. As such the graphic is: 
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Merging the two metaphysical systems we obtain: 



The Error of Hegel 




What does such a graphic present to us? The graphic in essence presents multiplicity lying within 
seamlessness, presents individuality as being a part of the whole. It may be easier to understand 
the concept by applying a unique geometric form to each of the entities: 
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Such a scenario allows for the beginning and end of physical reality, 'a' 'before' and 'an' 'after' 
the universe would appear as: 



The whole of all 



Individuality 
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With the understanding of nothingness being just what it is, nothingness, and the simultaneous 
existence of multiplicity 'located' within singularity, the graphic would appear as: 




In essence one obtains the seamlessness of 'the whole of all' through the existence of the 
multiplicity of unique entities of knowing. Such a depiction would appear as: 
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Expressed verbally and from our ('being's') perspective we obtain: 'being' being 'Being' where: 

'being' n. is : The passive state of multiplicity of the TV - individuality of the TV 
being vb. is: The active state of existence through action, process/reality 
'Being' n. is: The passive state of singularity of the whole, the whole of 
Reality versus reality 

The lack of a Foundation 

Until well into the twentieth century, metaphysicians did not think 'beyond' (meta-) the physical 
because the concept was rationally inconceivable. 

If there is no 'beyond' the physical then there is no 'meta'physics. If there is no 'beyond' the 
physical, then metaphysics simply becomes an illusion. The result: With the physical acting as the 
ultimate boundary of our existence, physical hedonism not only becomes the rule but physical 
hedonism becomes the only rational form of action. 

If there is a 'beyond' the physical, then there is 'meta'physics. If there is a 'beyond' the physical 
then metaphysics becomes real be it real or a 'real' illusion. The result: The emergence of an 
understanding of a location into which the physical can be placed creates an understanding as to 
how the abstract could act as the ultimate boundary of our existence and as such abstractual 
hedonism would not only emerge as the rule but abstractual hedonism/altruism would emerge as 
the only rational form of action. 

Presently humanity's perceptual means rest upon a foundation of the physical: 





Physical Hedonism 
* 

Materialism 






Religion: 




Science: 




Philosophy: 






Faith 




Observation 




Reason 






Social 




Social 




Social 






Pillar 




Pillar 




Pillar 




The Foundation 
* 

The Physical 



Materialism is not a negative if in fact the universe is the ultimate of boundaries. If, however, the 
universe is but a sub-element of the whole then materialism is a misperceived ultimate foundation 
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for action and thus becomes a 'false' foundation upon which we base action. If the universe is but 
a sub-element of the whole then materialism becomes a means we use to deceive ourselves as to 
what is important, becomes a means by which we rationalize self-delusion. 

How does one correct such a form of self-delusion if in fact one is self-delusional? One corrects 
self-delusion through the process of examining the base, the foundation, which acts as the point of 
origination of one's self-induced delusional action. Understanding the foundation of action lies at 
the very heart of metaphysics itself. If there is such a thing as metaphysics then the understanding 
of what lies beyond the physical causes the above graphic to evolve into: 





Abstractual Hedonism 
* 

Altruism 






Religion: 




Science: 




Philosophy: 






Faith 




Observation 




Reason 






Social 




Social 




Social 






Pillar 




Pillar 




Pillar 




The Foundation 
* 

The Abstract 



Foundations establish a footing for social action. When irrationality establishes an equal footing 
with rationality any one entity within society, be it an individual or group of individuals, can 
formulate an argument to justify any actions. 

However, for those who wish to immerse themselves in the phenomenological reductionism of 
Husserl, rationality provides the only alternative to irrationality and as such the only arguments, 
which remain standing, are: 

1 . Rationality of faith 

2. Rationality of observation 

3. Rationality of reason 
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Through these three forms of rationality, metaphysics, being what it is, has little choice but to 
recognize the only alternative to present day perceptions 



Aristotelian/Hegelian perceptions : 



1 . Rationality of faith: God dominates humanity. 

2. Rationality of observation: The whole dominates the universe. 

3. Rationality of reason: 'Being' dominates 'being'. 

evolves into: 



Non-Cartesian powered by Cartesian perceptions: 



1 . Rationality of faith: God dominates humanity/humanity dominates God 

2. Rationality of observation: The whole dominates the universe/the universe dominates 
the whole. 

3. Rationality of reason: 'Being' dominates 'being'/'being' dominates 'Being' 

Such a perspective of reductionism does not imply true domination in the sense of 'conquering' 
but rather implies the sub-elements of the whole play a critical role in determining what the whole 
itself 'is'. The sub-elements of the whole impact the 'can become', as opposed to the 'will 
become' through the very act of 'true' free will as opposed to a 'facade' of free will. In short, 
potentiality becomes a critical element of the whole through the existence of free will itself. 

The result of such an evolution of perception creates an understanding that truth lies not in 
singularity but rather in multiplicity. For Kant, therefore, to seek 'a' 1 st truth is an exercise in 
futility for there would be more than one 1 st truth if multiplicity is an aspect of the whole's 
singularity. 

What do discussions regarding singularity and multiplicity have to do with the 'lack' of a 
foundation? The discussions indicate that regardless of whether the foundation is the physical 
because there is no existence beyond the physical or whether the foundation is the abstract because 
there is no existence beyond the abstract, a foundation exists. 

Hegel's concept of a foundationless system did not suggest there was no foundation rather Hegel's 
foundationless system suggested there was no single root 1 st truth. Hegel's non-' Cartesian 
suggested there was no single truth which could be found standing alone if one applied the 
extreme form of reductionism to Reality or reality whichever may be the case. 

Non-Cartesianism, in and of itself, leads to the concept that 'God' is not necessary but the whole, 
on the other hand, is necessary. Hegel, as did Kant, intuitively sensed a system in some form was a 
requirement of metaphysics. 

Aristotle perceived the universe to exist in a constant dynamic state within which we, entities of 
knowing, functioned. Aristotle's metaphysical system defined entities of knowing (ourselves in 
particular) as being changed by the events they encountered within the universe. 

Kant, like Aristotle, also perceived the universe to exist. However, rather than the universe being 
in a constant dynamic state which affected entities of knowing, Kant described a metaphysical 
system wherein the universe was in a form of variable dynamic state wherein the entities of 
knowing affected/changed the universe, within which these same entities of knowing found 
themselves to exist. 
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Hegel moved Kant's perception one step further. Hegel perceived the universe to be found within 
the 'knowing' of the 'entities of knowing' and thus time and space were to be found within the 
knowing entity rather than being found within the physical universe itself. In essence the physical 
universe becomes a part of the entity of knowing rather than the entity of knowing being a part of 
the physical. 

Hegel created a system where there is no single 1 st truth and where there was no need for a first 
cause outside of one's self. In other words: The concept of God died. 

Kant's perception was: I perceive and as I perceive the universe changes. Thus I am needed for the 
change but without the universe no change can take place. The question for Kant then became: 
Which is 1 st truth: the 'universe' or the T? Kant created a chicken and the egg dilemma. During 
the seventeen hundreds of Kant time, it was perceptually inconceivable for a universe to exist 
without first cause without a 'creator'. Kant was unable to conceive of a resolution to his dilemma 
for this dilemma defied identification of its own foundation - defied identification of its own 1 st 
truth. 

Kant's system strengthened the perception that existence is Cartesian and we, knowing entities, 
therefore, have no rational choice other than placing our purpose for existing second to that of first 
cause. This acquiescing of the importance/purpose of individuality reinforced the concepts of 
hierarchical perceptions and relative value of the individual. Having established the 'creator as 
being the top of hierarchical order, it was then only natural to establish the rest of the hierarchical 
order all the way to the 'least' of the sub-elements. Since humanity was the one defining the 
relative values of each of the sub-elements, humanity was naturally not prone to place itself 
'below' any of the sub-elements other than the 'creator'. We have seen the results of such a 
process consistently throughout human history. 

Hegel suggested Kant's dilemma could be resolved by means of replacing Kant's Cartesian 
system with a non-Cartesian system/a foundationless system. Hegel's metaphysical system 
demonstrated existence is non-Cartesian and we, knowing entities, therefore, have no purpose 
other than existence itself. Within a non-Cartesian system there is no form of hierarchy for there is 
no single root 1 st truth from which the formation of a hierarchical system can begin to emerge. A 
non-Cartesian metaphysical system establishes the foundation for the emergence not only of 
Existentialism, Phenomenology, and Nihilism but a non-Cartesian metaphysical system 
establishes the foundation required to rationalize the equality of all individuals one to another. 

At first glance, equality of the individual would appear to be the ultimate of evolutionary 
developments. Upon closer scrutiny, however, one realizes such an evolution came at the expense 
of purpose. Within the Hegelian system the individual has no purpose. Even the state of existence 
is not a purpose in and of itself for existence 'is' and there is no choice in the matter. Although one 
might potentially terminate one's existence, one cannot terminate one's having existed in the first 
place. 

Kant's system may not have offered equality of the individual but Kant's system did offer 
purpose. Hegel's system may not have offered purpose but Hegel's system did offer equality of 
one entity of knowing to another. 

The two schools of thought, Aristotle - Cartesianism/a foundation based system and Kant/Hegel - 
non-Cartesianism/ a foundationless based system, now competed one against the other. 

The question becomes: Why need one or the other be the case? The resolution to the competing 
Aristotelian and Kant/Hegelian metaphysical conflicts lies in a form of hybrid system, lies in a 
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form of Cartesian system immersed within a non-Cartesian system wherein the Cartesian system 
acts as the 'power source' generating the dynamics behind the non-Cartesian system. 

Such a system would appear graphically as: 



Non-Cartesian 



/ Cartesian \ 



Kant/Hegel 



Aristotle 



The result of this hybrid system: Equality of the individual prevails and the individual retains 
functionality within the system, has purpose to the system itself. 



The purpose of the entity of knowing, the purpose of the TV within such a system, and where it is 
entities of knowing are located within this system now becomes the point of focus. 



The need for 'a' whole remains 

If there are a multiple set of 'wholes' then metaphysically speaking the summation of the multiple 
sets of wholes is nothing short of being the actual whole of the multiple sets of the 'whole'. To put 
it simply, regardless of how we perceive the sub-elements, the whole exists if for no other reason 
than by definition of the whole itself. 
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Questions - Technically 

Where are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are inside the whole. 
Cosmologically: The I's are inside the whole. 
Ontologically: The I's are inside the whole. 

What are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole 

Cosmologically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole 

Ontologically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole 

Why do the I's exist? 

Metaphysically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole of knowing 
itself. 

Cosmologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole of knowing 
itself. 

Ontologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole of knowing 
itself. 



The concept of the whole/singularity is ontologically known as 'Being'/totality. The concept of 
purpose is cosmologically known as being - action, process/reality. The concept of sub- 
elements/multiplicity is metaphysically known as 'being'. The hybrid result of location of 
singularity and multiplicity joined with purpose through the process of reason technically becomes 
'being' being 'Being'. 



29 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Questions - Philosophically 

Where are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are inside 1 st cause. 

Cosmologically: The I's are inside primal cause. 

Ontologically: The I's are inside 1 st cause. 

What are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are sub-elements of all. 

Cosmologically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole. 

Ontologically: The I's are sub-elements of God. 

Why do the I's exist? 

Metaphysically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole itself 

Cosmologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole of knowing itself 

Ontologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the knowing omniscience 
of omniscience itself. 



The concept of location demonstrated within the tables, in the generic ontological sense, is known 
as panentheism. The concept of purpose is in the generic cosmologically sense known as 
symbiosis. The hybrid result of combining location and purpose developed through reason, 
developed through metaphysics, is symbiotic panentheism. 



God becomes a redundancy 

Pre-Kant: 

Aristotle: A Cartesian system 

Cartesian: 1. a closed system 2. a system with a beginning 3. a system in a passive state 

of permanent equilibrium 

1. A closed system: Aristotle's system followed the logic: 'What is' is. As such the only 
conceivable perception of reality was 'what is' as opposed to 'what could be'. In the 
Aristotelian model, the universe was, in essence, static. If the universe, the physical, 
dissolved into nothingness, nothingness would be all that remained. This led to the 
concept that the 'creator' of the universe was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe. 
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This is a pantheistic approach vs. a panentheistic approach. Pantheism takes the 
approach: If the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness remains 
and thus God reduces to nothing, becomes nothingness itself. 

2. A system with a beginning: Aristotle's system conceived of a beginning to all that existed 
within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the physical dissolved? What 
would remain? This was a senseless question to Aristotle for the concept of nothing, as 
described by Charles Seife in his book Zero - A Biography of a Dangerous Idea, did not 
exist, had been suppressed by the Greeks. In essence Aristotle's system had no end and 
no beginning. It always existed and always would exist as itself even if in no other form 
other than God itself. 

3. A system in a passive state of permanent equilibrium: Aristotle's system was reducible to 
one 1 st truth. Once reduced to 1 st truth only 1 st truth remained and as such the remaining 
1 st truth had nothing left with which to interact, but itself. Once reduced to itself, 1 st truth 
had no other option but to remain in a state of permanent equilibrium existing in a passive 
state for by definition of sole existence no growth/change could occur beyond itself. 

Post Kant: 

Hegel modified Kant's system by describing it as being a non- Aristotelian, non-Cartesian system. 
Such a system is one built upon the assumption: There is 'no' 'foundation' to the system. 
Metaphysically this means, the system has 'no' first principle and as such has no 'beginning' and 
has no 'end'. The most dramatic implication emerging from such a system lies in ability of such a 
system to initiate perceptions based upon an ability to believe' versus an ability to observe/science 
or an ability to reason/philosophy. The religious perceptual development, which emerges is: There 
need be no first cause/'God' 

Hegel: A non-Cartesian system 

Non-Cartesian: 1. an open system 2. a system with no beginning 3. a system in a passive state 
of permanent equilibrium 

1. An open system: Hegel's system followed the logic: 'What is' is but will not be what it is 
from another point of perspective. As such the perception of reality was 'what is' as well 
as 'what could be' becoming. In the Hegelian model, the universe was, in essence, active. 
Like the Aristotelian model, if the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, 
nothingness would be all that remained. This led to the concept that the 'creator' of the 
universe was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe however the universe was all there 
was. This is a pantheistic approach vs. a panentheistic approach. Pantheism takes the 
approach: If the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness remains 
and thus God reduces to nothing, becomes nothingness itself. 

2. A system with no beginning: Hegel's system conceived of no beginning to all that existed 
within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the physical dissolved? What 
would remain? This was a senseless question to Hegel for the concept of nothing did not 
exist, had been suppressed by the Greeks, as described by Charles Seife in his book Zero 
- A Biography of a Dangerous Idea. In essence Hegel's system had no end and no 
beginning. It always existed and always would exist even if in no other form other than 
the universe itself. 
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3. A system in a passive state of permanent equilibrium: Hegel's system was reducible to no 
'1 st truth' and was thus perceived as 'containing' no absolute truths. Hegel's system 
'contained' relative truths based upon one's personal point of view. Paradoxically, such a 
system is reduced to V* truth and as such only 1 st truth remained once the system is 
completely reduced to its simplest state. The remaining 1 st truth became the T, in other 
words 1 st truth became what it is one perceives it to be. As such the remaining 1 st truth, 
the T, had nothing left with which to interact but itself. Once reduced to itself, 1 st truth 
had no other option but to remain in a state of permanent equilibrium existing in a passive 
state for by definition of sole existence no growth/change could occur beyond itself. 

Over the course of time, Western philosophy has developed two entirely different metaphysical 
perceptions. In the scenario incorporating a Cartesian system, 1 st truth becomes the singularity of 
first cause. In the second scenario incorporating a non-Cartesian system, 1 st truth becomes the 
multiplicity of individuality. 

The two systems find themselves at odds one with the other. Forced to choose between one or the 
other metaphysical positions, individuality, and in particular humanity finds itself faced with an 
ever expanding rift ever more difficult to bridge. 

The whole versus the sub-element/the individual 

What can be said about Hegel? 

Hegel declared metaphysics to be dead and why not, after all: If the universe is a non-Cartesian 
system as Hegel proposed then there is no beginning or end to the universe 

The two most dramatic aspects of our universe appear to be birth and death. Understanding the 
ramifications of birth and death can be demonstrated through Hegel's own process: 

Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis 

As such we obtain: 

Thesis: Birth 
Antithesis: Death 
Synthesis: Life 

Stated slightly differently we have: 

Thesis: Beginning 
Antithesis: End 
Synthesis: Time 

The thesis, antithesis, synthesis process applies to the whole of the physical universe. Such a 
statement conforms to the observations of physics presently in place today since matter and energy 
are directly related to the concepts of space and time as shown through Einstein's equation: 

E = mc (2) 
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The formula involves time since 'c' is the speed of light in a vacuum squared and speed is velocity 
or the ratio of distance to time squared. Thus emerges the apparent inseparable physical scientific 
relationship of matter and energy to space and time. 

If we refine and redefine the thesis we obtain a new understanding of the possibilities for a new 
antithesis as well as a new synthesis. 

Thesis: Matter/energy - space/time 

Antithesis: No Matter/energy - no space/time 

Synthesis: Abstraction 

Graphically such a situation would appear as: 



Developed perceptions of: 

No matter 
No energy 
No space 
No time 

'Being': 
the whole 




Matter 
Energy 
Space 
Time 

being: 

action/process 
reality 



Developing perceptions of: 

Matter 
Energy 
Space 
Time 

'being': Individuality 
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As such: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 



Birth/beginning 

Death/end 

Life 



Becomes: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 



Birth/beginning of the developing perceptions of thesis 
End of the developing perceptions of antithesis 
Life/change/growth/synthesis 



Hegel: Metaphysics is dead 

Meta: beyond 
Physics: the physical 

Hegel suggested space and time are found 'within' the individual as opposed to existing 'outside' 
the individual. As such, the perception emerges there is no 'outside' to the physical for the 
physical would have no perceivable limit since the concept of distance, the concept of 'from here 
to there', and the concept of time, the concept of 'beginning here and ending there' would not 
exist as parts of our reality outside ourselves. If there is no 'outside' to the physical then Hegel is 
correct there is no such thing as metaphysics for if there is no 'outside' to the physical there is no 
'beyond' the 'physical'. Metaphysics, in such a scenario, is dead. 

Space/time existing 'within' as opposed to 'outside' the individual, does not, however, necessarily 
equate to the death of metaphysic for the concept no more 'proves' there is no 'outside' to our 
reality than does it 'prove' there is an outside to our reality 

Up to the time of Hegel, metaphysical models were built upon the concept of 'a' first truth 
emerging from three possibilities: 'first cause exists', 'the universe exists', or T exist'. 
Simultaneously all such metaphysical models found themselves riddled with the appearance of 
irresolvable paradoxical perceptions emerging from the question: What happens to the remaining 
two truths if all is reduced to 1 st truth? 

Hegel's system suggested the possibility of two simultaneously existing 1 st truths, T exist' and 
'the universe exists', emerge from the three possibilities: 'first cause/God exists.' 'The universe 
exists.' and T exist.' But such a system would appear to be possible only if one rejects an 'outside' 
to the universe. Such a concept leads to the 'death' of metaphysics, leads to the death of the 
existence of a 'beyond the physical'. It is the lack of an 'outside' to the universe which Hegel's 
system initiated and it is such a perception Nietzsche verbalized with his statement: God is dead. 

Hegel's system, composed of two '1 st truths', leads to the concept of physical hedonism for it is 
only the T and the physical within which the T exists that are 'real within Hegel's system. As 
such the T logically pursues the 'other' 1 st truth, the universe/the physical exists. Within such a 
system, materialism becomes the underlying foundation of all action generated by the T thus the 
emergence of a foundation of physical hedonism: 'materialism'/physical pursued by the 
T'/hedonism. 
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Whether the model is portrayed as Aristotle saw it: 




Or as Hegel saw it: 



The physical 




The T 



...makes no difference. The result, metaphysically speaking, is the same: Physical hedonism 
becomes the ultimate goal of the individual. Physical hedonism does not mean tolerance, love, 
respect, ... cannot exist but the existence of a rationale for such perceptions emerges out of what 
produces the ultimate 'good' for the T. 

Today, with the introduction of this work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, 
Hegel's concept of 'a' system emerging from two 1 st truths evolves into a system emerging from 
three 1 st truths existing simultaneously and drawn from the pool of three 1 st truth possibilities: God 
exists, the universe exists, and I exist. But it is not the term 'God' with which metaphysics deals 
but rather the word 'the whole', "B'eing' (versus "b'eing'), totality, 'R'eality (versus 'r'eality), 
summation of the whole. 'God' becomes a term mixed within the fundamental foundation 
underlying the whole subject area of Ontology. 'God' becomes the distinguishing outer limit of 
metaphysics and the distinctive beginning of Ontology. 

As such the statement must be rephrased to better represent the concept of this work: 
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Today, with the introduction of this work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, 
Hegel's concept of 'a' system emerging from two 1 st truths grows into a system emerging from 
three 1 st truths existing simultaneously and drawn from the pool of three 1 st truth possibilities: 
'Being' exists, 6e/«g/process/reality exists, and 'being' exists. 

In short three simultaneously existing 'intra' as well as 'inter' active truths emerge as a 
metaphysical system: 'being' being 'Being'. 

This is not to say 'God' is not an element of metaphysics but rather states that religion deals with 
the dogma's of 'God', Ontology lies at a lower fundamental level of religion and deals with the 
personal characteristics of God without the dogma's of religion influencing such perceptions. 
Metaphysics deals with a lower fundamental level of Ontology in that it deals with the concept of 
the very existence of the whole ('God'), its parts, and the 'intra' and 'inter' relationship of such 
elements without the concept of 'God' imposed upon such primal existences and actions. 



'being' 
The T 



'Being' 
The Whole 




6ez'«g/process 
/reality 

The physical 



The metaphysical system, 'being' being 'Being', is composed of three '1 st truths'. The three 1 st 
truths in turn lead to both the metaphysical and ontological understanding regarding why the 
ultimate form of purpose is abstractual hedonism versus physical hedonism. It is abstractual 
hedonism, spiritual hedonism, which emerges for both the T and the physical when it is 
understood that it is within the abstract that both the physical and the T appear to exist in any 
rationally understandable form. As such the T logically pursues the 'other' two 1 st truth, the 
universe/the physical exists and the abstractual, the whole exists. Within such a system, 
materialism may still become a foundation of action generated by the T but it no longer is the 
ultimate of actions. The metaphysical rationale emerges as to why the abstractual/spiritual 
becomes the ultimate of all hedonisms since it is the physical which is found to lie within the 
whole of the abstract rather then the abstract lying within the whole of the physical. Thus emerges 
the foundation for the ultimate of hedonisms - abstractual hedonism: the 'abstractual'/spiritual 
pursued by the T'/hedonism. 

Pre-Hegelian metaphysical systems built upon 'a' 1 st truth' drawn from the pool of three 
possibilities, produced seemingly irresolvable paradoxes where spiritual hedonism, nihilism, 
existentialism, phenomenology, physical hedonism, materialism, ad infinitum could all be equally 
rationalized. 
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The Hegelian metaphysical system built upon two I s truths, the physical exists and T exist, 
produced an environment where physical hedonism became rationally irrefutable and the 
abstractual hedonism of altruism was 'sensed' to be correct but rationally indefensible. 

With the emergence of the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' built upon three 
simultaneous 1 st truths, built upon the complete pool of possibilities presently understandable to 
us, material hedonism remains rationally arguable but not arguable as the ultimate of actions but 
rather arguable as simply a subset of reasonable actions while spiritual hedonism emerges as the 
ultimate of rational action as opposed to being a form of altruistically indefensible action. 

Nietzsche: God is dead 

The death of metaphysics leads to the death of God 

Although Nietzsche could not provide an alternative to Hegel's metaphysical system, it was 
Nietzsche who understood the full implications of Hegel's perception for it was Nietzsche who 
rationalized: 'God is dead.' 

What can be said about Nietzsche's statement? 

1. Nietzsche was 'correct': 'God is dead'. 

2. Nietzsche was 'incorrect': 'God is not dead'. 

The two statements appear to be contradictions, but are they? Let's examine the two statements 
one at a time. 

First: Nietzsche was 'correct': 

'God is dead'. 4 

In ancient history, we looked at 'God' as being a physical entity disconnected from time. This 
allowed for the rationalization of polytheism, many independent existences of Gods. 

The Upanishads perhaps first recognized the death throes regarding the perception of God having 
a physical form. Recognizing the demise of the 'physical' perception of God, the Upanishads 
stepped in and replaced this 'physical' form of God with the concept of God existing in an energy 
form while remaining disconnected from time. This concept incorporated four basic fundamentals: 

1. Your 'life force', your essence, the soul, exists 

2. An initiating 'force' to the Universe, our reality, exists 

3. There is an interrelationship between #1 and #2. 5 

4. This initiating 'force' to the Universe is disconnected from time 

The fourth item was the only characteristic, which remained unaltered from the old perceptual 
views of God. The disconnection of God from time leads to the concept that God is timeless. 

It is through the understanding regarding a potentially timeless God that humanity gained the 
perception of being potentially dualistic as opposed to monistic in nature. The physical aspect of 
the individual, the body and brain, was perceived to be separate from the abstractual aspect, the 
soul, of the individual. The energy force within the body was perceived to be the second aspect of 
the individual. Energy was perceived to provide the physical entity a uniqueness of its own and 
expanded the perception regarding the immortality of the individual. 
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As the concept of the initiating 'force' grew out of the limits imposed by the physical into the 
more expansive nature of energy, so to grew the perceptions regarding the domain of humanity. 

Our initial perception of a physical God was not adequate to address the evolving creativity of this 
thing known as 'humanity'. This is not to say our primitive perception of God being a physical 
form was 'unreasonable'. This primitive perception was a natural emergence of our evolutionary 
development. 

The death of God, the death of God having a physical form, was a historic event for our specie. It 
was the first death of God to take place within the recorded history of humanity. God's first death, 
God existing as a physical form, God being composed of matter, was on the way out. 

Nietzsche did not acknowledge this ancient death phase regarding a physical God form. Nietzsche 
did not look back upon history before he spoke perhaps one of his most famous aphorisms: 'God 
is dead. ' Had he done so, perhaps he would have recognized that his proclamation regarding the 
death of an energy God form was in essence, a dramatic statement of our having evolved once 
again and our being ready to advance one more level in our evolutionary development of 'the 
whole' 

The first 'death' of God, the death of God being a 'physical being' disconnected from time, led to 
the death of the individual being 'rooted' in the arms of the family unit. 

The new perception, a God of energy, a formless God, caused human perception to take a quantum 
leap. Human perception regarding the significance of the individual now rested within the larger 
picture. The individual now gained a sense of immortality, a disconnection from time just as we 
perceived was the case with God. The individual was emerging as an 'image of God'. 

A perception regarding the individual was not the only thing that changed with the emerging 
perception of an energy God form. With the emergence of an energy God form, humanity sensed 
itself becoming an entity unto itself. The concept of the specie, the concept of humanity as an 
entity, came into existence with the death of God as a physical form. The new form of God - the 
perception of God being an entity composed of energy, spirit, and universality - led to the 
understanding that we existed as a specie. Just as we were unique as individuals, we began to see 
ourselves as being unique as a specie. 

The death of God being a 'physical being' lead to God becoming a 'spiritual' God, a God of 
energy, a God of immense force, a God which remained larger than the growing picture of 
humanity. As the concept of the size of our reality grew, we sensed a need to increase the size of 
God. As the size of our reality grew we discovered a need to cooperate with our neighbors. This 
led to the concept of regional families, national families. 

Regional and national families evolved into the concept of regional and later national pride and 
identity. The world became humanity's for the taking. World domination by the nation replaced 
regional domination by the family. 

A physical God was large enough to accommodate man as he reached to dominate the small 
valleys and regions contained by mountains and rivers. However, as time would have it, man was 
to evolve beyond these limits and he would begin to see a whole world to conquer. 

The physical form of God died when man began to sense the expanse of his reality. 

Whether the new perception of God occurred as an intentional act or an unintentional act is not the 
point here. Neither is it our concern within this tractate to debate whether humanity expanded its 
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social boundaries because our perceptions of God expanded or whether our perceptions of God 
expanded because humanity expanded its social boundaries. The point is the evolution did occur. 

Not only was our physical world evolving, but our perceptual world was also evolving. 

With the physical death of God, our perception of first cause evolved. First cause was beginning to 
be perceived as form of energy, a 'force' disconnected from time rather than a 'physical form' 
disconnected from time. 

As such our perception of God underwent a slight modification yielding phenomenal results. Since 
'energy' was all around us, omnipresent, so was God omnipresent. Since energy was the source of 
power, and God was the summation of all energy, we perceived God to be omnipotent. Since 
knowledge was power and God was all-powerful, omnipotent, we perceived God to know 
everything, God was perceived to be Omniscient. 

It took humanity thirty five hundred years to replace the physical form of God with the energy 
form of God. Three thousand years into the process, science began to make some interesting and 
irrefutable observations and inevitably the concept of God being a form of energy would become a 
questionable concept. 

As is usually the case, a great thinker and philosopher observed the death of this form of God long 
before the rest of us. Having sensed the inevitable end to our thirty five hundred year evolutionary 
development characterized by a God of 'energy', an initiating 'force' to the universe, Nietzsche 
stood up and defiantly proclaimed, 'God is dead.' Nietzsche did not make this observation in a 
vacuum. Nietzsche came to this conclusion after having examined the metaphysical system Hegel 
placed before our specie. Hegel in turn came to his conclusions through the process of having 
examined Kant's work and Kant in turn . . . 

The first death of God was agonizing. It took thousands of years for God to die. It took rivers of 
blood, unimaginable quantities of human suffering before the old physical form of God eventually 
was, for the most part, replaced by the new energy perception of God 

Nietzsche had no suggestions as to what was to replace our perceptions of God. Since Nietzsche 
had no other form of God to replace the prevailing entity of energy, Nietzsche simple proclaimed 
God to be dead and left it at that. 6 

The result of this proclamation led to the creation of a horrific vacuum within the midst of 
humanity. This vacuum had the potential to create the perception that everything our specie had 
worked to establish regarding the significance of the individual was nothing other than a 
misplaced illusion. 

Nietzsche said it: 'God is dead'. Nietzsche is right, God is dead, but not in the manner most of us 
perceive. The perception we had of God existing as a form of energy is dead. This death was 
inevitable just as the death of a physical form of God was inevitable. 

Nietzsche had no concept other than matter and energy with which he could provide form or 
quasi-substance to God and so it was that Nietzsche's proclamation was uttered as the beginning 
of what is to be our new understanding of God. 
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This then brings us to the second statement: Nietzsche is 'incorrect': 

God is not dead. 

Time is a function of matter. Matter is a function of energy. If we replace matter, energy, or both 
as the essential elements of God's composition, we remove the element of time from God and God 
would be timeless. 

The timelessness of God creates a paradox for Nietzsche and the easiest means of resolving the 
paradox is to declare the death of God. The death of God interprets into the death of timelessness, 
which would appear to eliminate the apparent contradiction created by the simultaneous existence 
of time and timelessness. 

If there is no timelessness, all things reduce to time and time by definition is limited whether time 
be linear or circular: 

If time is linear it is limited by its very innate characteristics. If time is circular time is limited by 
its bounds of circularity. 

We can conceive of an endless timelessness, which by definition is greater than the concept of a 
bounded existence of time. Time itself is more limited than timelessness by the very fact that it is a 
one-dimensional existence within which an infinite number of directions of existences lie. 



Time 



Time 




One-dimensional : 

Starts in one direction 
and continues from 
there 



Time 



Matter and Energy 
within a void/space 



Some might speculate that quantum mechanics would disagree with the graphic and instead 
suggest time shoots off in an infinite number of directions forming infinite universes of one type 
or another. The graphic does not dispute such a claim nor does it attest to such a claim. 
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What then does the graphic suggest may be the case? The graphic implies that time lies within 
time and that time may lie within timelessness. What does the graphic imply is not the case? The 
graphic implies that timelessness is not found within time and thus if timelessness exists, and if 
timelessness lies outside of time, than timelessness is 'greater' in 'size' than the limitedness of 
time. 

Such perceptions lead one immediately into the analogy of life being like a book in the sense that 
the characters within the book cannot see what is on the next page but the reader (God) can open 
the book at any page and see what is taking place. Such a perception is what exists within society 
today. Such a perception lies at the heart of Nietzsche's proclamation: God is dead. For if God is 
dead there is no reader of the book and timelessness does not exist for there is no 'outside' to time 
Such an existence would graphically appear to be: 




Matter and Energy 
within a void/space 



A new perception, symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being', would suggest life is like a book 
and God, the reader, can open the book at any point and see what the characters have themselves 
experienced. On the other hand, God, the reader, could not read the remaining pages of the book, 
for remaining pages are blank pages since they have not yet been experienced. Such a graphic 
would appear as: 
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Timelessness 



Time 



One- 
dimensional: 

Starts in one 
direction and 
continues from 
there 



Time 




Time 



Matter and Energy 
within a void/space 



The readable: 

It exists. 

It is 'what is' 



The unreadable: 
It does not yet exist. 
It is not what 'will be' 
but rather is 'what is 
not yet' 



Wouldn't this Metaphysical perception of the whole lead to an Ontological perception that time is 
in God? Yes, but time would be contained within packets found within God rather than time being 
a universal fabric of God. 



Wouldn't this Metaphysical perception lead to an Ontological perception that time is an element in 
God? Yes but time would be contained as sub-elements of God. 



But wouldn't this Ontologically imply God is influenced by events of progressions of actions, 
which defines the concept of time? No, for God would be perceived Ontologically as omnipotent, 
omnipresent, and omniscient only in terms of 'our perception of time' as opposed to the lack of 
time. Ontologically time would be perceived as existing within the void, God being outside time 
would be perceived as knowing all, is all, is all powerful, God is the three omni's. 



Within such a Metaphysical system, Ontologically it is time which exists within the void, which 
acts as the process by which God grows and thus becomes a greater concept of God than our 
concept of God without growth/God in a permanent form of equilibrium. 
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The new metaphysical perception of the whole, ontologically develops a God in a permanent state 
of equilibrium capable of expanding to a new state of equilibrium and the multiplicity of 
individuality, we, are the sub-elements of God working within, injected within (whichever is the 
case) time to do the work of growing knowing, growing God's essence. Ontologically the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' generates the perception that we, the multiplicity of 
individuality, are God at work. Metaphysically we, the sub-elements, are perceived as 
'being'/knowing (noun) in the form of multiplicity of individuality expanding 'Being'/Knowing 
(noun) in the form of singularity of the whole as the whole through being/knowing (verb) in the 
form of active action/process/reality taking place from the base of being (verb) passive existence. 

Ontologically, the metaphysical system produces a perception of individuals being pieces of 
God/the whole with the power of free will to expand God/ the whole. 

Graphically one could look at universes as: 



Universes 
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When factoring in the exponential growth of awareness/knowing, which would be facilitated by 
such a dynamic system, the graphic becomes more closely perceived as: 




Universes 
within which 
time exists 



In essence one obtains a 'God' core of the fissionable material/knowing at critical mass and we are 
the neutrons being emitted by each atom. 

If time is found 'within' packets of universes and timelessness is found outside the packets of 
universes then what is it God/the whole is expanding into? 

'The next goal of metaphysics may become what might better be termed as theoretical 
metaphysics. The purpose of theoretical metaphysics may begin as an elementary speculation 
regarding what lies 'outside' God/the whole. To begin the perceptual examination regarding what 
lies 'outside' God will take a better understanding of what God/the whole is and what we, multiple 
elements of individuality, are. 



The elimination of matter and energy acting as the universal fabric of 'God'/the whole may not 
eliminate God/the whole/totality itself but it would eliminate an aspect of totality's active 
action/dynamic growth. 
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And this is exactly what Nietzsche was saying. Modern science has brought us to the second 
funeral of God. God once again has died in terms of our understanding of what God is. 

The first 'death' of God, the death of God being a 'physical being' disconnected from time led to 
the death of the individual, being 'rooted' in the arms of the family. The new perception of God 
being a form of energy caused human perception to take a quantum leap. Human perception 
regarding the significance of the individual now rested within the larger picture. The individual 
now gained a sense of immortality, a disconnection from time just as we perceived was the case 
with God. The individual was now perceived as being made in the 'image of God'. 

Perceptions regarding the individual were not the only perceptions that changed with the new 
energy perception of God. Humanity now became an entity in its own right. The concept of the 
specie, the concept of humanity as an entity, came into existence with the death of the physical 
form of God. The new form of God, the perception of God being an entity composed of energy, 
spirit, universal, lead to the understanding that we, as a specie, existed. Just as we were unique as 
individuals, we were unique as a specie. 

This evolved into the concept of regional and later national pride and identity. The world became 
humanity's for the taking. World domination by the nation replaced regional domination by the 
family. 

A physical God was large enough to accommodate man as he reached to dominate the small 
valleys and regions contained by mountains and rivers. However, as time would have it, man was 
to evolve beyond these limits and he would begin to see a whole world to conquer. 

The physical form of God died when humanity began to sense an additional expanse of reality. 
The energy form of God died when it became apparent humanity understood it was not to be 
denied the ability to move to the very edge of the universe itself. Humanity was on the threshold 
of claiming the universe as its own. Humanity now understood it might not be the center of the 
solar system and humanity understood it might not be the center of the galaxy. Humanity had 
reluctantly let go of these ideas and humanity had subconsciously replaced them with an even 
more grandiose concept. Humanity now believed it was the center of the universe, if not 
physically than at least in terms of destiny 



The death of God leads to the death of Metaphysics 

The death of God leads to the death of truth. 7 

Hegel's work suggested the death of metaphysics, which in turn led to Nietzsche's suggestion that 
God was dead. 

The result of Hegel's and Nietzsche's combined effort: The perception emerges: God and 
metaphysics are both dead: 

'God is dead.' is not a declaration of God's death but rather a declaration of humankind's 
'greatness'. God is dead is a declaration that the one universe within which humanity is located is 
the 'be all' and 'end all' and that it is humanity which is perceived by humanity itself as being the 
entity which is destined to dominate the universe from end to end. 8 

Humanity perceives itself to have the potential to understand the concepts of physical 
limitlessness, to understand, given enough time, an infinite universe. If the universe is a physical 
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place of limitlessness, the universe is limited for it becomes wrapped within the concept the 
physical, which is a limited perception in and of itself. 

The limit of infinite physical-ness is reached at the end of the existence of the physical or 
wherever it is an infinite physical-ness starts over once again. The physical is simply a function of 
time and time is a function of the physical. If one takes time out of the equation of the physical, 
something else replaces the limits time imposes upon the physical and as such the physical retains 
a limit due to the very nature of physical-ness itself. Physical-ness becomes limited if for no other 
reason than we can begin to grasp the physical which leads to an eventual end to understanding. 

So, what does limited infiniteness have to do with humanity's perceived 'greatness' regarding 
itself? The death of God leads to the concept that we, humans, can, have the potential to become 
God Itself, Causation Itself, Primal Cause Itself rather than being 'a piece of, 'a part of God, 
Causation, Primal Cause. The process culminates with the achievement of all knowledge, 
omniscience. 

If we have a potential to understand then we have the potential to understand it all and if the 
universe, the physical, is the end all and be all then we have the potential to understand the entire 
universe, dominate the entire universe. If we have a potential to understand and/or dominate the 
entire universe, however slight it might be, this would imply we have the potential to replace God 
as God. Humanity replacing God as God might take a very long time but the potential would exist 
if the physical universe were the end all and be all of reality and if time were infinite. 

The concept of humanity replacing God as God is not a reasonable scenario. So where is the error 
of the thought process? The error lies, actually, in an infinite number of places, but the most 
obvious choice of the infinite choices is that the physical is not the 'be all' and 'end all' of all there 
is. 

Were Hegel and Nietzsche correct? Yes, Hegel and Nietzsche were correct. God is dead, but not in 
the sense we assume, but rather in the sense of a God of physical-ness and in the sense of a God of 
energy. 

Were Hegel and Nietzsche incorrect? Yes, Hegel and Nietzsche were incorrect. God/the whole, 
the summation of the abstraction of knowing exists as a conceptually reasonable, a conceptually 
understandable concept. 

The issue, however, is not whether Hegel and Nietzsche were 'correct' or 'incorrect' but rather the 
issue is: Does Hegel's proposed metaphysical system represent the ultimate of metaphysical 
systems or does Hegel's proposed metaphysical system simply represent one of many 
metaphysical summits to be conquered. 

If Hegel's metaphysical system is the ultimate metaphysical system rather than simply being one 
of many metaphysical summits to be conquered, then metaphysics is dead and with the death of 
metaphysics comes the death of God. 

The death of metaphysics, via Hegel's proposed metaphysical system, represents the death of 
truth. Truth simply becomes what we perceive it to be. Metaphysics is the pursuit of truth and if 
there is no truth, other than what we perceive it to be, then there is no time, no matter, no energy, 
for by definition reality does not exist without the concept of truth 
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Not only does reality not exist as we perceive it to be, it will not exist in the future for our new 
perception of reality will not exist as truth any more than our present perception of reality. 

What would the whole have to say regarding both Hegel's and Nietzsche's metaphysical 
perception? 

The whole/God: Nietzsche is dead and for that matter Hegel is also dead 

And so it is: Nietzsche is dead. 

But is Nietzsche anymore dead than God is dead? If God/the whole can die, Nietzsche/the subset 
of the whole can die. Likewise: If God/the whole cannot die, Nietzsche/the subset of the whole 
cannot die. 

If we retain the perception that God/the whole has the final word, then in fact both God and 
Nietzsche are correct while just as surely both Nietzsche and God are wrong. 

How is this possible? It is possible because we have assigned our perception of death to God and 
thus humanized God. To better understand the error of such a perception let's break down this 
error of perception into its various aspects: 

1. Nietzsche was correct: God is dead. - God in a form of matter and/or energy. 

2. Nietzsche was incorrect: God is not dead. - God in a form of abstractual knowing. 

3. God is correct: Nietzsche is dead. - Nietzsche in a form of matter and/or energy 

4. God is incorrect: Nietzsche is not dead. - Nietzsche in a form of abstractual 



In terms of the whole picture/the whole itself only one aspect can be correct. The existence of any 
two or three forms of death occurring simultaneously as innate characteristics of the whole creates 
contradictions where contradictions should not exist. 

Using Hegel's process, we can begin an understanding as to the contradictions created if two or 
more of the statements are held to be correct: 



Thesis: Physical life/existence 



knowing. 



Antithesis: Physical death/non-existence 




Synthesis: Abstractual existence 



47 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



The thesis, antithesis, synthesis process leads us to the new metaphysical perception: 



Multiplicity 
Thesis: 'being': subsets of the whole 



Singularity 
Antithesis: 'Being': the whole 




Nothingness 
Synthesis: being: action/process/reality^ 



Or simply 'being'' being 'Being' 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 
Introduction 

Does 'nothingness' exist? Presently nothingness exists as the antithesis of the thesis of existence. 
Thesis: Existence 
Antithesis: Nothingness 
Synthesis: ???? 

Where then does the study of the void of existence emerge? The study of nothingness becomes 
indirectly the study of the thesis: existence. Hegel's process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis can 
lead us to an understanding regarding metaphysics, can lead us to the understanding regarding 
'beyond' the physical. 



Hegel and Open Metaphysical Systems: 



Open System 

► 

Thesis 



Closed System 

► 

Antithesis 




Both 



Synthesis 



Rather than examine this specific schematic, we will continue implementing the process thesis, 
antithesis, and synthesis until it leads us to less acknowledged but fundamentally significant 
metaphysical consequences. 

Since matter and energy are a part of both the open closed forms of metaphysical systems: 
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Matter 



Thesis 



Anti-Matter 




Antithesis 



Leads to: 



Matter 



Thesis 



Anti-Matter 




Antithesis 



It should be noted here that we know of both matter and anti-matter and we know the two, when 
they come into contact one with the other, produce energy. This leads to the possibility: 



Energy 




Antithesis 
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It should be noted here that we know of energy but we do not know of anti-energy and this is 
where metaphysics vaults ahead of science and regains its appropriate position of being 'ahead' of 
science in the learning curve versus 'following' science. 

The graphics address the relationship, which exists between metaphysics and science. 

What of the relationship, which exists between metaphysics to metaphysics. If we apply Hegel's 
process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis to metaphysics itself, metaphysics begins to resolve its 
own problem. 

Where does the metaphysical unknown emerge? 



Energy 




Antithesis 



Suggests several possibilities: 
First: 



Nothing 



Thesis 



Something 




Antithesis 
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Second: 



Abstraction 



Thesis 



Nothing 




Antithesis 



Third: 



Something 



Thesis 



Abstraction 




Antithesis 



Now what is 'something'? 'Something' is not matter and energy. Actually 'something' is matter, 
energy, space, and time for space and time are innate characteristics of matter and energy. Matter 
and energy are innate characteristics of space and time. Be that as it may the study of matter and 
energy necessitates the study of space and time and likewise the study of space and time 
necessities the study of matter and energy. 

What is it this obsession with thesis, antithesis, and syntheses offers metaphysics? 



Thesis, antithesis, synthesis 

Thesis and antithesis does not lead to synthesis through the exclusion of thesis and antithesis but 
rather synthesis emerges as a process of blending the two if in fact one has the correct antithesis of 
the thesis. The rejection of either the thesis or the antithesis in the development of the synthesis 
becomes a necessity only if the antithesis is not the antithesis of the stated thesis. 
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The process of developing the synthesis from the identified thesis/antithesis relationship can lead 
us to a greatly advanced understanding regarding two 'locations' generated by the metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being' as opposed to one location generated by a closed metaphysical 
system and on location generated by an open metaphysical location. The two locations generated 
by the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'are: the realm of physical reality and the 
realm of abstractual Reality. 



The process of 'learning' acquired through the tool of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis can best be 
maximized if one understands the structure of such a process. What must be recognized in 
understanding the process is that the process is not simply linear in nature: 



Thesis leads to Antithesis leads to 

Synthesis 



Rather the process is linear in a tri-linear fashion. A tri-linear process produces a simultaneous 
existence of the two, thesis and antithesis, rather than an elimination of the two in favor of a new 
perception identified as the synthesis. The process of a tri-linear product of thesis and antithesis 
results in a form separation through inclusion versus separation through exclusion: 



leads to 




Synthesis 

leads to 
Antithesis 



A tri-linear process establishes a synthesis, which retains both the 'thesis and antithesis', in such a 
manner that both remain in existence separated one from the other yet each remains independently 
dependent one upon the other. This independent dependency creates a synthesis incorporating a 
dynamic/active existence of thesis and antithesis versus our previous perception of a synthesis 
incorporating a 'static '/passive existence of thesis and antithesis. A dynamic/active existence of 
thesis and antithesis in turn creates a dynamic/active interaction of elements/parts within the whole 
as well as creating a dynamic/active interaction of elements/parts of the whole to the whole and 
the whole to its elements/parts. 

With this in mind we can re-explore the implications of this process Hegel developed in terms of 
its significance specifically to: Zeno and Seamlessness, Aristotle and Cartesianism, Boethius and 
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Free Will, Copernicus and Centricism, Leibniz and Theodicy, Kant and Active Observation, and 
finally Hegel and Open Metaphysical Systems. 



Zeno and Seamlessness: 



Seamlessness 



Thesis 



Multiplicity 




Antithesis 



Aristotle and Cartesianism: 



Cartesian 




Antithesis 
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Boethius and Free Will: 



Free Will 




Antithesis 



Copernicus and Centricism: 



Centricism 




Antithesis 



Leibniz and Theodicy: 



Evil 



Thesis 



Good 




Antithesis 
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Kant and Active Observation: 



Active Observation 



Thesis 



Passive Observation 




Antithesis 



Hegel and Open Metaphysical Systems: 



Open System 



Thesis 



Closed System 




Antithesis 



Each of the seven graphics are discussed in detail in within their own tractate sequentially listed as 
Tractates 1 - 7 of this series. 

Synthesis evolves not as a means of splitting the differences between thesis and antithesis. 
Synthesis evolves as an integration of thesis and antithesis as an independent form of dependency. 
Hegel emphatically rejected the concept of discarding past philosophical perceptions in favor of 
new perceptions. Instead Hegel strongly adhered to the concept of retaining past metaphysical 
perceptions and building them into a more comprehensive model through the process of thesis, 
antithesis, and synthesis. 9 

Hegel's preferred process of developing new metaphysical systems based upon the integration of 
what we presently had established is best described as separation of perceptions through the 
process of inclusion. Hegel's predecessors' often preferred to discard the old and replacing the old 
with the new. The process of replacing the old with the new is best described as separation of 
perceptions through the process of exclusion versus Hegel's process of separation through 
inclusion. 
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What then can be said of 'open' versus 'closed' systems? It can be said that the open system and 
the closed system both exist independently one from the other yet dependently one upon the other 
through a process of inclusion as opposed to separation through exclusion. It can be said both the 
open and closed metaphysical systems exist independently one from the other. It can be said both 
systems exist dependently one upon the other and both exist as dominant characteristics of one 
over the other in separate locations where one is real when the other appears to be an 'illusion' 

Such a perception becomes: When one is 'in' the first, the first is 'real' the other is a 'real' illusion 
but should one be transposed 'into' the second, be transposed into the 'real' illusion then the 'real' 
illusion becomes what is 'real' while the previously perceived 'real' then becomes the 'real' 
illusion. But which then is real? Both are real. It is only 'an appearance' that one is an illusion and 
that is why the term 'illusion' is not used and the term 'real illusion' is used to describe the 
situation. 

It would seem that such a concept is more than worthy of our exploration, but we have already 
examined such a concept within Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness and Tractate 2: Aristotle and 
Cartesian Systems 

In terms of Hegel's development of metaphysics we find metaphysics to have potentially 
advanced, through the aid of thesis and antithesis, to the new synthesis: 

The thesis: The system has a foundation 

The antithesis: The system is foundationless 

The new synthesis: The system is the simultaneous fusion of a foundation-based 

subsystem operating independently of a foundationless-based 
whole where the subsystem and whole depend upon each other 
for their very existence as unique independent entities. 

Hegel, Nietzsche, and God are all wrong 

We find ourselves revisiting a previous section within this tractate: God becomes a redundancy. 
We now find a resolution to the two conflicting Western metaphysical systems to be: 
Post Hegel: 

'It is the business of philosophy not to resolve a contradiction by means of a mathematics 
or logic discovery but to get a clear view of the state of . . . affairs before the contradiction 
is resolved. (And this does not mean that one is side stepping a difficulty.) 10 

A non-Cartesian system incorporating subsets of the Cartesian: 'being' being 'Being': 

1. An open system incorporating subsets of a closed system 

2. A system with no beginning incorporating subsets of systems with 
beginnings 

3. A system in an active state of permanent equilibrium 

1 . An open system incorporating subsets of a closed system: The metaphysical system, 
'being' being 'Being', follows the logic: 'What is' is but will not be what it is from 
another point of perspective. As such the perception of reality is 'what is' as well as 
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'what could be' becoming. In the, 'being' being 'Being' model, the whole is, in essence, 
active. Unlike the Aristotelian and the Hegelian models, if the universe, the physical, 
dissolved into nothingness, nothingness would not be all that remained. This leads to the 
concept that the 'creator' of the universe is not necessarily, but could be, 'within' the 
universe, 'is' not simply the universe for there is more to the whole than just what lies 
'within' the universe. This is a panentheistic approach versus the pantheistic approach. 
Panentheism as opposed to pantheism takes the approach: If the universe, the physical, 
dissolved into nothingness, nothingness may remain but this nothingness would be 
'located' 'within' the creator, and thus the 'creator', the whole', would remain the 
creator. The whole is no longer reducible to 'nothingness' 

2. a system with no beginning incorporating subsets of systems with beginnings: The 
system, 'being' being 'Being', conceives of no beginning to the whole within which the 
universe exists. The system does not ignore the concept of: What if the physical 
dissolved? What would remain? Such questions are not considered to be senseless 
questions within such a system for the concept of nothing has the potential to exist within 
such a system. Not only does nothingness have the potential to exist within such a system 
but nothingness has a defined function, has a defined purpose within such a system. The 
dramatic effect of such a perception is: If the least of the sub-elements of the whole, 
nothingness, has the potential of purpose, so to do all the other sub-elements. And what 
of humanity and the individual? Humanity as well as the individual are no less a sub- 
element of the whole than is the least of the many forms of sub-elements. 

3. a system in an active state of permanent equilibrium: The system, 'being' being 'Being', 
is reducible to no single '1 st truth' but rather is reducible to the three 1 st truths: singularity 
- the whole, multiplicity - individuality, the universe - action, process/reality and 
perhaps but not necessarily, nothingness. As such, 'being' being 'Being', is perceived as 
'containing' three absolute truths. Such a system being reducible to three 1 st truths no 
longer finds only a singleton 1 st truth remains once the system is completely reduced to 
its simplest state. The multiple 1 st truths become the T'/you, the universe, and the whole. 
As such the remaining multiple 1 st truths, multiplicity, singularity, and nothingness, have 
much left with which to form interactions should the universe dissolve into nothingness. 
Thus once reduced to themselves, 1 st truths now has a mechanism to remain in an active 
state of change be it 'growth' or 'decay' depending upon the action of the sub-elements, 
as opposed to existing in a permanent state of equilibrium/existing in a passive state of 
existence 

With the maturing of Western metaphysics through the merging of the two seemingly irresolvable 
metaphysical perceptions of Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism, the rift separating humanity 
reverses its direction and begins to close. The West begins to approach Eastern thinking and 
Eastern thinking appears to approach Western thinking. All the while Eastern and Western 
thinking find themselves able to retain their unique form of thinking. 



You are that of which you are a part 

If you are immersed in the universe, immersed within the physical, then you are the physical; you 
are composed of matter and energy. 

If the universe is immersed within 'nothingness' then you, being immersed within the universe 
which in turn is immersed within 'nothingness', interprets into your being nothingness. 
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So how do we readjust our perceptions of ourselves? We reexamine what it is we find to be 
rational in terms of just what it is we are a part, readjust what it is we find to be rational in terms 
of what it is the universe is a part. 

This is the realm of metaphysics, meta - beyond, physics - the physical. Whatever it is we 
perceive it is the universe as being a part so it is we define ourselves. 

There are two words critical to such a discussion. One word is a noun the other is a verb. This is as 
it should be for a noun and a verb have the potential to make a complete statement, have the 
potential to make a rational statement, have the potential to make a statement, which we as rational 
beings can understand to have meaning. Two nouns alone or two verbs alone cannot accomplish 
such a task. 

The two critical terms are forms of the same word yet one represents the object and the other 
represents the action: 

1. Knowing: noun/object 

2. Knowing: verb/action 

Knowing, the noun is an object of abstraction. If knowing, the noun, is non-existent, then the field 
of philosophy and all its related fields of study are nonexistent. The related fields do not include 
just the present day sub-components of philosophy such as epistemology, constructivism, 
metaphysics, and nihilism. 

Without knowing, the noun, all fields of science, our means of making statements of truth through 
observation, and all fields of religion, our means of making statements of truth through faith, 
would also be nonexistent. 

Without knowing, the noun, there would be nothing for knowing, the verb, to know. 

Knowing, the noun, is not a form of substance composed of matter, nor is knowing, the noun, a 
form of substance composed of energy. Knowing is a form of what is identified as abstraction. 

Understanding abstraction creates a new 'substance' within which our universe has the potential of 
being immersed/a part. 

In essence it is possible we are a part of the universe, which is a part of abstraction, thus we, being 
what it is we find ourselves immersed within, would be a part of abstraction. 

If the two exist then which is it: 

1 . Knowing (the noun) knowing (the verb), 
or 

2. Knowing (the verb) knowing (the noun). 

Does it matter? Actually: Yes it does matter and no it doesn't matter. Perceptually it matters to 
those who perceive of themselves as nouns/objects but such a perception is simply a product of 
our environment, a product of how it is we have been taught to think of ourselves. 

To be knowing, the verb, is in essence no different than to be knowing, the noun, when one 
perceives the fabric within which universes are immersed is awareness, knowing, the verb. 



59 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



The question becomes are knowing/noun and knowing/action elements of time? There are in 
essence two forms of time, physical time and abstractual time. Historically such understanding 
developed as follows: 



Aristotle: Thesis 




The whole 



The individual sub-element 



Kant/Hegel/Nietzsche: Antithesis 




The whole 



The individual sub-element 
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The new metaphysical perception: Synthesis 
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In terms of knowing the diagram becomes: 



The whole of abstractual reality 
'Knowing' (n.) knowing (vb.) 



Abstractual 
Time 




The whole of physical 
reality 

knowing (vb) 



The individual sub-element 
Of 

'Knowing' (n.) knowing (vb.) 
or 

'knowing' (n.) knowing (vb.) 



Taken as a total graphic the descriptive phrase becomes: 
'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' 



or 



or 



'being' being 'Being' 



symbiotic panentheism.. 



Time if linear, started from the beginning and moves outward. Time being linear does not mean 
time need be one-dimensional: 
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A 




The graphic shows time to be bounded by the concept of beginning for beginning leads to the 
concept 'end'. On the other hand, the graphic suggests time is not bounded since the arrows point 
outward. Regardless of the indication of infinity demonstrated by the arrowhead, time remains 
bound by time's point of origination/the beginning. 

In terms of the outer fringes of time, the graphic appears to become an ever extending outer 
boundary but a boundary nevertheless. The concept of an ever-extending outer boundary can 
better be understood with the graphic: 
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The end of time 



What if time is spiral, circular, or mobia rather than linear? If time is curved in any fashion then 
not only do the point of origination and the elusive expanding endpoints of time act as boundaries 
of time but the very existence of curvature acts as a boundary of time. 

In essence time is bounded by the very fact we can conceiver of it. Time is bounded by the fact it 
is a function of matter and energy. 

Things of which we can conceive or will ever be able to conceive are things that are bounded. 
Things of which we never conceive are what remain unbounded. Some would say we can conceive 
of God therefore God must be bounded, limited, and Cartesian. A Cartesian/bounded God would 
be the case if God were defined as that which we can conceive combined with that which we will 
someday be able to conceiver. However, our definition of God must expand to include not only 
what we can conceive and will in the future be able to conceive but also include everything of 
which we will never be able to conceive. In essence we are a 'part'. We are not the whole. 

Concepts beyond our ability to ever conceive appear to reach into existences disassociated from 
time 



Time may be endless but that doesn't mean it is not bounded. 
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What lies outside time or inversely (as opposed to conversely) inside time, should time have been 
created, as an inverse function of a timeless existence, exists for we can conceive of time. 

What of the universe? If the universe exists 'within' a location of timelessness, would the universe 
not then be an illusionary entity? Absolutely. In terms of the whole picture the universe simply 
separates the two forms of being, 'being'/the sub-element and 'Being'/the whole. The universe 
acts as the means by which the greater 'Being', the summation of 'beings' can grow, thrive, live. 

The metaphysical system generated through the merging of the Aristotelian and Kant/Hegelian 
systems may not seem to be a significantly important concept but when examined closely it 
becomes obvious that the foundation of action, perceptions, change immensely with such a new 
metaphysical perception. The new perceptions establish a new perception of God. The new 
perception of the whole, of God, could not occur without the termination/death of the old form of 
God. The new metaphysical system establishes a new perception of existence where humanity 
now becomes a part of, a piece of God, a significant aspect of the whole/God as opposed to our 
previous variety of perceptions. 

The whole does change 

Nietzsche may well have been correct in stating: God is dead. But Nietzsche didn't understand that 
death of one form of God only occurs when we are ready to make a quantum leap regarding the 
boundaries of our travels and experiencing. 11 

So what is the boundary? 



The whole 




We don't 'know' what the whole is but for now we will say the whole is the whole. 
To this we can add a perceptual understanding of the whole: 
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The whole 



What is 




To this we can add a second perceptual understanding: 



The whole 



What is 



Everything 
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The graphic helps us understand where it is nothingness belongs within this schematic: 



The whole 



What is 




There is no existence, which lies beyond the whole. Since there is no 'beyond' the whole, the 
diagram has no meaning in terms of either reason or in terms of rationality, and therefore the 
graphic should be: 
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The whole 



Nothing 



What is 




Everything 



In such a model, what becomes of abstractual knowing? Knowing is disconnected from matter and 
energy and as such it is timeless. An 'abstractual creator' as a form of abstraction/awareness may 
or may not be unable to directly affect matter and energy. An abstractual creator may or may not 
need to affect matter and energy through awareness within the physical and energy limits of form. 

An idea could potentially be planted or directly carried into the universe via abstractual existence 
of awareness. Such implantation could potentially be exemplified through such entities of 
awareness as Mohammad, Buddha, Christ, etc. The means of 'implanting' could have potentially 
been accomplished through direct implantation or through a process such as 'waiting upon' or 
meditation. Biblically it might be suggested Moses 'waited upon' a message. 

The point is: Abstractual concepts could potentially move from what lies 'outside' 'into' 
everything. If it is conceivable for abstractual concepts to flow 'inward', then it would be 
conceivable for abstractual concepts flow 'outward', thus creating a multidirectional flow of 
abstractual concepts. 

In essence, the question being asked is: What happens to potentiality? What is being suggested by 
the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being' is that potentiality is gained but not 
gained in a format of cause and effect upon the whole. The sequencing process of cause and effect 
would factor into the equation as an element of time being imposed upon the timelessness of the 
whole. Potentiality is gained in a form of timelessness wherein time is an element of the 
multiplicity of individuality /unique entities just as Hegel suggested. 

Not forgetting Aristotle, we must add that these multiple elements of individuality/unique entities 
containing time would have gained perceptions of time by passing through time itself. 
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Thus Aristotle and Hegel both retain their status within the new metaphysical perception. The 
result of both Aristotle and Hegel retaining their statues in effect accomplishes Hegel's intuitive 
sense that metaphysics is to enfold what we have learned regarding past metaphysical studies with 
what it is we learn in present day metaphysics as opposed to discarding the past metaphysical 
perceptions and replacing it with present day metaphysical perceptions. 

With the addition of potentiality, our graphic becomes: 



The whole 



Potentiality: 
What could be 



What is 




Everything 
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The graphic is beginning to take on the appearance of the new metaphysical perception: 



'being' being 'Being' 



What is 



Everything 



'Being' : The whole 



being: action, 
process/reality 



Nothing 




Potentiality: 
What could be 



'being': Individuality 



In other words, potentiality becomes a part of the whole just as nothingness becomes a part of the 
whole. 
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The graphic in its most basic form simply becomes: 



'being' being 'Being' 







( \ 

t jt^ 












'Being' : The whole 


being: action, process/reality 'being': Individuality 



Socially and ethically the implications are that we can make of the whole what it is we wish to 
make of the whole. The problem created by such a metaphysical system is that the system implies 
we have a great deal of responsibility to the system as opposed to just existing within the system 
with few or no responsibilities. 

Metaphysically the implication is that a system exists which 'is' and thus the whole of the 
systems does not change since 'it is' but simultaneously the system contains potentiality and thus 
can exist in an unchangeable form while simultaneously incorporating change. 

Before the introduction of this new metaphysical system, such a changing changeless system 
would have appeared to be contradictory and thus paradoxical. With the detailed introduction of 
the new metaphysical system, however, the statement becomes neither contradictory nor 
paradoxical nor apparently paradoxical. 

The inclusion of potentiality creates an awareness by the 'viewer/awareness, be it the whole or the 
sub-element/multiplicity of individuality, regarding all possible permutations and combinations of 
patterns available to itself. The permutations available to the whole begin with '0' and end with 
'what is' as opposed to ending with 'what could be' generated by the active action of free will for 
what 'could be' is not yet. 



71 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

What happens to potentiality? 

Potentiality becomes a part of the whole. 



What happens to nothingness? 

Nothingness becomes a part of the whole. 



Expanding Knowing 

Phenomenology - Lambert 1764 - That which appears - based upon four theories 

1 . Appearance - Language 

2. Truth - What is 

3. Logic - Language 

4. Semantics - Language 

Items numbered 1, 3, and 4 are used to communicate what truth is (item number 2). 

Phenomenology has moved into the realm of defining 'that which is apparent' to mean 'that which 
is measurable'. But truth cannot be measured only appearances can be measured. As such 
phenomenology has moved down a dead end road and philosophers, the originators of present day 
philosophy, have followed the road and have bent their heads in supplication to Hegel as he 
professed: 'Metaphysics is dead'. 

What then becomes of us? We, the rest of humanity have thus been sentenced by philosophers to 
mortality, sentenced to life and all the word 'life' implies - love, beauty, hope, as well as their 
symmetrical components - hate, violence, and despair. At first glance the sentence does not appear 
to be extreme until one examines the finality the concept of mortality implies. Mortality includes 
the final stroke following life. Mortality includes the pure and simple final stroke of absolute 
death. 
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Conclusion 

The following diagram led into Hegel: 




Perfection exists - Leibniz 
The Omni-s - Leibniz 



5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 



Omnipresence 
Omnipotence 
Omniscience 
Omni benevolence 



???????????? - Hegel 
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Now becomes: 



'being' being 'Being' 





( \ 










'Being': The whole being: action, process/reality 'being': Individuality 



This new metaphysical system helps us to understand that there are things humankind can never 
know/experience for they belong to two realms: 

1 . the realm of 'what is' which lies 'beyond' the realm emerging from the physical 
and 

2. the realm of potentiality, the realm of 'what could be'. 

Where then do things we can never understand lie? Things we can never understand lie in the 
region beyond the confines of infinite time and space. Things we can never understand lie in the 
confines of other realities whose very fabric of existence does not incorporate the concept of time 
and space being the innate characteristic of existence itself. 'Unknowable things' lie beyond our 
realm of existence. 

This is not to say we will never be a part of such an existence should such an existence 
incorporates 'knowing'. Our knowing being timeless and independent of space will eventually 
become a part of total knowing and our knowing will become a part of an existence we call 'total' 
knowing. 

And what of 'what could be'? We will never know 'what could be' for 'what could be' is not and 
how is one to experience what is not unless one converts 'what could be' into being 'what is'. It is 
through the action of free will that we are able to dream of 'what could be' and convert such 
dreams into the reality of 'what is' in order that we can experience newness. The benefactors of 
such action become ourselves and those that follow such actions. 

It is when we leave a reality of time and space that our timeless/spaceless knowing will have the 
capacity to know what aspects of 'could be' we have or haven't implemented under the actions of 
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free will. It is when we leave a reality of time and space that out timeless/spaceless knowing will 
have the capacity to know the 'could have been' which never became 'what is' because we did not 
implement our innate characteristic of free will to initiate the potentiality of 
change/newness/growth. 

We now understand that 

Hegel is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 
'system' being composed of multiplicity to the system being composed simultaneously of 
multiplicity and singularity. As such, multiplicity and singularity - with the help of Hegel 
- now have a location within which each dominates. And now, the understanding 
regarding the role of multiplicity and singularity as well as the understanding regarding 
the interrelationship between multiplicity and singularity, no longer remain in a state of 
confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not only 
recognized, as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it is now understood how 
multiplicity and singularity interact one with the other. 



1 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 1, 1993. 

2 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 2, 1993. 

3 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 2, 1993. 

4 Clarification: The section on Nietzsche doesn't accurately reflect why he made the claim that 
"God is dead". He was making a social observation about the decline of Church authority. The 
Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy states it this way: "What Nietzsche called "the death of God" 
was both a cultural event - the waning and impending demise of the "Christian-moral" 
interpretation of life and the world - and also a philosophical development: the abandonment of 
anything like the God-hypothesis. As a cultural event it was a phenomenon to be reckoned with, 
and a source of profound concern, for he feared a "nihilistic rebound" in its wake, and worried 
about the consequences for human life and culture if no countermovement to it were 
forthcoming." Response: I agree and it is the philosophical development, which this tractate 
addresses. The philosophical development reduces, through the tool of Husserl's reductionism and 
Ockham's razor, to the fundamental understanding of Nietzsche's metaphysical system itself. If in 
fact God does not exist in the form of matter and if God does not exist in the form of energy and if 
there is 'nothing' beyond the realm of the physical, then there is no meta (beyond) physics (the 
physical) and God becomes the universe pure and simple. The result of eliminating metaphysics is 
the establishment of pantheism as opposed to panentheism. The result of eliminating metaphysics 
is the elimination of existence itself for existence is then to be found 'within' the physical and 
'nothing/nothingness' is to be found 'outside' the physical. The result of applying Ockham's razor 
and Husserl's reductionism to such an understanding is the dissolving of the physical leaving 
nothing, leaving nothingness in its wake. Thus nihilism becomes the logical, the only rational 
product left existing once Ockham's razor and Husserl's reductionism have ruthlessly been 
applied to reality. As to the consequences for human life and culture if no countermovement were 
forthcoming, Nietzsche had every right to be concerned with such consequences. It is true 
religions have had their negative impact but it is also true that religions have had their positive 
impact upon human life and human culture. To remove the positive while leaving the negative 
ingaged could have grave consequences for humanity as well as for other rational thinking life 
forms humanity may encounter as it reaches out to explore the heavens. 

5 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1996, p302 

6 Clarification: Nietzsche did propose, but not in a very systematic way, a response to the "God 
hypothesis". Remember though that many philosophers don't consider Nietzsche to be a real 
philosopher because of how he approached philosophical questions. His methodology and 
procedures were radically different than those prevalent in philosophy in general. He tended to use 
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aphorisms to express his ideas rather than a step by step explanation of his position. Your 
comment that "Nietzsche simple proclaimed God to be dead and left it at that" is not an accurate 
representation of his position. Response: Quite the contrary 'the death of God' 'is' exactly the 
extent of Nietzsche's proposed metaphysical advancements for humanity. In terms of the less 
renowned concept of 'eternal recurrence' : The concept of 'eternal recurrence' was not original to 
Nietzsche nor for that matter was the concept of atheism original to Nietzsche. It was, however, 
Nietzsche who so lucidly expressed the concept of atheism through his unique philosophical 
aphoristic style that became the catch phrase for all atheists - God is dead. The confirmation of 
such perceptions regarding Nietzsche is best described within the work: The Cambridge 
Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, 1995, Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm, pp 534 - 355: 

In speaking of the death of God, Nietzsche had in mind not only the abandonment of the 
God-hypothesis (which he considered to be utterly "unworthy of belief " owing its 
invention and appeal entirely to naivete ', error, all-too-human need, and ulterior 
motivation), but also the demise of all metaphysical substitutes for it. He likewise 
criticized and rejected the related postulations of substantial "souls " and self-contained 
"things, " taking both notions to be ontological fictions merely reflecting our artificial 
(though convenient) linguistic-conceptual shorthand for functionally unitary products, 
process, and sets of relations. In place of this cluster of traditional forces, he conceived 
the world in terms of an interplay of forces without any inherent structure or final end. 
In addition, if in fact Nietzsche did propose any other response to the 'God hypothesis' other than 
the quasi-metaphysical system of 'eternal recurrence' concept it is quite impossible to address 
such additional alternative 'God hypothesis' unless the alternative response Nietzsche proposed is 
elucidated. 

7 Question: Why should the death of God mean the death of truth? Why couldn't truth exist in a 
Godless universe? Answer: See footnote #12 

8 You imply that the statement "God is dead" derives from human vanity. Question: Why should 
humankind be subservient to a God? Answer: That is just the point: Humankind need not be 
'subservient' to a God. Present day metaphysical systems, with the exception of 'being' being 
'Being', however, leave no other logical choice than for humankind to be subservient to a God 
because the most commonly accepted metaphysical system, the Aristotelian system, established a 
natural emergence of a system of hierarchy, a form of animalistic caste applied to humankind and 
God where God occupies the highest station within the hierarchy due to God being the 'creator', 
the initiator of the system itself, and due to God being omnipresent, omnipotent, and omnipresent. 
Humankind is then perceived by itself to occupy the second highest level within the hierarchy due 
to humankind being not only a 'creation of but the only perceived 'rational thinking' element 
found to exist 'below' the highest level element found within the hierarchy/caste system, namely 
God. 

9 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 2, 1993. 

10 Paul Strathern, Wittgenstein in 90 Minutes, St. Edmunsbury Press, 1996 

11 Clarification: Nietzsche worried about the "nihilism" that would exist after the decline of 
Church authority. There was a vacuum that he felt science couldn't fill. As such ". . .he feared a 
"nihilistic rebound" in its wake, and worried about the consequences for human life and culture if 
no countermovement to it were forthcoming." Rather than moving from one certainty to another, 
humankind went from one "certainty" to "ambiguity". Response: Moving from 'one certainty to 
another' is nothing less than moving from one truth to another truth for it is only truth which is 
certain and it is in the lack of truth where 'ambiguity' is found. In addition, Nietzsche should have 
been concerned about the impact his perceptions and aphorisms could have. The understanding 
regarding the impact is perhaps best described by the work: The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
Macmillan, Inc., 1967, Volumes 5 & 6, Nihilism - Meaninglessness of Life, p 516: 

Passing to the second meaning of the term "nihilism ", we find that the pertinent 
questions are less logically or technically philosophical than psychological or 
sociological. There are two questions here, corresponding to the two forms of 
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antinihilism. Is it true that a loss of faith in God or cosmic purposes produces a sense of 
despair over the emptiness and triviality of life, consequently stimulating selfishness and 
callousness? Is it true that industrialization and conformist social pressures have 
trivialized life in a similar way, causing us to adopt an attitude of ironic detachment? A 
negative answer to these questions would appear to fly in the face of most contemporary 
social criticism and analysis as well as the testimony of most contemporary literature. 
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Tractate 8 

The Error 
Of 

Einstein 

❖ 

The Paradox of: 
❖ 

Time and Space 

Resolving the problem of 

'i' 
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1955 AD Einstein/Science - The Error of: 

The System built upon a foundation of time and space 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Perceptions of Insignificance - Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 
The Void of Time and Space - Kant 
The Void of First Cause - Hegel 
Time and Space - Einstein 



: Perfection exists: - Leibniz 

: The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni-benevolence 



: ?????????? - Hegel 



The error: The paradox of 'time and space' 

The perception: Einstein moves our perceptual understanding regarding the Kant/Hegel system 
being filled with 'timelessness and spacelessness' back into the system being filled with time and 
space. As such, 'time and space', with the help of Einstein, once again have a location within 
which they can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of 'time and space' and 
the role of 'timelessness and spacelessness', as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'time and space' and 'timelessness and spacelessness' not only remain in 
a state of confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not 
recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Part I: The paradox of 'i' 

Introduction 
Dimensions 

Goodbye concrete, Hello abstract 
Real Numbers 
The Tunnel of Abstraction 
Imaginary Numbers 

The Constancy of time verses the Variability of time: 



Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

Part Ha: The Newtonian 'i' - Velocity Equals Distance Divided by Time 

Introduction: 

Expanding knowing revisited 
The constant (k) variable 

a. The 'constant' factor of variability 

b. The 'constant' variable of physicality 

1 . Hegel introduces the first mirror: Inverse physicality 

2. Einstein introduces the second mirror: The T inversion 

d = t 

1 

0 

Introduction to °° / 1 and 1 / °° 

oo/l 
1 loo 

1 = 0/0 

1 = 00 / 00 

0 / oo versus °° / 0 
0 = 0 

Time and distance both divided by 1 
Knowledge: The universal building block 
The tunnel of perception 

Part lib: The Einsteinian 'i' - The Constant Variable Equals the Square Root of the 
Distance Divided by the Square Root of the Time 

Introduction 

The square root of Einstein's equations: 'i' 

Einstein's mirror revisited 

Illusion 

The 'real' and the 'real' illusion 
The real 

1. Coherency of time 

2. Variability of time 
The 'real illusion' 

1 . Incoherency of time 

2. Constancy of time 
The 'Taser' 

What does it mean 
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Terms 



Constancy of consistency 
Constancy of sequentiality 
Constant of physicality 
Coherency of time 
Constancy of time 
Constant 'k' variable 
D = t 

Doppler affects of time 
Einstein's mirror 
Experiential permutations 
Hegel's mirror 
Illusion 

Imaginary numbers 
Incoherency of individuality 
Incoherency of time 
Knowledge 
Metaphysical mirror 
'real' illusion 
Real numbers 
Taser 

Tunnel of abstraction 
Tunnel of perception 
Universal building block 
Variability of time 
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Tractate 8 

Einstein - The Error of 
A System Built Upon Time and Space 

Part I: The paradox of 'i' 
Introduction 

Newton, Einstein, and T are the key to understanding how it is we get from the location of 'here' 
to the location of 'there' and the key to understanding how it is we metaphysically go from 
understanding the direct proportional interrelationship of time and distance to understanding the 
interrelationship of inverse time being directly proportional to the inverse of distance and then 
proceed to metaphysically understanding the concept of squaring such interrelationships. In 
essence, this tractate examines the very relationship of time and distance whether it is in a form of 
direct proportionality, a form of inverse proportionality, a form of time multiplied by time, or a 
form of space multiplied by space. 

This is a process of stepping onto a surface of quicksand whose depth is indeterminable. The only 
tangible aspect of this tractate is an intuitive sense that the depth of this 'quicksand' will go well 
beyond Einstein and his concepts of relativity as it applies to metaphysical thought. 

This tractate, Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, is the most precarious departure from the past 
tractates found within the work The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. This 
tractate departs from the 'known' dilemmas/paradoxes of present day metaphysics into the realm 
of yet to be defined metaphysical paradoxes. 

To avoid such a journey, however, is to turn away from the true nature of metaphysics, which is to 
explore regions yet to be theoretically examined by science itself. To avoid addressing potentially 
hypothetical challenges, which a new metaphysical system may 'encounter', to avoid addressing 
potentially hypothetical dilemmas, which a new metaphysical system may 'suggest', is to show no 
confidence in the new system itself. To avoid the inevitable is in essence to shut down the very 
concept of what a new metaphysical system is required by its very nature to address. To shun 
examining the full implications of a new metaphysical system including its impact upon the 
theoretical is to shun the obligations of the most basic principles of metaphysics itself: 'To thine 
own self be true.' 

And why is the principle 'To thine own self be true.' so basic to metaphysics? Principles are so 
fundamentally basic to metaphysics because it is metaphysics, which deals with the most basic of 
principles, principles rooted in the purity of truth itself. 

So how are we to delve into such an immense project as attempting to understand the concept 
regarding: 

1 . Metaphysically understanding the direct proportional interrelationship of time and 
distance. 

2. Metaphysically understanding the interrelationship of inverse time being directly 
proportional to inverse of distance. 

3. Metaphysically understanding the concept regarding the square of the 
interrelationships expressed in #1 and #2. 

To understand the complexity of direct, inverse, and square relationships of time and distance, we 
will focus upon mathematics and mathematics' fundamental explanation regarding the relationship 
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between time and distance. If I were a mathematician, the following concepts could be seriously 
considered for their mathematical soundness. Since I am not a mathematician, rather than the 
mathematical soundness of the arguments being the points to consider, one might better focus 
upon the metaphysical implications of what bits and pieces may emerge from the following 
examination of mathematics and what clues mathematics might conceivably provide metaphysics 
regarding an understanding of what lies outside the physical. 

Having established a defense for any irrationality which may emerge from the remainder of this 
tractate, let's explore where reason, fused with mathematics, might take us in regards to 
metaphysics as we attempt to resolve the puzzling state existing between Zeno's T, Newton's T, 
and Einstein's T. 

The new metaphysical perception which 'being' being 'Being' creates regarding Zeno, Newton, 
Einstein, relativity, and the modern physics of quantum mechanics is an unusual one to say the 
least. Modern physics is immersed in the realm of the physical universe. This is as it should be. 
What should not be the case however is the perplexing abstractual state of existence within which 
modern mathematics (the language of physics) and physics find themselves existing. Mathematics 
and modern physics find themselves immersed within the realm of physicality with no sense of 
understanding the abstractual significance of the very physical reality they are examining. 
Mathematics and physics are in a state of abstractual confusion. 

This state of abstractual confusion was not 'created' by mathematics and physics but rather was 
created by the inability of metaphysics to break out of its state of uncertainty regarding the most 
fundamental of first truths: T am.' 'The universe is.' '1 st cause is.' This state of uncertainty 
regarding whether first truth is T am.', 'The universe is.', or '1 st cause is.', once logically hurdled 
will allow metaphysics to once again lay down a model which can act as a challenge, act as a 
guide towards which the energies of mathematics and physics may be directed. 

Until a theoretical goal is established by metaphysical ingenuity, mathematics and physics will 
have no beacon towards which they can advance. Without such a beacon, mathematics and physics 
will have no choice but to visualize each new advance as a step into the blackness of the 
unknowable which they find surrounding their reality of the physical. Each step will no doubt 
expand their horizons, expand the very limits of their presently existing physical universe but each 
expansion will find itself forever being followed by the question: Into 'what' did our expanding 
universe just expand? 

It is Hegel who points the way regarding an examination of the new metaphysical system, an open 
non-Cartesian Kantian abstractual system powered by a closed Cartesian Aristotelian physical 
system, 'being' being 'Being, symbiotic panentheism introduced by this work: The War and Peace 
of a New Metaphysical Perception. It is this new metaphysical system, 'being' being 'Being' 
which allows us to understand, in the metaphysical sense, the interrelationship between Newtonian 
physics and Einsteinian physics. 

If the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' aids us in understanding the connection 
between metaphysical Newtonian physics and metaphysical Einsteinian physics, what then 
becomes of the 'i'. Is 'i' a grammatical error? 'i' is not a grammatical error. The 'i' is in fact, 'i' 
not I. 

It is through the process of applying metaphysics to the concept of 'i' that we begin to understand 
theoretical metaphysics today as opposed to practical metaphysics and metaphysical engineering. 
It is through the process of following the trail the concept 'i' marks as it travels through the 
physics of Newton and then moves through the physics of Einstein that we gain an understanding 
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as to the metaphysical concepts Einstein's introduction of relativity has to offer us as a specie of 
rational, reasoning entities of individuality. 

So where do we begin? We begin by examining the most obvious aspect of our reality. We begin 
by examining what it is we find ourselves immersed within. We begin by examining the realm we 
call space. 



Dimensions 

The three most familiar aspects of space are the three dimensions: length, depth, and height. 





In a sense, dimensions are nonexistent unless 'something', for example: 'matter' and 'energy', are 
found within the dimensions themselves. Dimensions immerse themselves within matter and 
energy or one could say matter and energy immerse themselves within dimensions. 

There are such 'things' as zero dimensional objects: 'a' geometric point, emotions of love and 
hate, concepts of ethical and unethical, justice and injustice, knowledge ... 

There are such 'things' as one-dimensional objects: lines, rays, line segments, open line 
segments . . . 

There are such 'things' as two-dimensional objects: circles, squares, triangles, semi-circles, 
rectangles, rhombi, arcs, parabolas, hyperbolas, ellipses... 

There are such 'things' as three-dimensional objects: cubes, spheres, cones, square pyramids, 
Klein bottles, Mobia strips, dodecahedral objects. . . 

As we introduce more dimensions, we introduce more complexity. Interestingly enough as we 
introduce dimensions themselves as opposed to the lack of dimensions, we leave the concept of 
abstraction behind and begin entering the realm of the concrete. Now this process is fuzzy in the 
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beginning but it begins to come into focus as we move further and further into physical reality 
through the process of adding additional dimensions. 

The point is: Once we have left the concept of dimensions, zero dimensions; we begin leaving the 
realm of pure abstraction and entering the realm of the physical. This is not to say abstraction no 
longer exists. Once abstraction exists, how can abstractions ever be erased? 

Erasing a picture of a flower does not erase the concept of the flower nor does it erase a flower. 
Erasing a picture of a flower simple erases 'the' picture of the flower. The concrete item, the 
flower, and the abstract item, the concept of a flower, remain intact, unaffected by your action of 
erasing a picture of a flower. 

In fact, once the flower has been created, its concept, the abstract understanding of the flower can 
never be erased for it exists. The question becomes: Which came first the abstract or the physical 
existence of the flower? Simplified, the question becomes: Which came first, the abstract or the 
physical? Metaphysically we continue to come back to the question: Which came first the chicken 
or the egg. 

Darwinian biologists would say the egg came first. But Creationist biologists would say the 
chicken came first. Again and again the question becomes: Which came first the chicken or the 
egg? Metaphysically we are no further along than we ever were. 

Now I cannot speak for biologists or cosmologists, nor am I suggesting that once the question of 
which came first, the chicken or the egg, is resolved we will have resolved the question of which 
came first the abstract or the concrete. What I am suggesting is that we may be able to better 
understand the interrelationship between the concrete and abstract if we spend a little time with 
Newton, Einstein, and i. 

So now what? Now we need to get back on task and move to the next dimension, the fourth 
dimension. 

Most of us are familiar with four dimensions: length, width, height and time. 

It is within the four dimensions, length, width, height, and time that we find the comfort of our 
home, our environment, our planet, our universe. It is here we find the sense of belonging as we 
immerse ourselves in the company of our spouses, children, relatives, friends, coworkers, and 
fellow humans. 
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It is here we sleep, eat, reproduce, meditate, contemplate, and vegetate. 




Time cuts through our universe, immerses our universe within itself, and immerses itself within 
our universe. Time has been shown by Einstein to be a function of what it is we find within our 
universe, namely matter and energy. Some would speculate this is not the case. They would say 
matter and energy are a function of time. This debate is not the issue of this tractate, nor is the 
chicken and egg paradox the issue of this tractate. 

The issue of this tractate, Einstein and i, lies rather in the understanding the relationship of the 
chicken and the egg, understanding the relationship of time and matter/energy, understanding the 
relationship of the abstract and the concrete. 

So once again, where do we go from here? We need to enter the realm of the abstract. It will be a 
while before we come back to our home, the realm of the concrete, so if you are a homebody you 
may wish to skip this tractate for we will not be coming home for a long while. 



Goodbye concrete, Hello abstract 

Leaving the concrete is as simple as saying goodbye to the physical. If we say, Goodbye, to the 
concrete, the concrete no longer exists as a reality and we have no other choice but to accept the 
fact that we now exist 'within' the abstract. What of the concrete, is it gone? No, the concrete is no 
more 'gone' than the flower is 'gone' once we have erased the picture of the flower. The concrete 
still exists, the universe, our galaxy, our sun, our planet, our homes, our loved ones, our 
communities still exist, its just that they do not exist within our ability to physically experience 
them once we have 'left' them behind. 

Metaphysically the action of leaving the physical behind means we not only leave the physical but 
we leave the ability to take actions which 'create' new experiences, leave behind the ability to add 
'newness' to the whole. Being within the abstract does not mean we cannot experience what we 
have never before experienced for we can experience what it is others have experienced, we cam 
experience what it is we have generated in terms of having created ourselves as entities of unique 
knowing identified by our unique experiencing generated by our actions of free will applied within 
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the realm of the illusion we call the universe/physical reality. The complete details regarding the 
concept of growth of the abstract generated by the active action of free will operating freely within 
the realm of the physical is addressed in Tractates one through seven. 

The objective of this tractate, however, lies elsewhere. The objective of this tractate is to examine 
the metaphysical significance regarding the interrelationship between Newtonian physics and 
Einsteinian physics. 

It is because we have committed ourselves to examining concepts of abstract mathematics, 
because we have committed ourselves to examining what lies beyond the physical/concrete that 
we have labeled the physical as simply an illusion. 

The statement: 'Our universe is an illusion.' needs to be rephrased. It is much too uncomfortable a 
statement to make so pointedly. It is best for our specie that we not make the statement so 
pointedly since making the statement creates the impression that our universe, our experiences, 
and we ourselves are simply illusions. Creating the perception that the concrete is an illusion is not 
only threatening to our ability to go back into the concrete but creating the illusion that the 
concrete is an illusion suggests that once we have turned our backs upon the physical, the physical 
never existed and that goes against everything we believe, reason, observe, or thought we 
believed, reasoned, and observed. 

Once we have said goodbye to the physical, what are we to say then about our new perception of 
the concrete, which is now beyond our reach other than through abstractual perceptions of belief, 
observation, and reason. We must replace the concept of what was, our 'having' experienced the 
concrete, with the understanding that the concrete 'did' exist, 'does' exist and thus the concrete is 
not an illusion, but rather the concrete was a 'real' illusion, is a 'real' illusion. 

Redefining the physical to be a 'real' illusion as opposed to being simply an illusion helps us 
understand that once we leave the physical behind and step into the purity of abstraction, we will 
be able to return to the region we called our home,. Understanding the concept that the physical 
remains a location into which we can return may allow us to feel comfortable enough to stay 
within the purity of our new environment and examine this realm known as the abstract. 

Having established a life line back to the concrete, lets now begin examining our new 
environment, the abstract. 

From the point of view generated by the purity of abstraction, we can see various degrees of 
dimensions. We can see the lack of dimension, zero dimensions. From the point of view of the 
purity of the abstract, we can see that our universe is not wrapped 'within' four dimensions but in 
fact the four dimensions are more than four. Regardless of how many dimensions we are able to 
observe, we can see the multiple dimensions, wrap themselves 'around' that 'thing' called the 
universe, immerse themselves 'within' the universe, find the universe immersed 'within' them, 
immersed within dimensions, exist as just that, dimensions. 

As we look around most of you would drift towards the abstract concepts which personally 
interest you. Fortunately or unfortunately, you are with me, a theoretical metaphysician. As such 
you have no choice but to drift along with me as long as you continue to read this article. 

So what then is it I see? I see Einstein's abstract concept: E=mc(2) 

I see the c(2). I see c as being squared. I see c: the velocity of light. I see velocity as being an 
abstraction of distance and the abstraction of time. Furthermore, I see c(2) as being the velocity of 
light squared, as being the quotient of distance squared and time squared. 
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I see the abstract from the point of view of the abstract while at the same time I understanding my 
having experienced of the concrete while having been 'within' the concrete. I begin to sense a 
noncontradictory perception regarding the two, regarding the connection of the two, regarding the 
need of each for the other, of harmony, of brotherhood, cooperation, respect generated by the tool 
of separation through inclusion as applies to the two, the concrete and the abstract. 

However, I am jumping ahead of myself. I forgot for a moment that you are with me and I must go 
at a pace comfortable for you. 

So to begin again: What is it I see? I see a paradox. I see complexity ripe on the vine and waiting 
to be plucked. I see a situation awaiting the single application of Husserl's reductionism and 
Ockham's razor simultaneously. 

The purity of abstraction provides infinity to the infinite power of possibilities. To make such a 
vast choice of possibilities manageable, it would be best to examine the infinity to the infinity 
power of options by examining one concept within this realm of potential perception. The single 
option of our focus will be the concept of numbers as it applies to Newtonian and Einsteinian 
physics. 

Real Numbers 

Let's begin our examination of abstraction by examining the concept of Real numbers. The 
examination of Real numbers is best begun through the initiation of a discussion of Counting 
numbers. 



{Counting Numbers} = {1,2,3, . . . } The set of Counting Numbers is the set of numbers 
one, two, three, etc. into infinity. 




The Counting numbers begin with what is called a 'unit' number, a number of which all the rest 
are composed. For example the number two is simply one more than the number one. The number 
three is simply one more two ones 

This may not be of interest to most people, but to a theoretical metaphysician it is a truly exciting 
concept for it, in its simplicity, implies individuality, the individual is no Tittle', useless, concept 
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to be discarded for the 'greater' good, the 'greater' idea. In fact the concept of individuality is the 
bases of all counting numbers, including infinity itself. 

Counting numbers lead to the concept of Whole numbers: 

{Whole Numbers} = {0, 1, 2, 3, ....} The set of Whole Numbers is the set of numbers 
zero, one, two, three, etc. into infinity. 

A new set evolves, or so it appears. 




Now why would the phrase be added: 'Or so it appears.' 

For one thing, nothing was added to the set of counting numbers. Let me say that again, nothing, 
literally nothing, was added to the set of Counting Numbers 

However, this appears to be the same set as the set of Counting Numbers. That's true. So 
somehow, we have to distinguish the difference between the two sets. Somehow, we have to 
'represent' nothingness being added to the set so that we can understand that 'nothingness' was 
not a part of the first set, the set of Counting Numbers but is part of the second set, the set of 
Whole Numbers. 

So to distinguish that nothing is the difference between the two sets lets use the symbol: 0. This 
will keep our drawings relatively simple. 
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Now we have: 




Actually you could have: 




Since 'nothing has been added. 

On the number line however, zero, nothing, shows up once and only once. 



< 1 1 1 1 1 1 ► °° 

0 12 3 



What are the marks on the left of zero, on the left of nothing? We will come back to that very 
soon. In the mean time lets reconfigure the two dimensional diagram to better represent the one 
dimensional number line. 
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To reconfigure the two dimensional diagram, we need to develop a three dimensional tunnel 
within which we in essence could walk and observe the numbers which we pass as we walk 
through this tunnel. 

To avoid getting too complicated too soon lets go back to the set of counting numbers and 
construct the tunnel and then turn around and walk in the opposite direction through the tunnel. 

The Tunnel of abstraction 

Counting Numbers = {1,2,3, . . . } 
Tunnel of Counting Numbers: 




Hmmmm, no the tunnel is going the wrong direction. We must revise this perception for we are 
individuals, we are the 'one' concept. We, each of us, is 'an' individual. Reversing the tunnel is 
not a difficult task. 

By reversing the concept of the tunnel of numbers we obtain: 
Counting Numbers = {1,2,3, . . . } 
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Now we can proceed to the set of Whole Numbers. As we proceed to the tunnel of Whole 
Numbers, something very interesting develops. 

Whole Numbers = {0, 1 , 2, 3, . . . } 

Tunnel of Whole Numbers: 




Now 'one' becomes the entity of individuality, as such we must make a further revision to our 
tunnel of numbers. As we do so, we obtain: 

Whole Numbers = {0, 1, 2, 3, ...} 
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Tunnel of Whole Numbers: 




Where is zero? Where is nothingness? Nothingness does not exist in the realm of the physical. We, 
however, are no longer in the realm of the concrete. We are in the realm of pure abstraction. In the 
abstract realm, zero, nothingness does exist. As such, because we are in the realm of the abstract, 
we have the ability to understand that the idea of nothingness exists. We are able to understand for 
we ourselves are now located within the purity of abstraction. As such, we can now place zero 
within our graphic. 

In actuality, we have already placed zero, nothingness within our drawing, we just haven't labeled 
nothingness. To correct this oversight, lets redraw the graphic and include the label 'nothingness'. 

Whole Numbers ={0,1,2,3...} 
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Tunnel of Whole Numbers: 



Nothingness 



Zero 




Within this drawing zero appears to take up no 'space' for zero is simply a circle represented by 
the drawing of a circle and everyone knows lines have only one dimension. Lines do not have 
depth or width. This perception is correct. Even in abstraction zero, nothing, is nothing and this 
drawing implies zero is nothing, only a boundary where one begins, where individuality begins, 
and moves forward with the concept of multiple individuality. 

Expanding upon the concept of numbers and adding the concept of parts, pieces of the whole or 
what we call positive rational numbers such as .5, 1.5, 2.5, and we obtain: 

Positive Rational Numbers = {#'s > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are Whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 



95 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Tunnel of Positive Rational Numbers: 




At this point we are going to ignore the concepts of infinite 'largeness' and infinite 'smallness'. 
Instead we are simply going to consider the concept of size of infmiteness as being simply forms 
of infinity whose concept of infmiteness alone is what it is we wish to consider. By doing so we 
eliminate the complexity of +I/00 as compared to + °°/l. 

This graphic leads to the termination regarding ever-expanding concepts of numbers unless we do 
something regarding nothing. Is doing something about nothing a paradox? Doing something 
about nothing is only a paradox if we continue our past actions of thinking that nothing has no 
functionality. 

To eliminate the paradox of nothingness having no functionality while remaining what it is, 
nothing, we must revisit the concept of nothingness and continually remind ourselves that, within 
the realm of abstraction, all abstractions including nothingness have a function. The continual 
need to revisit the functionality of nothingness, leads one towards gaining an intuitive sense that 
nothingness is an important concept of abstraction. 

Reintroduction of nothingness into the graphic gives us: 

Positive Rational Numbers = {# > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are Whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 
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Tunnel of Positive Rational numbers now becomes: 



Zero 




Now what? 

Now we move into the abstract realm of the negative. The question becomes: Is this process of 
diagramming leading us anywhere? The diagrams are leading us to individuality, 'being'. The 
diagrams are leading us to an understanding regarding the concept of nothingness itself. Lastly, 
the graphics may lead us to the very concept of the concrete, being - action, process/reality. 

To advance our understanding regarding our present perception of the 'real' illusion of physical 
reality we next need to deal with the concept of negativity. We need to examine the negative in 
relationship to the positive. 

This leads us to the concept of Rational numbers as opposed to positive Rational numbers. First 
however there is one more correction, which needs to take place. As the diagram presently exists, 
each unique number blends with another. Each number can only be diagramed as a number 
because of the circle we have drawn 'between' them. For example we can see the number one is 
separate from the number two because it has a boundary, the circle. 

However, a physical boundary takes up 'space', takes up 'distance', and as we shall see, takes up 
'time', takes in time, and incorporates time. 

The tractate regarding Zeno showed us there is another alternative to concrete distance. There is a 
concept of abstract distance, which in effect takes up no 'space' for it is abstraction. Zeno showed 
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us distance has two aspects to it. Distance has the aspect of physical ness and the aspect of 
abstraction. Both are real. One is reality when one is immersed within it. From this viewpoint the 
other becomes a real illusion, but does not 'go away', does not become unimportant, does not 
become 'just' an illusion. One can erase the picture of a flower but the flower remains and the 
concept of the flower remains as well. Both are real and both remain. Which, the flower itself or 
the concept of the flower itself, is 'real' is not the question for they are both 'real'. One is 'real' 
when the other is a 'real illusion' and the 'real illusion' becomes what is 'real' when the 'real' 
becomes the 'real illusion'. The 'real' and the 'real illusion' go back and forth depending upon 
where it is one is located when one examines one or the other, as one experiences one or the other, 
as one finds oneself immersed 'within' one or the other. 

Once 'within' the concrete, it is the reality of abstraction which takes on the appearance of being 
an illusion but which in fact is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion, Once 'within' the abstract, 
it is the reality of the concrete which takes on the appearance of being an illusion but which in fact 
is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion. The real and the 'real illusion' do not become 
unimportant to the whole for the whole cannot exist without the two for the two are integrated as 
one. Each is dependent upon the other. The one, the Cartesian, the concrete, is the engine of the 
other, the non-Cartesian, the abstract. And the other, the non-Cartesian, the abstract is the 'creator' 
of the other, is the 'creator' of its own engine, is the 'creator' of its means to 'grow' as opposed to 
stagnating or decaying away. 

What do the boundaries of zero dimensions, the means of separation, have to do with the concepts 
of abstraction and the physical? The boundaries are what they are. What are these black circles? 
The black circles are just what they were said to be. The black circles are, in essence, nothingness. 
The black circles are 'something', they are nothing and as something have functionality as 
nothingness. The black circles, nothingnesses, are the means by which unique individuality 
expresses itself. The circles are a means of individuality retaining its individuality through the 
existence of the somethingness of nothingness itself. 

With the black circles of 'nothingness' one obtains an understanding of individuality, one obtains 
an understanding of unique and distinct individuality: 

Positive Rational Numbers = {#'s > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 
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Tunnel of Positive Rational Numbers: 



'nothingness 



Zero 




Without the separation of individuality created by the boundaries of 'nothingness', one loses 
order, distinctiveness, individuality and the diagram becomes: 




The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

So? So chaos reigns and becomes seemingly meaningless but as we shall see as we proceed, what 
seems to appear 'to be' need not 'be' what is. This paradox of chaos and lack of order evolving out 
of order is simply what all paradoxes are. This paradox is simply a lack of perceptual 
understanding and as such the paradox disappears with the infusion of perceptual understanding, 
abstract understanding. 

Ok, ok, once again, now what? 

Now we return to our task of understanding abstractual functionality through expanding upon our 
understanding of numbers, which is but one of many infinities to the infinite power forms of 
abstractual potentiality. 

Positive Rational Numbers = {# > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are Whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 

Tunnel of Positive Rational numbers: 

Now becomes: 

Rational Numbers = {#'s which can be expressed as a/b where b * 0 and where a and b are 
integers (as opposed to being Whole numbers)} 
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Tunnel of Rational Numbers: 




The tunnel is gaining greater depth as we look down the tunnel from our position within the 
tunnel. It appears to be gaining the dimension of depth through the process of 'moving' in one 
'direction' so lets gain a better understanding of this 'expanding dimension' by turning around and 
looking in the other 'direction'. 
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Now several characteristics emerge: 

1. The tunnel retains its division of individuality through the use of 'nothingness'. 

2. Another aspect emerges which demonstrates the need for our previous apparent 
digression regarding the concept of Zeno and nothingness, which is that nothingness: 

a. takes up no space 

b. does not exist within the reality of the concrete 

c. does exist 'within' the realm of the abstract 

d. is the only 'thing', which retains its same characteristics 'within' both realities, 
'within' the reality of the concrete, and 'within' the reality of the abstract. 

e. is, within both the reality of the concrete/physical and the reality of the abstract, 
'nothing'. 

3. It, 'nothingness' is not negation for as we see in the above diagrams negation is as real as 
the positive. 'Nothingness' is not just a concept of a lack of a concept, it 'is' and as such 
it has a function just as significant to the realm of abstraction as the significance of the 
lack of 'nothingness' has to the realm of the concrete/the physical. 

4. 'Nothingness' finds NO location for itself as its own unique individuality. Individuality 
can be seen as beginning at the black circle of zero and as individuality expands, takes on 
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the characteristics of _ its experience, _ its experience, 7/8 its experience etc. until it 
finally emerges as 'one', emerges as individuality, emerges as an individual. 

Now you will notice the individual does not begin at one and move to two. Rather the individual 
begins at zero, what is called a 'virgin' consciousness and moves on to become 'one'. The whole 
of a unit of multiplicity of individuality never becomes 'one' however until the entity's journey 
has ended, until the entity's experiencing has ended. The second individual, two, does not 
necessarily begin after one has ended its journey, rather the second 'one' begins at zero, at its 
virgin consciousness, just as the first 'one' began at zero. 

In terms of individuality, our graphic now becomes: 



'nothingness' 




In this diagram the totality of the number, the totality of the individual number, the totality of 
individuality is composed of all its experiencing. Thus 1/2 becomes a part of what makes up one 
and 1 1/2 becomes a part of what makes up the second individual. 
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Zero, 'Nothingness' remains just that nothingness. The characteristic of nothingness exists as itself 
whether nothingness exists in the realm of the negative numbers, the positive numbers, 
abstraction, or the concrete. 

To move forward with understanding we need to expand our concepts of numbers to include the 
Irrational numbers. The Irrational numbers combined with the Rational numbers would give us the 
set of Real numbers. 

Ironically, it was mathematicians not metaphysicians or philosophers who named real numbers: 
Real numbers. The significance of the name Real numbers will become apparent when we 
examine Imaginary numbers in the next section of this tractate. Real numbers are, in essence, all 
forms of numbers, both positive and negative, which fit between the circles of nothingness, which 
in turn separate our units of individual numbers. We have seen this set from the inside. 

Now lets step outside the set and get a look at what we have: 
Tunnel of Real Numbers - outside view: 



Keep in mind; the circles divide individual number from each other. These partitions are actually 
zero, nothing, yet they allow the uniqueness of each number to exist independent one form the 
other. Each number in turn is simply one unique number beyond the next and each number 
emanates from the point of its virgin origination and proceeds to its point of termination of 
experience which for numbers moves from the point zero to the point of being a whole unit. For 
numbers, what falls between these two points, zero and wholeness, are the concepts of Rational 
and Irrational. 

It is interesting that mathematicians have named these sets independent of metaphysical thought. 
Surely, one has to wonder about the concept of 'pure coincidence', serendipity. Not only do the 
names, Rational, Irrational, Real, Imaginary, etc have huge implications for metaphysical thought 
but so to do the concepts the names metaphysically imply in terms of the new metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being'. The simultaneous correlations seem to be too 'purely 
coincidental' to be ignored. Perhaps this in itself is a testimony regarding the application of 
Ockham's Razor 'across' subject matter boundaries. 
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If we expand the 'length of the tunnel of numbers we obtain what appears to be an endless 
division-less tunnel. We 'know' however that the tunnel is composed of unique elements of 
individuality of numbers. As such the 'endless' division-less tunnel is not what exists, rather what 
exists is an endless tunnel comprised of unique units of individuality. 

+ 00 




Imaginary Numbers 

We have reached the outer limits of the Real numbers. Mathematicians at this point discovered 
they have a problem. There are mathematical operations we cannot perform with the existence of 
this set alone. 

The square root of the number one can be found within the tunnel. The square root of one is plus 
or minus one since: +1 x +1 = 1 and -1 x -1 = 1. One cannot, however, find the square root of a 
-lwithin the tunnel. In order to establish a solution to the square root of a -1, one must create a 
new set of numbers. Having established such a set, one must then name the new set. Appropriately 
enough, mathematicians, after having established the new set, named the new set of numbers: 
Imaginary numbers. 

The solution to the problem, the square root of a -1, now becomes +/- i. 'i' represents what we 
call the imaginary number of. . . It is the task of mathematicians to determine if this set has a one to 
one correspondence to the set of Real Numbers. The task of metaphysics is to determine how the 
concept of imaginary numbers relates to metaphysical systems and in particular to the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. The question for metaphysicians regarding 'being' 
being 'Being' becomes: How does the concept of imaginary numbers, imaginary things, fit into a 
system of non-Cartesianism powered by Cartesianism, 'being' being 'Being'? 

It is graphics and in particular the graphics we have already established that will help us 
understand the answer to the stated question. 
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With a simplistic understanding of imaginary numbers in place we now find our tunnel of numbers 
looking more like the following: 




'+ IV 



We now have two tunnels of numbers. Keep in mind that numbers are but one abstract concept 
existing within the realm of abstraction. The tunnel of numbers are composed of numbers which 
give an appearance of repelling each other since they line up in a straight line form. Applying the 
principle of repulsion to the two tunnels of numbers we would get a configuration similar to the 
structure of an organic molecule of methane - one carbon atom and four hydrogen atoms. In our 
present analogy carbon would be zero and the four sets ( '+1 V, '-l's', '+HV, '-li's') would be 
hydrogen. Chemist or physicist will have no difficulty picturing the configuration. The rest of us 
will have little choice but to proceed as best we can. 
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This formation begins to take on the following resemblance: 




The two sets appear to pass through each other. In terms of the two dimensional plane within 
which we are working, the two sets appear to be at right angles to each other. Mathematicians with 
an organic chemistry background can begin to think of this as the existence of four sets of 
hyperbolas representing the set of numbers which are not members represented by sets ('+1 V, '- 
IV, '+li's', '-li's') symmetrically placed within the realm of three dimensions. Inside each of the 
hyperbolic sets of numbers, numbers which are not members of themselves would be found, 
wrapped within 'nothingness', the sets of number which are members of themselves represented 
once again by the symbolic sets ('+1V, '-1V, '+li's', '-li's'). 



So it is simplicity begins to yield to complexity within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 
'Being'. 
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To simplify the complexity, lets simply illustrate the diagram as follows: 



7V 
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The diagram presents a problem. The two tunnels intersect at the zero point but they do not do so 
in a clean fashion. So lets insert a concept into our tunnels. Let's insert time into the tunnels. As 
we can see from the second diagram of this tractate, time is what we call the fourth dimension; 
therefore as we insert time into the graphic, we will simultaneously insert the three dimensions of 
length, height, and depth represented by the first diagram of this chapter. 
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Appling the two actions give us the following tunnels that intersect at zero. 




The tunnels are now square prisms through which time flows. Time flows in both the tunnel of the 
Real and the tunnel of the Imaginary. 

At his point, we are going to stop referring to what the mathematicians call the 'Imaginary' and 
start referring to the concept of the 'Imaginary' as a 'real illusion'. Now we have the Real and the 
'real illusion'. In addition we will stop referring to the Real as the 'Real' and refer to 'Real' as the 
'real'. This may appear to be insignificant but the upper case 'R' implies the Real is more real than 
the 'real illusion' and within the realm of the abstract no one abstraction is more real than another. 

We now have two sets of numbers represented by tunnels incorporating time. It is critical we not 
lose track of the concept that the tunnels intersect at zero, have their individual unit numbers begin 
at zero, begin at nothing. From this location of nothingness the individual unit numbers develop. 
Each individual, each individual unit number, individuality/multiplicity develops from this lack of 
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'all', develops from the lack of all experience which in turn is represented by the complexity 
immerging from the set of all numbers found between the origination of the number as an 
individual number and proceeding to and through the full development of the number being a total 
unit. The development of the complete number brings the graphic up to and through the point of 
virgin beginning from which the next number, unique individual not only begins but also includes 
as a part of itself. 

The graphic gains a more stylistics appearance if one reduces the graphic to: 



However, we are not attempting to understand stylistic methods but rather we are attempting to 
conceptually understand metaphysical ideas such as individuality, virgin beginnings, real, real 
illusions, time within. . ., time throughout. . ., through the study of mathematical symbolism. 

Ironically, the next step in understanding the concept of individuality of numbers is to erase 
individuality itself through the process of eliminating the bonding element of zero found within 
the tunnel of the real and the tunnel of the real illusion. Once having erased all the partitions of 
zero, we obtain what might be termed: The incoherency of individuality within which time is 
immersed 
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Look familiar? Now we are going to reproduce this four times and name them. 



length, height, depth, time Name 
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length, height, depth, time 



Name 
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If we think of each tunnel as a fusion of infinite numbers of unique individual numbers and then 
surgically cut them apart at exactly the boundaries which separate them from each other, which of 
course is of zero thickness and represented by a partition of nothingness itself we obtain: 



The tunnel of 
positive real numbers 



+1 



+1 



+1 



1 1 



The tunnel of negative imaginary numbers 
The tunnel of the 'real negative illusionary' numbers 



The tunnel of negative real numbers 



+li 



+li 



+li 



+li 



+li 



+li 



The tunnel of positive imaginary numbers 
The tunnel of the 'real positive illusionary' numbers 



Which in turn begin randomly floating throughout space-less-ness taking segments of time with 
them, taking segments of individuality of time, taking segments of what one might label pieces of 
unique individuality. 
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We then have randomness of time and individuality. 
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We then have randomness of time found within the randomness of individuality as well as 'room' 
for the potential of random motion, random movement, random experiencing of the individual in 
the lack of multidimensional time and the lack of multidimensional distance located 'outside' the 
individual and outside the physical. In a sense we have the ability to experience an almost infinite 
number of experiential permutations independent of time other than the time found 'within the 
individual itself. 

The graphic thus becomes: 




The degree of motion, the variety of experiential permutations becomes increasingly large as the 
number of unique pieces of individuality increase. It would appear, as individuality increases to 
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infinity, the number of experiential permutations would take an infinite amount of time to 
experience all the possible sequential permutations possible. Remember, however, that time is 
found within the pieces of individuality not 'outside' the pieces of individuality and as such the 
experiencing of each possible permutation takes no time but rather becomes an experience of time 
itself occurring within timelessness itself. 

The Constancy of time verses the Variability of time 

In terms of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being': 

The concept of time we experience while traveling through what we call the real, the concrete, the 
physical universe is something different than what one would experience while traveling through 
the real illusion of the abstract, the region 'outside' the sequential cause and effect aspect of time. 
The concept of individuality encapsulating time capable of experiencing within what we call the 
real illusion, experiencing what we call the abstract, experiencing what lies 'outside' the 
boundaries of our universe would experience void the sequential cause and effect limitations time 
and space place upon 'things' immersed 'within' time and space. 

Sequential time exists in the physical universe and due to its very nature of being sequential has a 
sense of constancy. This constancy is not one of relative constancy from one location to another, 
or relative constancy 'between' objects, but rather a constancy of sequentiality. Within the 
universe, for any particular piece of awareness, there is a constancy of beginning at zero 
awareness; there is a constancy of beginning at virgin consciousness and ending at the summation, 
totality of awareness in terms of that unique individual. 

On the other hand, within the realm of the abstract, the constancy of time can only be found 
'within' the unique piece of individuality 'floating about'. As such time is not relative to the unit 
of individuality /multiplicity found 'within' the purity of abstraction since time is not a universal 
fabric of existence of the abstract. 

Pieces of individuality found within the purity of abstraction can therefore experience all forms of 
experiential permutations capable of being composed from the infinite number of multiplicity 
found 'within' the abstract. Once all permutations of experiences for a unique entity of 
individuality is complete, then all has been experienced for that packet of individuality in terms of 
that packet's experiencing what physicality has to offer regarding 'what was', 'what is', and 'what 
will be'. Since experiencing 'all' takes place within the purity of abstraction, how does boredom 
generated by Nietzsche's 'eternal recurrence' of action through experience become circumvented 
for abstractual existence and how is uniqueness of individuality preserved? Wouldn't each unique 
individual simply 'become' the same as another? The only way presently conceivable for 
abstraction to circumvent 'eternal recurrence' and homogeneity is for the totality of abstraction to 
develop, create, and implement a means to continue generating new, unique pieces of individuality 
capable of perceiving uniquely based upon unique perceptual outlooks in turn based upon unique 
experiencing which uniquely perceive. 

But wouldn't the very process of developing, creating, and implementing take time and thus 
wouldn't time be a component of abstraction itself as opposed to being locked within individuality 
found within abstraction? By definition time and space would be a universal fabric of abstractual 
totality itself since time and space are factors of mass and energy ( E = mc(2), E = m (d squared/ 
t squared ) and thus 'belong' by mathematical definition to the 'universal fabric' of the concrete, 
physical reality. Thus limited one-dimensional time sequentiality is only a function of the 
individual's perception and only found within the beam of time known to us as a form of our 
unique universe, the physical universe. 
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Wouldn't the above paragraph imply the potential exists regarding the existence of 'other' 
universes existing based upon other universal fabrics other than time. That is exactly the type of 
creative thinking which is capable of emerging as a form of scientific speculation initiated by the 
new metaphysical perception of non-Cartesianism powered by Cartesian, 'being' being 'Being'. 
That, amongst a host of other implications, is exactly why this metaphysical perception propels 
metaphysic once again into the forefront of both science and religion where it belongs. 

In terms of the metaphysical model of 'being' being 'Being', how is time, found within physical 
reality, assembled in an orderly fashion, assembled in a coherent fashion, as opposed to existing in 
the form of incoherency of time found within abstraction located 'outside' the physical? 

The key to assembling time in a coherent fashion may lie in the concept known as light 
amplification by stimulated emissions of radiation. The concept of light amplification by 
stimulated emissions of radiation is generically known as 'laser'. The 'laser' tool takes incoherent 
packets of energy and restructures their relative random cohabitation into a form of coherent 
reinforcing orderliness. In short order emerges from chaos. 

Replace T with't' and one gets the concept of taser: time amplification by stimulated emissions of 
radiation. The radiation in this case is a form of incoherent time, a form of incoherent packets of 
time, beginning-end sequentiality within which abstraction itself can experience, undergo the 
sequence of virgin consciousness to completion of the unit of individuality. 

What then becomes of this newly formed unit of individuality? The unit of unique experiential 
individuality adds to the summation of the totality of endless packets of unique experiential 
individuality and increases the resultant possibilities of permutations available to both the 
whole/singularity of abstraction/knowing and individuality /multiplicity of abstraction/knowing in 
an exponential manner. 

In essence one obtains a non-Cartesian system of knowing/knowings powered by a Cartesian 
system generating 'newness/growth' of new knowing, one obtains 'being' being 'Being', one 
obtains symbiotic panentheism. 

Is this then what we mean by the concept of Einstein and 'i'? Actually no it isn't. The previous 
discussions 'mean' nothing, rather what the examination of all this 'stuff did was lay the 
groundwork for understanding both the concept of Einstein and 'i' as well as understanding the 
implications the concepts Einstein and 'i' generate for science, religion, and philosophy through 
the field of metaphysics.. 

Before we move into the concepts of Einstein and 'i', we will need to understand the concepts of 
Newton and 'i'. However, before we examine the concepts of Newton and T it will help to 
summarize the progress we have made through a graphic format. 
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In essence we have been exploring the difference between the constancy of time and the 
variability of time. The constancy of time vs. the variability of time can be demonstrated as 
follows: 
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Part Ha: The Newtonian 'i' - Velocity Equals Distance Divided by Time 
Introduction 

It is not the historical development of Hegel that is to be addressed in part II of this tractate but 
rather we will examine Hegel in terms of Newtonian physics and the concept of the inverse. 

This is the second introduction to be found within this tractate and again it must be emphasized 
that I do not pretend to be a mathematician nor do I pretend to be a physicist. The concepts put 
forward within this tractate are completely suggestive in nature but need to be said. The 
mathematics is not what is important here but rather it is the direction to which the suggested 
mathematics points that is of importance. 

The purpose of this tractate is to stimulate mathematicians and theoretical scientists towards an 
idea regarding the concept of what 'total' reality might be versus our present day concept of 
having no idea regarding what 'total' reality is. 

This section deals with Newtonian physics in the attempt to lead us to Einstein and Einstein's 
concept of relativity as it relates to metaphysics. Before Einstein can be examined, two concepts 
must be addressed: 

1 . A metaphysical understanding regarding the linear relationship which exists between 
time and distance and the relationship which exists between inverse time and inverse 
distance must be established. 

2. A metaphysical understanding must be established bridging Hegel and Einstein. The 
bridge to be built is a metaphysical understanding rationalizing the linear relationship 
which exists between the direct proportionality of time and distance using Newtonian 
physics. Once having built the bridge using the linear concepts of Newtonian physics we 
will be able to explore the significance of quadratic concepts suggested by Einsteinian 
physics. The mathematics of Newton and Einstein led to the confirmation of both 
Aristotelian Cartesianism and Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesianism. The results of this 
confrontation lead to a new metaphysical system incorporating both Aristotelian and 
Kant/Hegelian concepts 

Where do we begin this tedious process of understanding the primitive relationship of Newtonian 
metaphysics and Einsteinian metaphysics? We begin with Hegel. 

Expanding knowing revisited 

History does not direct us, as Hegel suggested, for to be 'directed' and then to have no choice but 
to follow is simply determinism, for 'To follow' implies the path has already been established.. 

We direct history through our actions of free will. History is simply a directional vector of human 
action and as with all vectors, the direction the vector points can change with a change of any one 
of the two components creating the vector. 

To change the direction of a history vector requires energy input as does 'changing' any vector. 
The energy required to change the history vector must originate from the element from creating 
the history vector. The questions then become: What is the element/vertex from which the vector 
itself emanates and what are the two components comprising the history vector of humanity? 
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Whether one is a determinist or a believer in free will, the answer is the same: The element/vertex 
from which the history vector emanates is the entity of knowing, the entity capable of awareness 
of the history vector itself and capable of intentionally applying energy to the vector in an attempt 
to change the history vector's direction. 

The history vector can be described as a combination of actions generated by the passive state of 
'perception' and the active state of action generated by the entity of knowing. The operative term 
here is not 'action' nor is the operative term 'perception'. The operative term is 'generates'. We 
thus obtain a history vector emerging from an identified source and driving through time through 
the action the source initiates. The process is a three step process: 

1 . Perception generates action. 

2. Actions generate reactions. 

3. Reactions generate social ambience. 

The result of steps one through three is the creation of a history vector which may quiver as it 
moves through time but which does not, cannot, change its resultant direction unless the source of 
the vector itself changes its perception of itself. 

The two components creating the history vector of humankind involve two operative words: 

1 . The first operative word in the three step process is explicit in nature. 

The first operative word is 'perception'. To 'change' the direction of the vector one 
must change perception. To leave perception as it is and to change action may cause 
change but it is only temporary change for the perception remains as it was and 
eventually actions will revert to the natural function of their natural emergence from 
perception. The result: Without changing perception, the long-term change of human 
action remains ineffectual. 

2. The second operative word in the three step process is implicit in nature. 

The second operative word is 'change'. If the product of perception is not what one 
chooses to change then one should not 'change' perception. If the history vector of 
humankind is pointed straight and true towards its mark, is pointed in the direction 
one wishes humanity would continue, then one should declare the death of 
metaphysics and be done with it. 

Strangely enough, 'action', singular, is not one of the operative words of this three step process for 
action 'follows' perception. 'Reactions', plural, are not one of the operative words for 'reactions' 
follows 'action'. And finally, 'social ambience' is not one of the operative words for it is neither a 
verb nor is it a base component because 'social ambience' emerges from the concept of vast 
numbers of 'reactions' within society. 

Philosophy, with the acceptance of Hegel's metaphysical system being 'the' ultimate of 
metaphysical systems, declared the death of metaphysics and as such has attempted to be done 
with metaphysics other than giving metaphysics tokenistic acknowledgement. But to be done with 
metaphysics has been a more difficult task than originally expected. Although philosophers may 
wish to be done with metaphysics, humanity subconsciously relates to the concept of meta - 
beyond physics - the physical. Humanity has not embraced the existence of the history vector 
which appears so overtly human. Humanity has not accepted the violent and aggressive desire to 
dominate and subjugate which humanity finds coursing rampantly through its veins. 
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As such it is humanity, which has refused to 'let go' of metaphysics and it is humanity, which 
refuses to let the majority of the intellectuals rule what is to be the direction towards which the 
vector of human action points. Humanity remains idealistically hopeful regarding the principle 
direction its actions will eventually take. Humanity senses its true nature lies in compassion, 
tolerance, and pluralism versus its present day primitive state of harsh exclusionism and 
aggressive desires to dominate. Humanity senses the conflict existing between these two states 
remains a conflict because we lack an understanding, a perception, of the whole of reality and 
humanity senses that it is the understanding of the whole of reality which will change our 
perception of the whole of reality being simply the physical. In short humanity is doing its best to 
protect its sense of its true nature, its sense that it, humanity, is deep-down by nature 
compassionate, tolerant, pluralistic, and inclusive. Humanity has shown great resolve in preserving 
the idealistic perception it has of itself. Humanity intuitively senses the significance of 
individuality/multiplicity being 'the' ultimate of meaning for itself as opposed to 
society/singularity and until someone comes along and rationally explains why society/singularity 
is not the true nature of humanity, the history vector of humankind will continue to precariously 
point towards individuality/multiplicity being the course humanity is to travel. The history vector 
appears to be evenly split between the concept of the individual and that of society being the 
ultimate significance. The vector is susceptible to a shift causing it to point more significantly 
towards one or the other. Humanity is waiting, eagerly, and at times despairingly for a 
rationalization of its, humanity's, importance. 

With the significance regarding the inner human turmoil having been verbalized we can now begin 
examining the forces composing the history vector of humanity: 



New Perceptions 




Resistance to Change 
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If resistance to change is high and development of new perceptions is low the vector becomes the 
'x' axis. If resistance to change is low and development of new perceptions is high the vector 
becomes the 'y' ax is- 

In both instances constancy of consistency becomes the base to social behavior. The constancy is 
either complete predictability or completely unpredictability. 

Hegel sensed we must accept what it is we learn as we move throughout history as opposed to 
discarding all and beginning anew. 

'His (Hegel's) aim is rather to construct a new system, a new philosophy, a theory which 
will include all that is positive, every conceptual advance. ' Before and After Hegel , 
Tom Rockmore, p. 2, 1993. 

If we are to follow the metaphysical path Hegel suggested, it would appear we must find a 
metaphysical system incorporating Aristotle through Kant - Cartesianism as well as Hegel 
through the present - non-Cartesianism. 

In short, to accomplish Hegel's goals, we must incorporate the two fundamental metaphysical 
systems which presently exist both in the sense of their simultaneously existing yet in the sense of 
their existing independently. This leads us to two possible choices 'separation through exclusion' 
or 'separation through inclusion'. The issue regarding the metaphysical 'separation through 
exclusion' versus 'separation through inclusion' is fully addressed in Tractate 9: Russell and 
Tractate 13: Metaphysical Systems. 

Tractates one through seven addressed paradoxes put forward by past great metaphysical thinkers. 
The question becomes: Is it possible to incorporate the intuitions of Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, 
Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, and Hegel into one system? Examining our present metaphysical 
perceptions the answer appears to be: We presently have no metaphysical perception, which 
incorporates all such past philosophical intuitions and the presently existing metaphysical systems 
which incorporate the thoughts of these great thinkers themselves are riddled with major 
philosophical paradoxes. The reason the present day fundamental metaphysical systems find 
themselves riddled with major philosophical paradoxes is that the presently existing metaphysical 
options each profess to be 'the' system and as such exclude the competing systems as being 
invalid systems. In short, the present day fundamental systems which compete for the status of 
being 'the' ultimate metaphysical system, all operate within the framework of 'separation through 
exclusion' one from the other as opposed to 'separation through inclusion' of all. All our present 
day fundamental metaphysical models reject some aspect/s of the others. 

In short, metaphysically we as a specie are ignoring Hegel's 1 st principle: Do not exclude what we 
have learned from the past but rather build upon what it is we have learned. 

Resolutions to the paradoxes which riddle the presently recognized metaphysical models would 
then appear to lie in a different approach than 'separation through exclusion'. If we incorporate a 
process of separation through inclusion we find it is possible to build a metaphysical model 
capable of incorporating past intuitions of great thinkers without the simultaneous development of 
major philosophical paradoxes. Such a model was examined in terms of resolving the paradoxes 
created by such metaphysical thinkers as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, 
and Hegel in Tractates 0-7 found in this work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical 
Perception. 
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Through the process of examining the previous seven metaphysical thinkers it becomes apparent 
that Hegel reopens the system, which Aristotle closed and thus Hegel brings us full circle, bring us 
back once again to Zeno: 




Granted there is now 'more' 'inside' the system but the system remains as Zeno saw it - open. 
So what lies beyond the physical, beyond (meta -) physical (- physics)? 

The constant (k) variable 

a. The 'constant' factor of variability 

The 'variable' constant, the 'constant consistency of change', or the 'constant variable', they are 
all the same. The three phrases describe the same perceptions from different points of view. One is 
the tail of the elephant, one is the ear of the elephant, and the other is the trunk of the elephant as 
'viewed' by the same blind man. 



All three concepts: 



1 . Variable constant 

2. Constant consistency of change: 

3. Constant variable: 
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are located within the same region of existence: 



The Abstract: 
No time, no space 
No cause and effect 



Sub-element of 
knowing 



The whole of 
knowing 



The Physical: 
Time and space 
Cause and effect 




1. 


Variable constant 


2. 


Constant consistency of change: 


3. 


Constant variable: 



Strangely enough it is 'within' the realm of the physical where the three aspects of change occur, 
where variability occurs. The region 'beyond' the physical is void time and space as a universal 
fabric. The region 'beyond' the physical is where time and space are found within the sub- 
elements of existence as opposed to being a universal fabric within which the sub-elements of 
awareness are immersed. 

It is within the physical where variables are to be found and were change evolves. 

It is 'outside' the physical where the permutations, and combinations of events, as represented by 
multiple sub-elements of knowing as well as by the singularity of the whole itself, is expressed by 
the factorial of the sub-elements plus one. 

What then of the analogy regarding the perception based upon a blind man and his relative 
position to the whole of perception? 

1 . Variable constant (k) 

2. Constant consistency of change (k): 

3. Constant variable (k): 
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'Sees' physical reality 
as the variable 
constant (k) 



Sub-element of 
knowing 



The Physical: 
Time and space 
Cause and effect 



The Abstract: 
No time, no space 
No cause and effect 




The whole of 
knowing 



'Sees' physical reality 
as the constant 
variable (k) 



'Sees' physical reality 
as the constant (k) 
consistency of change 



1. 


Variable constant 


2. 


Constant consistency of change: 


3. 


Constant variable: 



What then of physical reality? What then of the 'region' of time and space 'within' which a sub- 
element of knowing fills itself with knowing of time and space? The constant (k) of change is 
found in three 'locations' for the concept of change is only significant once it is 'known', is only 
known once awareness of the change is perceived. As such one finds the awareness, the knowing, 
of change only in the knowing entity itself. The result: three forms of perceptions of the same 
concept emerge from three different relative positions of knowing: 

1. The whole, singularity, of knowing 

2. The sub-element of knowing which is complete in terms of change 

3. The sub-element of knowing which is metamorphosing in terms of change 
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The constant (k) variable 

b. The 'constant' variable of physicality 
1. Hegel introduces the first mirror: Inverse physicality 

V = k: The constant variable equals physicality 

If we begin our examination of Hegel from the perspective of the time within which Hegel existed, 
we begin to realize we must examine the interrelationship of the physical and the abstract in terms 
of Newtonian physics for Einsteinian physics had not yet been developed. 



d 

v = 

t 

where: 

v = velocity 
d = distance 
t = time 



Three concepts are involved with motion/action: 

1 . Velocity 

2. Distance 

3. Time 

In terms of metaphysics, however, only two concepts are involved: 

1 . The physical 

2. The abstract 

Again we come back to Zeno's concepts regarding seamlessness and multiplicity from which the 
paradoxes of motion emerged. 

There is, metaphysically, a third element involved. The third element is not physical nor is the 
third element abstractual in nature, rather the third element is a line of demarcation. 

The third element, the line of demarcation is the equal sign found within an equation. In 
metaphysics the equal sign becomes a mirror where the left is the left and the right is the right 
however in relationship to the image opposite itself the left for the object on one side of the mirror 
is the right for the object on the other side of the mirror. 
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The mirror 

On one side the physical 

On the other side the abstract 

On one side the 'real' 

On the other side the 'real illusion 


i i 

\ / 1 

\ r ✓ \ 

A 


< 


Left hand 
Right hand 









If we examine the concept of the relationship of the abstract within the physical we see that 't' is 
inversely proportional to V and 'd' is directly proportional to V. 



The physical 
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With a little mathematical manipulation we can obtain a slightly different perspective of this 
relationship. 



d 

v = 

t 



becomes 



vt = d 



Metaphysically V becomes what might best be termed a 'constant of physicality'. The constant of 
physicality in essence refers to the fact that the number changes as a function of abstraction found 
within the physical and thus V is a variable within the physical but the number does not change 
as a function of abstraction found within the purity of abstraction and thus V is the constant 'k' 
within the abstract. 

It may help to understand the previous complex statement through the use of graphics. 

In the use of graphics we will assign a more common mathematical letter to V in order to 
designate a 'constant of physicality' which when examined in terms of a region of physicality, the 
constant varies but when examined in terms of a region of pure abstraction, the variable of 
velocity does not vary since in the region of pure abstraction, time and distance do not exist as the 
fabric of universality and thus V becomes a constant, becomes the 'constant of physicality'. 
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Vt = d 

where v = k 



Time and Distance 
are variables 



Velocity is a variable 




How is it that V is a variable yet V is a constant? 
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As such we obtain, in terms of abstraction: 



kt = d 




where: 


k = a constant of physicality 




t= 0 




d = 0 



If we assign a unit number to the concept of variability, we obtain k = 1 



kt = d 
where k = 1 
then: 
1 1 = d 
t = d 



Now the question becomes: Where are time and distance the same entity? In the physical, time and 
distance are not the same entity. But in the purity of abstractual existence, time and distance are 
the same entity for both time and distance/space are entities, which do not exist as universal 
fabrics within the purity of abstraction. In the purity of abstractual existence, existence is does not 
exist immersed 'within' time and 'within' distance/space and as such neither time nor 
distance/space exists but rather time and distance/space exist as perceptions found 'within' 
individual entities of knowing/'being'/multiplicity and as such zero and infinity represent both 
time and distance/space simultaneously. 
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A graphic will help us understand such a statement: 



Infinite units of knowing 
aware of time and space 




The void of: 




The presence of: 


Time and space 




Time and space 




Virgin awareness 
gaining an 
awareness of: 
Time and space 



Within the region void time and distance/space, time and distance/space are nothing and all things 
can be accomplished without regard to time and distance/space limitations. The limits placed upon 
knowing found within pure abstraction is the limit placed by 'what is'. 'What could be' places no 
limits upon knowing found within pure abstraction for 'what could be' 'is not' nor does 'what 
could be' have the potential to be. The detailed examination of the last complex sentence was 
thoroughly presented within previous tractates (specifically see Tractate 6: Kant and Tractate 7: 
Hegel). 
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Thus we now have: 



kt = d 




where: k = 


a constant of physicality 


and now: 




t = 


0 and/or o° 


d = 


0 and/or o° 



Time equals zero within the realm of pure abstraction. Time equals infinity within the realm of the 
physical. 

Distance/space equals zero within the realm of pure abstraction. Distance/space equals infinity 
within the realm of the physical. 



Infinite units of knowing 
aware of time and space 





The presence of: 
Time and space 



Virgin Consciousness 
Gaining an awareness of: 
Time and space 
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If v is the constant of physicality: 1 or 'k' 

Then it follows that if v is one and v' or the inverse of v is also one and thus: 



v/v'=d/t 

and 
v'/v = t/d 



The metaphysical understanding regarding the given concept is best expressed as a mirror image 
of the physical constancy of change or what could be called the constant variable or the variable 
constant 'k'. The concept of change found within the physical but experienced by abstraction 
through multiple units of knowing experiencing uniquely was perhaps best described 
metaphysically by Hegel. 

Thus it is that we will credit Hegel with having unknowingly introduced the first mirror: Inverse 
physicality 







The mirror 

On one side the physical 

On the other side the abstract 

On one side the 'real' 

On the other side the 'real illusion 


\ / 1 

A 


< 


Left hand 
Right hand 
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The constant (k) variable 

b. The 'constant' variable of physicality 

2. Einstein introduces the second mirror: The 'i' inversion 

One mirror is insufficient to explain the concept of Einsteinian physics as it relates to metaphysics 
Rather than develop the second mirror as we did Hegel's first mirror, we will start by introducing 
the second mirror into the graphics and then proceed backwards to Einstein's famous equation: E 
= mc(2) at which point we will proceed to examine the significance of the second mirror to a new 
leap in metaphysical perceptions. 



134 



The Error of Einstein 



Einstein's mirror 



The mirror 

On one side the physical 

On the other side the abstract 

On one side the 'real' 

On the other side the 'real illusion 



The physical 



Right hand 



The; 



Right 
hand 



Right hand 




The abstract 



Hegel's mirror 



The mirror 

On one side the physical 

On the other side the 
abstract 

On one side the 'real' 

On the other side the' 
real illusion 



Hegel's Mirror 
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We can now see we have two regions of physicality, p and p', and we have two regions of 
abstraction, a and a'. From such a perception we can begin to understand the concept of two 
regions of velocity, v and v'. 



v = d/t 
vt = d 

kt = d 

1 1 = d 



v = k 



k = V 



t = d 



or 



t + -d = 0 



or 



0 = d + - t 



* Where k is understood to be the 
constant of physicality, the constant 
variable, the variable constant and the 
constant of physicality. 'k' is 'one unit' 
of physicality 



v' = 1 / v 
1/v = t/d 

v = k 
1 d/k = t 

k = 1* 
1 d / 1 = t 

d = t 

or 

d + - t = 0 

or 



0 = t + - d 



* Where k is understood to be the 
constant of physicality, the constant 
variable, the variable constant and 
the constant of physicality. 'k' is 
'one unit' of physicality 



For time minus distance to be zero and for distance minus time to be zero, distance and time need 
to either be the equivalent of each other and existing in the same form since the equations 
demonstrate their difference to be equivalent to zero itself or both time and distance need to be 
nothingness itself in terms of our understanding what it is we perceive to exist within our physical 
reality. Since we do not perceive of distance and time as being equivalent forms of existence, we 
will assume the two, distance and time are non-elements of the physical in terms of either being 
physical in nature. 
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What nature could we then assume the two, time and distance to be? The two, distance and time, 
could be abstractual concepts void the characteristics of physical ness. Since neither would exist as 
a universal fabric of the abstract, the question becomes: How is it that v and v' can both exist, 
metaphysically speaking, in the form: 



d+ -t = 0 




0 


= t + -d 


t + -d = 0 




0 


= d + -t 



t+ -d = 


0 




0 = d + -t 


d + -t = 


0 




0 = t + -d 



How or where is it possible for such a relationship to exist in a fashion where each maintains their 
own unique identity? 





0 = t-d 






d-t = 0 










t-d = 0 






0 = d-t 









The two, distance/space and time, could be abstractual concepts void the characteristics of 
physical ness. Time and distance/space being abstractual could exist as a form of abstraction, 
which would not exist as a universal fabric of the abstract. 
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Graphically such a concept could be demonstrated as: 



Containing no universal 
fabric of distance/space 
and time 



Developing a perceived 
universal fabric of 
distance/space and time 



Singularity 



Multiplicity 




The purity of 
abstraction 



Containing the perceived 
universal fabric of 
distance/space and time 



Process/reality 
the physical 
universe 



Containing the universal 
fabric of distance/space 
and time 
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1: 

The whole is the whole: 



i on / 1 nn 




1 
1 


100/10 




10 


100/1 




100 


100 1 A 




1000 


100/. 01 




10000 


100/ l/oo 




OO 


100/0 




OO 



The whole divided by itself is one. One becomes understandable in the metaphysical sense as 
being the whole. 

Metaphysically wholeness, 1, exists in two states: 

1. the wholeness of the whole in terms of what lies 'outside' the whole 

2. the wholeness of the whole in terms of what lies 'inside' the whole 

With the metaphysical system of Aristotelian Cartesianism and the metaphysical system of 
Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesianism, we obtain two different perspectives of the wholeness: 
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The whole 




The whole 
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In the Aristotelian system, the whole is found outside the individual and is composed of the 
multiplicity of individualities found outside the individual and includes the individual - 
multiplicity abounds. 

Mathematically such a concept is expressed as a ratio which in turn can mathematically be 
expressed as the operation of division, the separation of the whole into its unique entities of 
existence: 



The whole / one 
Fraction = The total parts of the whole 



Metaphysically 




The whole / one 


J_ 


Fraction = The total parts of the whole = 


co 



Graphically the concept can be demonstrated as: 



1/co <- 



We obtain the whole composed of its infinite parts. 

This is not the only means by which we can demonstrate the whole composed of its infinite parts. 
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The whole composed of its infinite parts can also be demonstrated as: 









oo 


-> 




w 















0 1 



Giving us: 



The total parts of the whole 
Fraction = The whole / one 





Metaphysically 






The total parts of the whole 


oo 


Fraction = 


The whole / one 


= 1 



In both scenarios the number one/the whole/singularity is significant, just as the concept of infinite 
parts/individuality/multiplicity is significant. 
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In essence we have: 



The mirror 
The Mira 




1 

0 



The metaphysical mirror is not the point zero but rather the metaphysical mirror is the point 
represented by the unit number one/the whole/singularity. 
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Mirrors invert the image. Just as the mirror causes the movement of the right hand to be the 
movement of the left hand of the image. 



Left hand 



The mirror 




Right hand 



So the number one metaphysically acts as a mirror causing oo/l to become l/oo: 



1 /oo 




The mirror 
One 
1 




oo/l 
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In the Aristotelian system, the whole is found outside the individual and is composed of 
multiplicity, multiplicity of individualities found 'outside' the individual. As such multiplicity 
abounds. 

As such we obtain the infinite multiplicity of the whole as expressed by the divisibility of the 
infinite/multiplicity as seen through the eyes of the whole/singularity. Mathematically one might 
express the concept as: 



oo 

T 



In the Kant/Hegelian system, the whole is found inside the individual and is likewise composed of 
multiplicity. Rather than multiplicity of individualities found 'outside' the individual, however, 
multiplicity is composed of the multiplicity of experience and thought found 'inside the 
individual. As such multiplicity abounds. 

As such we obtain the infinite multiplicity of the whole as expressed by the divisibility of 
whole/singularity (1) as seen through the eyes of the infinite/multiplicity itself. Mathematically 
one might express the concept as: 



00 



Such concepts as: 
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Need a little attention before we move into examining the concept of the Einsteinian T and its 
relationship to metaphysics. 

Two additional concepts emerge from the equation, v = d / 1 and the equation v' = t / d: 



v = d/t 
vt = d 



v = k 



k = d/t 



1 = d/t 



If d and t are 
equivalent 
'substances' as 
previously suggested, 
we then find: 

Ifd = 0, thent = 0 
and 

= 0/0 

If d =oo, then t = oo 
and 
oo / oo 



1 = 



* Where k is understood to be the 
constant of physicality, the constant 
variable, the variable constant and the 
constant of physicality. 'k' is 'one unit' 
of physicality 



v' = d/t 
v't = d 

v = k 
k = t/d 

k = 1* 

1 = t/d 



If d and t are equivalent 
'substances' as previously 
suggested, we then find: 

Ifd = 0, thent = 0 
and 



= 0/0 

If d =oo, then t = oo 
and 
oo / oo 



1 = 



* Where k is understood to be the constant 
of physicality, the constant variable, the 
variable constant and the constant of 
physicality. 'k' is 'one unit' of physicality 
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We thus find we must not only examine the metaphysical significance of: 



00 



But we must also examine the metaphysical significance of: 



oo 

T 



1 = o/o 



1 = 00 / 00 



v = d/t 
vt = d 

v = k 

kt = d 

k = 1* 

t = d 

* Where k is understood to be the 
constant of physicality, the constant 
variable, the variable constant 



v' = t/d 
v' d = t 

v' = 1/k 
1 d/k = t 

k = 1* 

d = t 

* Where k is understood to be the 
constant of physicality, the constant 
variable, the variable constant 
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Metaphysically speaking the concept implies equality of the abstractual values of time and 
distance/space as is the case of all abstractions found within the purity of abstraction. 



t = oo 
d = go 

v = constant variable = k = 1 



vt 



k oo 



oo 
1 



What does it mean when we suggest dividing 
infinity by one, dividing infinity by the whole? 

It means accepting endless division of 'what is': 



CD 



It means infinite creation of knowledge/newness. 

It implies a location for the future in the 
process of 'being created'. 

Growth through: What could be 



J_ 
vt 



J_ 

k oo 



J_ 

oo 



What does it mean when we suggest 
dividing one/the whole by infinity, 
dividing one by the infinite? 

It means infinite division of 'what is' 
creating infinite multiplicity of 'what is' 




It means retention of 'what is' as 'what is' 

It implies a location for the past in the 
process of being the past 



No growth to: 



What is 
What was 
What will be 



So it is oo / 1 becomes an issue while simultaneously becoming understandable as the 
representative of multiplicity. 
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t = 0 
d = 0 

v = constant variable = k = 1 



vt 



kO 



What does it mean when we suggest dividing 
nothingness by one, dividing nothingness 
by the whole? 

It means a potential for the 'could be', which 
as of yet is not nor is the 'could be' an 
absolute 'will be'. 




It means infinite creation of knowledge/newness. 



It implies a location for the future in the 
process of 'being created'. 



Growth: 



What could be 



J_ 
vt 



J_ 
kO 



1 



1 



What does it mean when we suggest 
dividing one/the whole by one, 
dividing one by nothingness? 

It means no division of 'what is' 
but rather it means the potential to 
make smaller the ratio of the 
singularity of multiplicity of what 
is to summation of the multiplicity 
of 'what is' 




It means retention of what is as 'what 
is'. 

It implies a location for the past in 
the process of being the past 



No growth: 



What is 
What was 
What will be 



How is it one can metaphysically divide by zero when mathematically such an operation is defined 
out of existence? 
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It is not that dividing by zero is impossible but rather dividing by zero is defined by 
mathematicians as being an irrational act since in the minds of mathematicians, zero does not exist 
as a functional concept since nothingness is perceived as 'nothing' versus being perceived as 
'something'. It is the metaphysicians who must address such a complex and revolutionary concept 
as nothing being 'something' and thus having an active form of action versus our presently 
perceived perception of nothing being 'nothing' and thus having simply a passive form of 
existence. 

This change of perception regarding an active functionality of zero sets the perception of zero on 
its head just as Copernicus and Kant set the perception of centricism and observation upon their 
heads. 

Part of understanding the new metaphysical perception is the understanding regarding the concept 
of 'what could be' being a means of growth of 'what is'. As such the progression: 



100/ oo 




0 


100/ oo 


= 


l/oo 


100/ 1000000 




.0001 


100/100000 




.001 


100/ 10000 




.01 


100/ 1000 




.1 


100/100 




1 


100/10 




10 


100/1 




100 


100 1 A 




1000 


100/. 001 




10000 


100 / l/oo 




oo 


100/0 




oo 



becomes a representation of the growth of the whole of 'what is' becoming a new 'whole' more 
diverse in its multiplicity of 'what is' without the limitations of time and space interfering with the 
whole being just what it is, the 'whole', without the characteristics of sequential development 
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placed upon it which space/distance and time place upon the sequential development of events 
found to emerge within the universal fabric created by space/distance and time found within the 
realm of the physical/the universe - process itself as so perceived from within the realm of the 
physical. 

The concept of nothing-ness not only existing but existing as a fully functional 'something' is full 
addressed in Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger. 

So it is we once again see °° / 1 and 1 / oo becoming issues while simultaneously becoming 
understandable as the representative of multiplicity. 

What of the representation of singularity? The representation of singularity becomes the whole, 
the number one, 1 . 

If infinity, oo/l and l/oo, are the representation of multiplicity and if one, 1, is the representation of 
singularity/the whole, then what is zero, 0? 

For now we will address zero in the more elementary sense as being the beginning of it all as 
demonstrated by the two graphs. 

Having given some consideration to both one and zero, let's examine the metaphysical 
implications of the mathematical representations of multiplicity: oo / 1 and 1 / oo. 



Introduction to oo / 1 and l/oo 

The fractions, °° / 1 and l/oo, are the ratios of the total of the parts to the whole and the whole to 
the total of the parts: 





— w 


The 




mirror 






' ► 



oo 



The Whole 
Composed of its infinite parts 



Q° -4 Composed of its infinite parts 

1 M The Whole 




The mirror inverts the image. In this diagram the mirror converts oo / 1 to 1 / °°: 



151 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



oo/l 



GO 



l/oo 



oo 



The inversion mirror created by Hegel's metaphysical 
system is the concept of singularity/the whole. 

It is the concept of singularity, the whole, which 
inverts Cartesianism into non-Cartesianism and 
likewise inverts non-Cartesianism into Cartesianism 



For the physical: 

The mirror creates the image inversion 
As such 

'left = right' becomes 'right = left' 



For the abstract 
The mirror creates the image inversion 
'time depends upon distance' becomes 'distance depends upon time' 



For the whole 

'the abstract depends upon the physical' becomes 'the physical 
depends upon the abstract' 

through 

"the real' = 'the real illusion" becomes "the real illusion' = the real" 
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oo/l 



t = oo/l 

d = 00/ 1 
v = constant variable = k = 1 



vt 



k oo 



1 oo 



co 
1 



oo 
1 



J_ 
vt 



J_ 

k oo 



J_ 

oo 



oo 
1 



and / or 



oo 



J_ 

oo 



What does it mean when we suggest dividing 
one/the whole/singularity by infinity/multiplicity.? 



The whole 
One 








'/< • O ' 



It means: 

Endless division of 'what is': 

Retention of 'what is' as 'what is'. 

It implies a location for the past in the 
process of being the past 



No perceived growth to: 



What is 
What was 
What will be 



What does it mean when we suggest 
dividing infinity /multiplicity by 
one/the whole/singularity? 




It means: 

Endless division of what is creating the 
infinite multiplicity of 'what is': 

Infinite creation of knowledge/newness. 

It implies a location for the future in 
the process of 'being created'. 

Growth through: What could be 
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So it is oo / 1 becomes an issue while simultaneously becoming understandable as the 
representative of multiplicity 



t = 1 /oo 
d = 1 /oo 
v = constant variable = k = 1 



vt 



k 1 /oo 



1 



1 /oo = 



1 /oo 



1 I co 



J_ 
vt 



1 



k 1 /oo 



1 + 1 /oo 



J_ 
1 /oo 



1 /oo 



1 /oo 



1 /oo 



and / or 



oo 
1 



oo 
1 



What does it mean when we suggest dividing 
one/the whole/singularity by infinity/ 
multiplicity.? 




It means: 

Endless division of 'what is': 

Retention of 'what is' as 'what is'. 

It implies a location for the past in the 
process of heing the past 



No perceived growth to: 



What is 
What was 
What will he 



What does it mean when we suggest 
infinity/multiplicity by one/the 
whole/ singularity? 




It means: 

Infinite division of what is creating the 
infinite multiplicity of 'what is': 

Infinite creation of knowledge/newness. 

It implies a location for the future in the 
process of 'being created'. 

Growth through: What could be 
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So it is 1 / go becomes an issue while simultaneously becoming understandable as the 
representative of multiplicity. 

So it is the 1 st mirror becomes significant. One divided by infinity and infinity divided by one 
become the issue not as separate concepts but rather as identical concepts from which emerges 
growth of perceived 'no growth' found immersed 'within' the void of time through 'what could 
be' found immersed 'within' time becoming 'what is'. 
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1 = 0/0 



t = 0 



d = 0 



v = constant variable = k = 1 
v' = constant variable = 1 / k = 1 




What does it mean when we suggest dividing nothingness by itself, nothingness? 



It means endless division of 'what is': 




Infinite creation of knowledge/newness. 

It implies a location for the future in the 
process of 'being created'. 

Growth: What could be 



It means no division of 'what is': 




Retention of 'what is' as 'what is'. 

It implies a location for the past in the 
process of being the past 

No growth: What is 
What was 
What will be 
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Nietzsche: God is dead. 

Which came first - the chicken or the egg? 

Which came first - God or creation? 

The old paradox stems from a linear versus a quadratic form of thinking. A linear form of thinking 
emerges from a mathematical form of logic where the equation is formed from perceptions to the 
1 st power which leads from here to there rather than a form of thinking where the equation is 
formed from perceptions to the 2 nd and 3 rd powers. 

Linear progressions have a beginning even if the beginning lies infinitely far 'behind'. 



Quadratic progressions have no beginning and thus no 'solution' to the chicken/egg dilemma. 



\ 

God 



Creation 
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Why are the arrows not placed symmetrically? The arrows are placed off symmetrical balance to 
indicate the 'beginning' 'end' may not be the big picture rather 'beginning' 'end' is simply our 
perception of the big picture. 

This then brings us to the interrelationship of the concrete and the abstract as symbolized 
mathematically: 



E = mc2 
E = mc2 
Energy Matter 
Energy and matter become the constants 



Conservation of matter and energy: 
Matter and Energy cannot be created or 
destroyed. 



E - mc2 = 0 

E - mc2 = 0 

The Concrete The Abstract 

The concrete and the abstract become 
the constants 

Conservation of the physical 
and the abstract: 
The physical and the abstract cannot be 
created or destroyed 



The interrelationship between matter and energy is clearly indicated mathematically and is clearly 
understood. The interrelationship of the physical and the abstract is likewise clearly indicated but 
not so clearly understood. The understanding regarding the interrelationship of the concrete and 
the abstract as indicated mathematically is what is to be explored in the remainder of this tractate 
and the two following tractates: Tractate 9: Russell and Tractate 10: Heidegger. 

As we shall see within the remainder of this tractate, both the Conservation of matter and energy 
and the Conservation of the physical and the abstract are equally erroneous in their perceptual 
interpretation. 

But what of the concepts of mirror images, constant variability, variable constancy, and constant 
consistency of change? 

Let's begin be stating that the concrete, as represented by the equal sign in the equation E = mc2, 
has a mirror image of itself. Likewise we can state that the abstract, as indicated by the equal sign 
in the equation E - mc2 = 0, has a mirror image of itself. In essence we have two mirrors 
functioning in conjunction one with the other. 
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It will help us to understand such statements if we understand that before the Kant/Hegel/ 
Nietzsche perceptions immerged, the perception of reality was: 




The abstract was a part of the physical. The abstract was to be found 'within' time and space 
which in turn was within the concrete/physical. 

Following the development of the Kant/Hegel/Nietzsche perceptions, the competing perception of 
reality became: 
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The physical was a part of the abstract. The physical was to be found 'within' the abstract and thus 
time and space being a part of the physical were aspects of the abstractual. 

And so it was Nietzsche could declare the death of God for 'we' no longer 'needed' God to create 
change since change was an element of ourselves. 

Regardless of the perception of change, the overall picture in fact did not change: The physical 
remained imbedded in non-relativism in terms of the significance of one entity over another and 
the metaphysical remained imbedded in relativism in terms of significance of one over another. 

With Einstein came the inversion of such perceptions. Einstein did to the significance of the 
interrelationship of physical and the abstract what Copernicus did to the interrelationship of the 
center and man and what Kant did to the interrelationship of the physical and observation. As such 
the physical metaphysically became relative in terms of the significance of one entity to another as 
opposed to being imbedded in non-relativism in terms of the significance of one entity over 
another and the abstractual metaphysically became non-relativistic in terms of the significance of 
one entity to another as opposed to being relative in terms the significance of one entity to another. 

In short: With the advent of Einstein's theory of relativity, relatively speaking we are all the same 
in terms of the 'greater' abstractual significance and we are not the same in terms of the 'lesser' 
physical significance. Some entities represent the pillars and some entities represent the ones who 
sum up what the pillars are holding up. Whether one is the pillar or the summation of what it is the 
pillar represents, all are equally significant since the summation of the pillar cannot occur without 
the pillar. 

Einsteinian mathematics of relativism forged a new perception, which metaphysically, from an 
Aristotelian metaphysical point of view, now becomes: 



Metaphysical perceptual 
growth 



The family leads to the tribe 




Upanishads evolving the graphic to: 
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The tribe leads to the nation leads to the planet 
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The planet leads to the galaxy leads to the universe 




162 



The Error of Einstein 



The universe leads to other universes 
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Reinterpreting the preceding series of graphics from a present day cosmological point of view we 
obtain: 



Cosmological perceptual 
growth 



Pre-Upanishads: 




God is material/matter 




Polytheism 
God is matter. 



The individual leads to family leads to tribal 



Upanishads evolving the graphic to: 
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God is a force/energy 



God becomes a force (a form of energy) 




Monotheism 
God is energy. 




Matter 



The planet 



The tribe leads to the nation leads to the planet 



Matter 



Kant/Hegel/Nietzsche evolving the graphic to: 
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God is abstraction 




Leaving us with the question: What is '?'. 
The flow mathematically is depicted as: 

E = mc(2) 

E - mc(2) = 0 

(E-mc(2))-0 = ? 

There are four metaphysical elements to address within this flow. The four metaphysical elements 
are: 

1 . The flow itself 

2. The understanding of what it means to subtract mc(2) from E 

3. The understanding of what it means to subtract '0' from E - mc(2) 

4. The understanding of '?' 

It is the understanding of these four metaphysical elements which we are to address within the 
remainder of this tractate and throughout tractates 9-18. 

We are going to examine the next understanding of God, the next understanding of God to come, 
the next understanding of what it is God may be. We have a long way to go and a difficult path to 
travel before we come to less taxing texts. 
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The Upanishads declared God's first death, declared a death of a 'physical' God, declared the 
death of a God of matter and thus declared the death of polytheism. 

Hegel along with Nietzsche declared the second death of God, declared the death of God as a 
'force' composed of energy. Einstein inadvertently showed us the way to understand the new form 
of god as a God of abstraction. The point is: we can now understand we have just begun our 
understanding of the big picture as depicted in Aristotelian format: 




We have begun to examine the characteristics of the first three inner shells. We have much to learn 
regarding the inter and intra relationship existing between the three inner shells: matter, energy, 
and abstraction before we can begin an in-depth examination regarding the possibility of a fourth 
shell let alone begin examining the fifth, sixth, seventh, etc shells. 

Do not confuse the concept of shells four, five, six, etc with the concepts of multiple dimensions 
to our universe. Multiple dimensions to the universe and multiple shells to reality apply to 
different aspects of the whole. 
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We now come to the fourth concept regarding Newtonian physics and metaphysics: 
1 = oo / oo 



V 




d 
t 


1 

V 




t 

~3~ 


k 




00 


1 




00 






00 


k 




00 


1 




00 
00 


1 




00 
00 



t = 00 
d = 00 

v = constant variable = k = 1 
v' = constant variable = 1 / k = 1 



What does it mean when we suggest dividing infinity by itself? 



It means endless division of 'what could be': 




It means: 

Infinite creation of knowledge/newness. 

It implies a location for the future in the 
process of 'being created'. 



Growth: 



What could be 



It means no division of 'what could be': 




It means: 

Retention of 'what is' as 'what is'. 

It implies a location for the past in the 
process of being the past 



No perceived growth to: 



What is 
What was 
What will be 
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Before we can get to the significance of the speed of light in terms of the equation, E = mc2, as it 
relates to metaphysics, we must examine the linear concept of velocity and the significance of 
velocity to matter and energy in terms of metaphysics. To do so requires an understanding 
regarding the metaphysical significance of 0 / °° versus °° / 0, 0 = 0, t / 1, and d / 1. 

0/oo versus °°/0 

Zero divided by anything is itself/zero/potentiality. All 'things' have the potentiality of expanding 
into being 'greater' than what they are. 

Anything divided by zero/potentiality is itself since potentiality is not but rather potentiality is the 
potential to be, is 'what could be'. 



The mirror 




Continued on next page 
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Continued from previous page 



By mathematically definition one cannot divide by zero. Metaphysically it is also 
irrational to divide by zero, however metaphysically one can begin to understand 
the rationality of the statement that although one cannot divide by potentiality 
dividing by zero represents a region of the whole of reality being able to be 
divided by itself for the whole of all reality includes potentiality: 



00/ 1 

2 + 1 

i 



^ i 
The whole = 2 + 

l/oo 

The implication: 



The whole is greater than the sum of its parts for the whole is equal to the 
sum of its parts plus itself/the whole. 

The whole is an entity in itself as a summation of all its parts. 

Likewise one, a whole part is a summation of its parts unable to be its complete 
self if any part of itself, if any experience of itself is missing. 



0 = 0 



v = d/t 
d/t = d/ t 
(t) d/t = (t) d/t 
d = d 
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The question becomes: What does d = d imply metaphysically? From our point of perception, d 
= d is taken as a truism that d = d but it can also be perceived that such a statement would be: 



d d 

f a 



Where d sub 'f equals functional distance located within functional time and d sub 'a' equals 
abstractual distance located within abstractual time. Whether the relationship existing between 
functional time and abstractual time exists in one dimension located 'within' another or exists in 
one location 'outside' another makes no difference. 

The relationship existing between the two forms of distance could graphically be demonstrated as: 




172 



The Error of Einstein 




Zeno purposely deals with the positive real and inadvertently deals with the negative real. Thus 
Zeno deals with +/- L, +/- W, +/- H, +/- T, +/- D. 

Einstein inadvertently deals with the imaginaries, deals with the 'i's', deals with the +/- iL, +/- iW, 
+/- iH, +/- iT, +/- D. 

The understanding regarding the existence of positive and negative reals and the positive and 
negative imaginaries and the understanding of the inter-relationship of such existences is what 
metaphysics is in essence all about. But metaphysics is more than just an examination and 
understanding of mathematical complexities; metaphysics is the understanding of the very 'whole' 
of it all, the understanding of +/- 'B' and +/- 'iB' 
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In actuality we have two graphics existing simultaneously, the real and the 'real illusion' which 
oscillate between being the real and the 'real illusion' to being the 'real illusion' and the real: 
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Within the graphic, d sub f represents functional distance found within the physical and d sub a 
represents non-functional distance found within the abstract. As such we obtain: 



d 


= V 


f 




t 




d 


= v t 


f 




A 
0 


A t 
— U t 


f 


t 




or 


d 


= d 




f a 




and 


d 


d 


f 


a t 




t 



We observe we have the same distance but now: 



d 


= d t 


f 


t 
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Represents functional distance wrapped in time and: 



Id 



Id 



'c' the coefficient of d equals the constant of singularity/V unit/one 



In other words: One functional unit of distance directly corresponds to one unit of distance, which 
leads to an infinite number of universes as described by: 



d = oo d 
f 

oo 



'c' the coefficient of d equals the constant of singularity/'a' unit/one 



Even Epictetus acknowledged a location where distance existed as a non-functional abstraction: 

'...you are infinitely small in terms of space but equal to God in terms of reason.' 

The point is: Individuality exists to experience the individuality of each function of distance and 
each function of time. Individuality builds a single/one location of infinite distant and time implies 
the ability to travel in an infinite number of directions in terms of time and distance. 



The result is the development of one unique/individualistic entity of distance and time. The 
representation of the single unique entity of infinite time is represented by t/1, infinite segments of 
time within the whole. The representation of the single unique entity of infinite distance is 
represented by d/1, infinite segments of distance within the whole. 

What is this concept of d/1 and t/1? What is this concept of infinite segments of distance and 
infinite segments of time existing as a whole? 



176 



The Error of Einstein 

Time and distance both divided by 1 



V = 


_d 




t 


vt = 


d 


vt = 


d 


1 


1 



The location where the 
whole (1) divides time 
and distance into parts. 
This occurs within the 
universe. 








\ — * / 







v = a constant. V is a variable in terms of numbers but V is a constant in terms of ideas. V is a 
constant in terms of abstractual functionality. 

It is in the universe where time and distance are the fabric within which 'being', an active action 
of the present operating upon the future, is sectionalized. 
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V 


d 




t 


V = 


_d 


1 


t 


1 = 


_J_ 


d 


vt 



The location where the 
time and distance divide 
the whole into parts. 
This occurs within the 
purity of abstraction. 




It is the whole (1), the whole abstraction ( the void of time and space) where abstraction is the 
fabric being sectionalized. 



Time and space 



No time and space 




Time and space 



Sectionalizing time and space 
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The result is a need for two separate independent yet simultaneously interdependent locations to 
explain the mathematics of multiplicity and seamlessness. 

Knowledge: The universal building block 

The universal building block, the primal atom of existence acting as the foundation of the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism, becomes intelligible 
through the understanding that 'being' represents multiplicity of knowing, being represents action, 
process/reality/the universe, and 'Being' represents the singularity of knowing/ the whole and 
where 'being', being, and 'Being' are forms of 'knowing', knowing, and 'Knowing'. 

The following progression helps explain knowledge being the universal building block: 

The graphic: 



? 

* Primal Atom 

The universe 

Earth 

Atom 

Subatomic particle 

? 
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Becomes: 



'Being 7 'Knowing '/the whole/singularity of all 
? 



Primal Atom 



Universes 

Universe : Matter/Energy/Time/Space 
Galaxies 

Milky Way 
Sun 

Earth 

Atoms 



5 



Unit of 'knowing' filled 



Subatomic Particles 
? 




'being'/'knowing/ 
individuality/ 
multiplicity 



Unit of 'knowing' being filled 



The universal building block becomes 'knowing' 
The complete whole becomes 'Knowing' 
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In actually the progression becomes a quadratic relationship as opposed to a linear relationship and 
thus we obtain the graphic: 



'being'/multiplicity/individuality/noun 



Therefore the two, ? and ? take on the appearance of being one in the same. The full understanding 
of the relationship therefore becomes twofold in nature: 



It is not the point of this work nor is it the point of this tractate to examine the second half of each 
statement: 'Being' being 'being' and 'Knowing' knowing 'knowing'. Regarding the second aspect 
of the relationship, the fields of Ontology and religion have said plenty. The point of this work and 
the point of this tractate is to examine the first half of the statement: 'being' being 'Being' and 
'knowing' knowing 'Knowing'. It is the field of philosophy and in particular the field of 
Metaphysics, which have, practically speaking, said nothing in regards to this metaphysical 
perception. 

Multiplicity of unique entities of knowing, multiplicity of individuality becomes the primal atom 
of the Whole of Knowing. But what is the universal building block of universes. What is it that 
could be so small as to be the universal building block of the universe yet be so filled with its own 
self as to be the means by which the 'primal atom' of the whole can be generated. As we shall see 
in Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, it may very well be 'nothingness' itself acting in an active 




' B eing '/singularity/the whole/noun 



6ez'«g-/action/process/reality/the 
universe/verb 



'being' being 'Being' and 'Being' being 'being' 
or 

'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' and 'Knowing' knowing 'knowing' 



181 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

manner versus acting in the passive manner we have always perceived 'nothingness' to act which 
could reasonable account for the growth of the whole independent of time. 

Perhaps the circle can help us see a useful progression, which might lead us to better 
understanding the universal building block of the whole of reality: 

From a distance we have: 



The universe 
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Compounds 
Atoms 
Nuclear 
Sub-nuclear 

?????? 



184 



The Error of Einstein 



This is in essence a form of disguising what it is we observe as an inversion of '?'. The inversion 
factor simply inverts the left and the right as seen in a mirror. In the case of '?' found 'outside' and 
'?' found 'inside' as seen through the observation of the tunnel of abstraction or what might more 
generically be called the tunnel of perception. 

Tractate 3: The Error of Boethius, detailed a few principles regarding the symmetry of abstractual 
and physical relationships: 

The principle of symmetry: 

1 . We only understand half the model if we understand where seamlessness lies in 
multiplicity for if there is a place where seamlessness lies in multiplicity, then it holds 
there is a place where multiplicity lies in seamlessness. 

2. We only understand half the model if we understand where abstraction lies in the 
physical for if there is a place where abstraction lies in the physical, then it holds there is 
a place where the physical lies in abstraction 

3. We only understand half the model if we understand where divine foreknowledge lies in 
free will for if there is a place where divine foreknowledge lies in free will, then it holds: 
there is a place where free will lies in divine foreknowledge. 

4. We only understand half the model if we understand where non-Centricism lies in 
Centricism for if there is a place where non-Centricism lies in Centricism, then it holds 
there is a place where Centricism lies in non-Centricism 

5. We only understand half the model if we understand where omni benevolence lies in 
omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence for if there is a place where omni 
benevolence lies in omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence, then it holds there is a 
place where omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence lies in omni benevolence 

6. We only understand half the model if we understand where the non-Cartesian lies in the 
Cartesian for if there is a place where the non-Cartesian lies in the Cartesian, then it holds 
there is a place where the Cartesian lies in the non-Cartesian, d/t = v/1 

7. We only understand half the model if we understand where the Cartesian lies in the non- 
Cartesian for if there is a place where the Cartesian lies in the non-Cartesian, then it holds 
there is a place where the non-Cartesian lies in the Cartesian, t/d = 1/v 

8. We only understand half the model if we understand where nothingness lies in the 
physical for if there is a place where nothingness lies in the physical, then it holds there is 
a place where the physical lies in nothingness. 

9. We only understand half the model if we understand where time is directly proportional 
to distance for if there is a place where time is directly proportional to distance, then it 
holds there is a place where the inverse of time is directly proportional to the inverse of 
distance. E/m = d/t 

10. We only understand half the model if we understand where seamlessness lies in 
multiplicity for if there is a place where seamlessness lies in multiplicity, then it holds 
there is a place where multiplicity lies in seamlessness. 
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So where does symmetry lie? Mathematically the demonstration of symmetry lies with the first 
mirror introduced by Hegel lies with the inversion of the Aristotelian perception that the 
functionality of time and the functionality of distance affect the observer. Hegel inadvertently 
introduced the first mirror, introduced the inversion of the left becoming the right, with his 
expansion of Kant's idea that the observer affects the functionality of time. 



'Being' / object / the 
whole 



being / verb / action 



'being' / object / 
individuality 



Abstraction of knowing 



Nothingness / The physical 



Abstraction of knowing 
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Opening the system up we obtain: 




What appears to be is the concept of 'knowing' the verb and 'knowing' the noun, the knowing of 
knowing. Knowledge appears to be the universal building block of existence, metaphysically 
speaking. Straightening the lines even further we obtain: 



Abstraction of knowing 



Nothingness / The physical 



Abstraction of 
knowing 
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Or: 



Abstraction of knowing 
Noun 



Abstraction of knowing 
Noun 



Nothingness / The physical 
Verb 
'knowing' 



The left hand is the right hand and the right hand is the left hand. In terms of distance and time the 
mirror becomes: 



The mirror 



d_ 
t 



Nothingness / The physical 
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Why would the mirror be a form of nothingness? The mirror is a form of nothingness for the 
mirror has no dimension, is nonexistent physically. 

Why would the mirror be physicalness, which implies the physical, is itself a form of nothingness? 
The physical is limited in terms of existence and its presumed annihilation leads to the conclusion 
that the physical, although it may be reconstructed, is not permanent as 'it was' but rather is 
permanent in 'it will be'. The universe is a verb, action as opposed to being a noun, an object. A 
verb is not; rather a verb is simply a statement regarding the acknowledgement of the existence of 
an object. 



0 



1 



The unit of knowing 



d = 



0 or d = 



t = 0 or t = go 



0_ ^ _92 
oo 0 



distance 
time 




time 
distance 



a. What is the metaphysical meaning of: 



0 



No distance 
Infinite time 



b. What is the metaphysical meaning of: 



0 



Infinite time 
No distance 
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For: 



d_ = _d 
t t 



Could just as well be expressed as: 




being I action 'filling' the unit 



'being' 



'Being' 



The unit of knowing 
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Why is there no 'left, symmetry to zero? Zero is not the point of demarcation for knowing for 
there is no 'negative' to knowing. Metaphysically, the point of symmetry for knowing is one not 
zero and thus the point of demarcation for knowing is one. In essence there is: 



The mirror 




The concept of there being no negative of knowing can be exemplified by the statement: There is 
no 'negative' of air. There may be a void of air but not a 'negative' of air. 

In terms of physicality: 



No Air 
No Matter 
No Energy 



oo 



! 




Infinite Air 
Infinite Matter 
Infinite Energy 
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It is not 



oo -4- 



+ oo 



Infinite negative Air 
Infinite negative Matter 
Infinite negative Energy 




Infinite Air 
Infinite Matter 
Infinite Energy 



Likewise in terms of knowing, the noun, it is not: 



- oo -4- 



0 
A 



Infinite negative 
knowing/noun 



Knowing/noun 



+ oo 



Infinite 
knowing/noun 
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Rather it is: 



oo 



! 



No 

knowing/noun 



The unit of knowing 



Infinite 
knowing/noun 



Where 0 and coare approached rather than 'passed through'. 



The tunnel of perception 

We are now ready to revisit the tunnel of abstraction in the physical form. To distinguish the 
physical form of the tunnel from the abstractual form of the tunnel we will refer to the physical 
form of the tunnel as the tunnel of perception since it is through the physical senses we do our 
observing and it is from our observing that we draw most of our understandings regarding 
abstractual perceptions. Once having established our tunnel of perception, we will examine how 
the physical form is 'attached' to the tunnel of abstraction. 
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The tunnel of perception 




As we can see we have already created the basics for our tunnel earlier. A few modifications are in 
order: 

In this tunnel, a second question mark appears beyond the physicalness of nothingness. The 
density of physical space becomes less and less the further 'out' we move. The question becomes: 
What is less dense than the physicalness of nothingness itself? 
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If we turn our tunnel around, we get: 



The universe 



Galaxy 



Star 



Planet 




Compounds 
Atoms 
Nuclear 
Sub-nuclear 

?????? 



Again we see: In this tunnel, a second question mark appears beyond the physicalness of 
nothingness. The density of physical space becomes greater and greater the further 'in' we move. 
The question becomes: What is denser than the physicalness of nothingness itself? 



Denser/less dense, it is the understanding of 'density' we 'gravitate' towards because density 
represents a characteristic of the physical and it is the understanding of the physical we think we 
seek because it is the physical with which we are most closely associated. In fact, however, the 
physical is not a 'thing' but rather reduces down to 'no' thing, reduces down to nothingness as we 
approach both ends of the tunnel of perception. The physical approaches the 'primal atom'( go / 1 ) 
in one direction of the tunnel and approaches the universal building block ( 1 / oo ) in the other 
direction of the tunnel. This understanding leads us to Einstein's concepts of relativity and how 
they relate to 'i". The understanding regarding the relationship of 'i' to the physical leads us to 
understanding that time and distance is only variable where time is functional. Time and distance 
are only variable in the coherency of the constancy of the physical and time and distance are only 
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constant in the incoherency of the variability of the abstract. To better understand such a concept 
it will help to use graphics. 

We are now ready to expand our tunnel of perception to include our tunnel of abstraction: 





Compounds 

Atoms 

Nuclear 


The physical 








Sub-nuclear 




?????? 



The universe 



'Being '/noun 



The abstract 



being/ action/verb 




The abstract 



'being'/noun 



Planet 



Galaxy 



The physical 



Having laid the ground work needed to understand the metaphysical significance of 'i', we are 
now ready to apply the fundamental ground work to the concept regarding what possible 
metaphysical meaning, the quotient, the square root of the distance divided by the square root of 
time, could possible have to the whole of reality versus physical reality. 
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Part lib: The Einsteinian 'i': The Constant Variable Equals the Square Root of the 

Distance Divided by the Square Root of the Time 

Introduction 

We have examined the mathematical and metaphysical relationship regarding the abstract as it 
applies to individual numbers both imaginary numbers and real numbers. We have examined 
Zeno's work as it applies to the separate existence of real/Cartesianism and the 'real illusion'/ 
' imaginary /non-Cartesianism. 

We have examined the mathematical relationship regarding inverse relationships as it applies to 
the metaphysical linear relationship regarding imaginary and real numbers and we have examined 
Hegel's work as it applies to the separate existence of passive observation/Cartesianism and active 
observation/non-Cartesianism. Mathematically we observed this relationship emerging from the 
concept: the inverse of time being equal to the inverse of distance. 

Now we are ready to examine the mathematical relationship regarding relativity as it applies to the 
metaphysical quadratic relationship regarding imaginary numbers and real numbers which is 
implied by the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'/symbiotic panentheism. In short we 
are ready to examine the metaphysical relationship of imaginary numbers and real numbers and 
how it is this mathematical/scientific understanding supports the concept regarding the 
metaphysical existence regarding the Cartesianism and the non-Cartesianism existing as 
simultaneous independent states of action found within the whole. Mathematically we will observe 
this relationship emerging from the concept: the square root of the speed of light squared (velocity 
squared) found within the equation: E = mc(2). 

We have now reached the point from which we can begin to understand what it is Einstein 
inadvertently had to offer us metaphysically which we were unable to 'see' before Einstein 
developed his perceptions of physics and before the new perception of 'being' being 'Being' had 
been put into place. 

We are on our way towards expanding our understanding regarding the concept regarding the 
functionality of concrete variability of time as opposed to abstract constancy of time. 

In this last portion of the tractate, it is not the absolute values of energy, matter, distance, or time 
upon which metaphysics relies to expand its past models, rather it is the presence of 'i' and the 
lack of the presence of 'i' which become the focus point of metaphysics. It is our ability to 
understand the relationship existing between time, distance, matter, and energy upon which 
metaphysics must explore. 

What is to emerge is the understanding that positive and negative values in terms of both the 
'real'/concrete and the 'real illusion'/ 'imaginary'/ abstract have a part to play in our 
understanding the metaphysical relationship existing between 'i' and the lack of 'i'. 

It is the ability of the model, 'being' being 'Being', the non-Cartesian powered by the Cartesian, 
which reinforces the validity of the simultaneous integrated existence of the Cartesian and the non- 
Cartesian, 'being' being 'Being', as opposed to either simple Cartesianism or simple non- 
Cartesianism being the model of reality. 

In addition, it is the inability of either the Cartesian or the non-Cartesian to explain such a 
relationship which further reinforces the validity of the simultaneous integrated existence of 
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Cartesian and the non-Cartesian, 'being' being 'Being', as opposed to either simple Cartesianism 
or simple non-Cartesianism being the model of reality. 



The square root of Einstein's equations: 'i' 





#1 




E = mc2 




E - mc2 = 0 


(E- 


mc2) - 


0 = ? 



#2 



E = mc2 



E/m = c2 



V(E/m) = V(c2) 



vT± 

= V(c2) 

Vm 

Because we are not interested in the numerical 'value' of the square 
root of E, m, and c we will treat the variable designation of E, m, 
and c as forms of constants be it constant variables, variable 
constants, or constant consistencies of change. As such we obtain: 



+/- E(l/2) 

= +/- c 

+/- m(l/2) 



becomes simply: 



+/_ E 

= +/- c 

+/- m 

The mathematical 'correctness' of such a statement is not of issue 
here. The process allows us to simplify what it is we are attempting 
to understand metaphysically. With the mathematical issue stated 
we can now move to four scenarios the equation implies: 
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And secondly: 



+ E 



+ m 



< ► 



- C 



+ E 



- m 




+ m 




Regardless of the equations only two results emerge if one places the concepts of energy and 
matter in the realm of constancy. The two emergent results become the positive of the speed of 
light or the negative of the speed of light: 
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The schematic gives us eight options. 
From the first set of equations we obtain: 



1. 


c = 


E/m 


2. 


c = 


-E/m 


3. 


c = 


E/-m 


4. 


c = 


-E/-m 



From the second set of equations we obtain: 

5. - c = E/m 

6. - c = - E/m 

7. - c = E/ - m 

8. - c = - E/ - m 



The Hegelian metaphysical system was developed before the understanding regarding Einstein's 
theories of relativity. As such, we will consider both the speed of light and the quotient of E/m to 
be absolute values. In addition we will consider E/m to be a constant. E/m, should it exist would 
be a 'universal constant'. As such, we shall give it a unit value of one. This is no more an unusual 
process than designating the distance from the earth to the sun to be a unit value, the unit value of 
one astronomical unit or 1 au. We shall designate E/m as 1 

This is not to say E/m is one nor is it saying E/m is a constant. Rather E/m is considered to be a 
variable constant of physicality. 

The result is that all eight options when the absolute value is applied become simply: 
c= 1 

The speed of light is the ratio of distance to time. This gives us: 
d/t= 1 

or 

1 = d/t 

In terms of metaphysic, what does the number one imply and what does the ratio of time to 
distance imply? 

The number one implies 'a' location where time and distance can be found 'within' which change 
can originate. 

The number of such locations has no meaning 'within' timelessness in terms of an absolute value. 
However, as perceived by awareness immersed within a universal fabric of time, 

oo 

I 

1 
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represents the potential 'number' of locations/universes which could exist within timelessness 
within which change of the timeless could be generated. 

In terms of the symbolic representation of d/t, the quantity, d/t represents velocity. Velocity is the 
relationship between two abstractual concepts, distance and time, generated by the physical. 

v = d/t 

Where v = c = +/- 1 

1 = d/t 
or 

1/1 = d/t 
or 

1/1 = t/d 
The point is: 
d = t 

What does distance equals time imply? Within the purely physical, such a concept is meaningless. 
Within the metaphysical, the direct relationship is very significant. Metaphysically the absolute 
value of distance being equal to the absolute value of time implies that neither time nor distance is 
more important than the other. Relative value is meaningless within the realm of the abstract. 
Abstractual concepts have no relative value one to another because the concept of a universal 
fabric of time and distance is absent. The universal fabric by which we 'compare' the value of one 
to another is non-existent as a 'universal' marker within the purity of the whole of the abstract 
'found' to exist 'outside' the physical... 

There is more than just the elimination of 'relative value' implied in the concept: d = t which 
needs to be examined. 
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Einstein's mirror revisited 

Hegel introduced the first metaphysical mirror. 




The mirror 

On one side the physical 

On the other side the abstract 

On one side the 'real' 

On the other side the 'real illusion' 



Left hand 



Right hand 



Einstein inadvertently introduces the second metaphysical mirror. The progression emerges as 
follows: 

In physicality we seek the multiplicity of parts from the smallest to the largest: 



0 <r 



-► oo 



The unit of physical-ness 
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In seamlessness we must seek the mirror image of physical-ness not the opposite. As such we 
must reverse the direction and seek one-ness/singularity: 



being - action, verb 



'being', noun 
0 ► 



'Being', noun 



The unit of abstract-ness 



On closer examination we find we have: 



0 



Multiplicity 
Individuality 




Seamlessness 
Whole-ness 
Singularity 
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this becomes: 



A burst of one-ness into 
brilliant flashes of multiplicity 



Multiplicity 



0 




00 



A burst of one-ness into 
brilliant flashes of one-ness 
incorporating multiplicity 



Curve the plane of the paper and point A meets point B and point C meets point D forming a 
rectangular - 'Being', and point F meets point G forming a circle of physical-ness - 'being', 
through action of unity - being. 
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Symbolically we obtain: 



v' = t 
v d 

Where v = one / the whole of the real 
/ multiplicity / physical-ness 

and 



Where v' = the whole of the 'real 
illusion' / singularity / abstract-ness 



y_ = _d 
v' t 

Where v' = one / the whole of the 
'real illusion' / singularity / 
abstract-ness 

and 

Where v = the whole of the real / 
multiplicity / physical-ness 



From the above we expand the graphic: 



The mirror of separation of 
the active and the passive 



The mirror of 
separation of the real 
and the real illusion 



Passive real 



Nothing 



Passive real illusion 



Active real 



Active real illusion 



Nothing 
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Scientifically the mirrors are representative of Aristotle and Einstein: 



The mirror of separation of 
the active and the passive 



The mirror of separation of 
the real and the real illusion 



Passive real 



Physical-ness 
of 

Aristotle/Zeno split 
Mirror 1 



Passive real illusion 



Active real 



Active real illusion 



± 



Abstract-ness 
of 

Einstein/Hegel split 
Mirror 2 
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Expanding metaphysically upon our diagram we obtain: 



Region of: 

Time 

Space 



Region of: 

Time 

Space 



The mirror of separation of 
the active and the passive 








1 



The mirror 
of 

separation 
of the real 
and the real 
illusion 




Physical-ness 
of 

Aristotle/Zeno split 
Mirror 1 




Region of: 
No time 
No space 




9 1 Passive real illusion 



Active real 



1 




Abstract - ness 
Of 

Einstein/Hegel - split 
Mirror 2 



▲ 



Region of: 
No time 
No space 
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Further metaphysical expansion gives us: 




Infinite growth 'outward' now possible since growth moves 'outward' 
into the void of space/distance and 'outward' into the void of time 
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And 




Infinite growth 'inward' now possible since 'growth moves 'inward' 
into the void of space/distance and 'inward' into the void of time 
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The graphic can be simplified as: 



Region of:: 
No time 
No space 



Region of:: 
Perceived time 
Perceived Space 




Region of:: 

No perceived time 

No perceived Space 

The circle itself 
Not the 'inside' of the circle 
Not the 'outside' of the circle 
The circle / nothingness 



Region of: 

Time 

Space 
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Einstein's mirror 



The mirror 

On one side the physical 

On the other side the abstract 

On one side the 'real' 

On the other side the 'real illusion' 



The 
physical' 



Right hand 



Right hand 




The abstract 
a = + li 



Right hand 



Right hand 



Hegel's mirror 



The mirror 

On one side the 
physical 

On the other side 
the abstract 

On one side the 
'real' 

On the other side 
the 'real illusion 



Hegel's Mirror 
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Now we have: 



p = +1 
a = li 

p'= -1 
a' = -li 



From this we can see four regions of existence: p, a, p', a'. 
Illusion 

From Tractate 6: The Error of Kant we observed: 



Kant 

Beginning - end 



► oo 

0 
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In Tractate 7: The Error of Hegel, we then observed the expansion of the idea becoming: 



Hegel 



Beginning - end 



00 i 





\ 




M 


\ M 


> ► 



00 



00 



\ 




What was = What is 
and 

What is = What was 



What could be 



In short, two does not exist; we just call the next unit: Two. What exists is two ones, multiplicity 
of uniqueness exists. In essence we obtain infinite infinities. 



Metaphysically we observe 'what was' as being identical to 'what is' and 'what is' as being 
identical to 'what was'. 'What will be' is without time, simply is, and as such is a part of 'what is' 
and 'what was'. 'What could be', however, 'is not', 'was not', and may not be. As such 'what 
could be' is unpredictable in all manners regarding what the term 'unpredictable' implies. 



Metaphysically knowing action, being, is not 'set' but rather 'is determined' by the very action of 
knowing beings reacting to the unpredictability of random physical actions found within the 
physical, found within the realm of energy, matter, functional space, and functional time. 

Heidegger stated: 'Why are there essents rather than nothing?' Kant's work implies the question 
should be: If there is no nothing why is there essent/essents? If nothing does not exist then the '?' 
is the knowable and the unknowable: 
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Why 
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I unknowable 
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> knowable 


unknowable ■< 


* ? 


there 
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essent 






is all a blank 
even 

the concept 
is a blank 
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Again graphics help us understand the meaning regarding the above statement regarding 
abstraction: 



The East is headed 'inward through the physical of the mind 
In the attempt to understand abstraction 




The West is headed 'outward through the physical of 'reality'/the universe 
In the attempt to understand abstraction 
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The East looks inward to gain a sense of the individual unique whole part, namely understanding 
one's self and the relationship of one's self to the whole. 

The West looks outward to gain a sense of the individual unique whole of the oneness of it all and 
the relationship of the whole to one's self. 

Metaphysically, both fall short of their goal and will continue to fall short of their goal since 
neither is looking to understand the complete relationship of the whole/singularity to its/the 
parts/multiplicity and the parts/multiplicity to the/its whole/singularity. 

It is this two-way interrelationship which mathematics/Einstein's equations can help metaphysics, 
the East, and the West understand. 

The equation v = Alt, divided by time, t, being directly proportional to distance, d, is not 
specifically a metaphysical issue but the mathematical complexities of such a relationship can help 
us understand the most rational metaphysical characteristics of the whole, reality in total. 



v =d/t 




vt = d 




Where v 


The coefficient of constancy 
The coefficient of constancy = k 
k = 1 


1 1 = d 




t = d 





Likewise: 



1/v = 


t/d 




d/v = 


t 






Where v 


The coefficient of constancy 
The coefficient of constancy = k 
k = 1 


d/1 = 


t 




d = t 
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Aristotelian Cartesian metaphysical systems perceive the system to be closed and closed systems 
to incorporate infinity through the process of moving internally versus an open system which 
incorporates infinity through the process of moving outwardly. 




L 



The whole 
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The system is a form of stagnation through internal expansion. The decay becomes apparent when 
one expands the graphic: 



Aristotelian Cartesian systems 




Infinity begins at the infinitely small and ends at the infinitely small. Multiplicity of parts exists 
but the whole remains what it is the whole with no potential to expand itself. This is a one of the 
most insidious forms of stagnation for it is a form of stagnation concealed within the false 
perception regarding the insignificance of the infinite parts/multiplicity which ironically generates 
perceived insignificance for the parts of the whole or what might better be expressed as nihilism 
regarding the parts. 

The second option is the non-Cartesian system: the outward expansion limited by its lack of 
inward growth. 

Kant/Hegel non-Cartesian metaphysical systems perceive the system to be open and open systems 
to incorporate infinity through the process of moving externally versus closed system, which 
incorporate infinity through the process of moving inwardly. 
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Kant/Hegel non-Cartesian systems 



oo 



oo 



00 



The whole 



oo 



The system is once again a form of stagnation through external expansion. The decay becomes 
apparent when one expands the graphic: 
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00 




00 



Infinity begins at the infinitely large and ends at the infinitely large. Singularity exists but the 
whole remains what it is the whole with no potential to expand its understanding of its infinite 
incremental parts. This is a second insidious form of stagnation for this is a form of stagnation 
concealed within the false perception regarding the insignificance of the whole which ironically 
once again generates perceived insignificance for the parts of the whole or what might better be 
expressed as nihilism regarding the parts. 

Both systems impact the parts of the whole adversely for each system generates perceptions of 
insignificance of the parts of the whole. The significance of such generated perceptions becomes 
apparent to the parts themselves and to ourselves in particular since we are a part of the system 
itself. 

Incorporating both systems, a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system provides the 
infinite expansion in both the inward and outward directions, which allows for the growth of the 
parts and the growth of the whole. Such a system, 'being' being 'Being', generates: 

1 . Neither a stable whole nor stable parts 

2. Neither a decaying whole nor decaying parts 

Rather the system of 'being' being 'Being' generates: 

1 . A growing dynamic whole and growing dynamic parts. 



The illusion then becomes the perception that one or the other is the system. The illusion then 
becomes the perception that either the system is a form of closed system, Cartesian, or the system 
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is a form of open system, non-Cartesian. The reality of the scenario lies not in the Cartesian nor in 
the non-Cartesian but rather in both the Cartesian and the non-Cartesian. The two exist 
simultaneously independent yet simultaneously dependent one upon the other. 

Regarding the Cartesian and the non-Cartesian: The concrete/the physical perceives itself/ the 
Cartesian, to be real and the non-Cartesian/the abstract to be an illusion. Simultaneously the 
abstract/ the non-Cartesian perceive itself to be real and the Cartesian/the physical to be an 
illusion. What actually evolves as the scenario is: One is the real illusion when the other is the 
real. Which is which depends upon 'where' it is one does the perceiving, is dependent upon one's 
relative position of perception. 

How then does one get to the 'real illusion' from the mathematical Aristotelian perception of : v = 
d/t? 

Within the equation, v = d / 1, we will take 'v' to be a coefficient of constancy. With the 
coefficiency of constancy being ' 1 ' we obtain the real and the real illusion: 



The real and the real Illusions 



+ E 


energy 




- E 


anti-energy 




+ m 


matter 




- m = 


anti-matter 




+ c 


the speed of light in the vacuum of the physical: velocity = 
distance physical time 


physical 


- c = 


the speed of light in the vacuum of the abstract: velocity = 
distance abstract time 


abstract 



E = m c(2) - E = - m c(2) 

E -5- m = c(2) - E - m = c(2) 

VE-Vm =Vc(2) V(- E) - m) = Vc(2) 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±c ± iE(l/2) - ± im(l/2) =±c 
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There are two metaphysical questions which arise from the two graphics: 
First: The real 

If energy and matter are equated to the speed of light in a vacuum, what could this possibly mean 
metaphysically? 

The two graphics demonstrate the validity of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' for 
Einstein's equation clearly demonstrated the relationship which exists between the abstract and the 
physical. The statements: 



E 


= m c(2) 


E -5- m 


= c(2) 


VE-h Vm 


= Vc(2) 


±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) 


= ±c 



-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ±c 



Expands to become: 



E 


= m c(2) 


E -=- m 


= c(2) 


a/E^ Vm 


= Vc(2) 


±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) 


= ± d / +/- 1 



-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) + V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ± d / +/- 1 
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Second: The 'real' illusion 



E = m c(2) 

E -5- m = c(2) 

VE -h Vm = Vc(2) 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±c 

Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1 : 

± E(l/2) - ± m(l/2) =±k 

±E(l/2) = ±m(l/2) 



Since we are not interested in the cardinal 
value of E and m we can ignore the factor of 
1/2 and thus we can concentrate upon the 
positive and negative metaphysical 
significance of existence, concentrate upon 
the four scenarios: 



+ E 
+ E 
-E 
-E 



+ m 



- m 



+ m 



-E 

- E - m 

V(- E) - V(- m) 
±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 



= - m c(2) 
= c(2) 
= Vc(2) 
= ±c 



Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 
1: 

±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) =±k 
±iE(l/2) =±im(l/2) 



Since we are not interested in the 
cardinal value of E and m we can ignore 
the factor of 1/2 and thus we can 
concentrate upon the positive and 
negative metaphysical significance of 
existence, concentrate upon the four 
scenarios: 



+ iE 
+ iE 
-iE 
-iE 



+ im 



lm 



+ im 



If the opposite of energy (- E )and the opposite of matter ( - m ) are equated to the speed of light in 
a vacuum, what could this possibly mean metaphysically? 
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The two graphics demonstrate the validity of the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' for 
Einstein's equation inadvertently demonstrates the relationship which exists between the abstract 
and the physical. The statement: 



-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) - V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ±c 



Expands to become: 



-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) - V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ± d / +/- 1 



It has been stated: The two sequences of graphics demonstrate the validity of the metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being'. Einstein's equation intuitively demonstrates the relationship 
which exists between the abstract and the physical. 

How do we move from the intuitive to the demonstratively obvious? How do we demonstrate: 

1 . If the opposite of energy (- E ) and the opposite of matter ( - m ) are equated to the speed 
of light in a vacuum, what could this possibly mean metaphysically? 

2. If energy and matter are equated to the speed of light in a vacuum, what could this 
possibly mean metaphysically? 

And finally: 

3. Since 'i' is not present in half the graphics: What do 'i' and the lack of 'i' have to do with 
the metaphysical understanding regarding the whole of reality? 



225 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
The real: 

The real does not encompass the 'i'. Rather the real encompasses the lack of T which allows the 
'real' illusion to deal with the T. 

We find the real, from our point of perception, from the point of perception located within the 
physical, located within the mathematics of: 



E 


= m c(2) 


E -=- m 


= c(2) 


a/E^ Vm 


= Vc(2) 


± E(l/2) 


-±m(l/2) =±c 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1 : 


± E(l/2) 


H-±m(l/2) =±k 


± E(l/2) 


= ±m(l/2) 


Since we are not interested in the cardinal 
value of E and m we can ignore the factor of 
_ we can concentrate upon the positive and 
negative metaphysical significance of 
existence, we can concentrate upon the four 
scenarios: 


+ E 


+ m 


+ E 


= - m 


-E 


+ m 


-E 


= - m 



The four scenarios epitomize the principle of physics dealing with symmetry: 



1. 


+ E 




+ m 


2. 


+ E 




- m 


3. 


-E 




+ m 


4. 


-E 




- m 
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Physics presently has shown energy, matter, and anti-matter to exist. The principle of symmetry 
would strongly suggest anti-energy would need to exist to complete the symmetry regarding the 
relationship: 



It matter ( + m ) plus anti-matter ( - m ) annihilate each other and produce energy: 
+ m + - m = 0 m =E 
Then what is the symmetrical equivalent of energy: 
+E+? = OE = ? 



The symmetrical equivalent to energy should be anti-energy just as the symmetrical equivalent to 
matter is anti-matter. 

The physical model of reality suggests there are four quadrants to physical reality, four quadrants 
to 'reality', four quadrants to the 'real', four quadrants to Cartesianism: 



The real 
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We know matter combined with anti-matter gives us pure energy. As such combining the 
existences composed of matter and energy with that of existences composed of anti-matter and 
energy gives us: 



The real 



Energy 







/ Anti-energy \^ 
\ Matter J 


/ Anti-energy \. 
\ Anti-matter 
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The principle of symmetry would suggest: Combining anti-matter immersed within anti-energy 
with matter immersed within anti-energy would gives us pure anti-energy. As such combining the 
existences composed of matter and anti-energy with that of existences composed of anti-matter 
and anti-energy would theoretically give us: 



The real 



Energy 



Anti-energy 
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Moving the model one step further: The union of energy and anti-energy should give us nothing: 



The real 



Nothing 



How can this be? How can 'everything' reduce to nothingness? The topic is much too involved to 
discuss within the tractate of Einstein, however, due to the importance of the functionality of 
nothingness which in turn implies the existence of nothingness, the topic will capture its own 
tractate: Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger - Resolving the problem of the void of a void. In 
addition, it may provide some form of validity to such a concept as the dissolving of universes into 
nothingness, if we at this point add that billions of people have adhered to just such a concept. The 
ancient and still functioning religion of Hinduism holds to just such a belief. Although this tractate 
does not deal with ontological concepts as such, the mention that persistent 'universal/timeless' 
(earth oriented) religious, mythical, and humanly intuitive ideas are now thought to provide our 
specie with some form of direction and reality based insights regarding the very reality within 
which we find ourselves to exist. 

For now, however, lets focus upon the idea that symmetry plays an important part regarding the 
equation of reality as expressed by symbiotic panentheism as opposed to panentheism. 

The principle of symmetry would suggest we will find a physical presence identified as anti- 
energy. Whether we find the presence of anti-energy as an actual physical presence or we find 
anti-energy cannot exist within the presence of energy but the mathematical expression of the 
existence of anti-energy can be demonstrated is not the point. What is the point is that we should 
be able to demonstrate the existence of such a 'thing' as anti-energy eventually if the principle of 
symmetry applies. 

But what if the concept of anti-energy does not emerge as a viable concept? What if the principle 
of symmetry is proven by science to be an erroneous concept of our universe? Will such a 
development simultaneously eliminate the metaphysical model of non-Cartesianism powered by 
Cartesianism as a viable model of metaphysics? The answer is: The development of asymmetry as 
the principle of the universe would not eliminate non-Cartesianism powered by Cartesianism as a 
viable model of metaphysics. Tractates 1 - 18 of this work would not all become irrelevant just 
because speculation regarding the more theoretical examination of Tractate 8 proved to be sheer 
speculation with the advent of two thousand years of theoretical physics having been 'proven' 
wrong. 

Moving on, we must then ask: What is this thing we call 'time', which is found within the realm 
we call the real, the physical, the realm we occupy as physical 'beings'? What are the 
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characteristics of time and how does time, found within pockets of regions we call universes and 
individuality, which in turn are located within the purity of abstraction lacking the universal fabric 
of time, affect the region of timeless abstraction itself? 



1. Coherency of time 



Coherency of time, one-dimensional time, much as one dimensional light, moves forward as one 
vertical band and maintains a dimension forward while simultaneously sliding up and down. Time, 
therefore, is multi-dimensional in nature. 

Time appears to move unimpeded as well as unaffected by 'direction'. Therein lies the coherency 
of the concept we call time/distance 




Time is coherent in this aspect since time is found not in packets of time but in a form of 
continuity. Time in the concrete, time within the physical, has continuity. As we shall see, time 
can also lack continuity. Incoherent time, time lacking continuity, is found within the abstract. 

Whether the universe is linear or quadratic in nature is not the issue of this tractate nor is the issue 
of this tractate the understanding regarding whether time is affected by distance and distance is 
affected by time. What is of metaphysical interest within this tractate is that time 'appears' to be 
unaffected by the 'direction' it traverses. What is of interest metaphysically is that we, knowing 
beings, appear to accumulate knowing in a linear fashion directly associated with the linear 
movement of time. We, knowing beings, appear to accumulate 'knowing' as we travel 'through' 
time. We appear to pick up packets of experiencing wrapped in time. As such we appear to be: 
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Time 




The beginning of the capacity to experience the 
physical, the real, linear time travels 



Packet of experiencing 



The complete entity of 'being'/'knowing' begins with our first being capable of being 'aware' of 
our experiencing becomes a complete entity upon reaching the end of our being able to experience 
within this realm we call the physical, reaching the end of our being capable of 'being' 'aware' of 
this realm involving 'what could be', reaching the end of our being personally capable of 
experiencing through awareness this realm involving linear time 



The end of the capacity to experience the 
physical, the real, linear time travels 



Time 




Packet of experiencing 



The beginning of the capacity to experience the 
physical, the real, linear time travels 



The tunnel of time now becomes: 
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The real 



The physical 



The realm we most 
immediately occupy 



The packet of awareness travels through time gleaning experiences wrapped in time or one could 
say the packet of awareness travels through time gleaning time wrapped in experiences. The two 
perceptions are basically the same just viewed from a different perspective, one from the 
perspective of the experience the other from the perspective of time. 

The question then becomes what happens to these packets of experience wrapped in time/time 
wrapped in experience? If the physical is all there is then the answer becomes: What happens to 
the packets of experience wrapped in time is exactly the same as what happens to the physical 
itself. If the physical 'dissolves', 'ends', so to end the packets of experience. 

If the physical is all there is then the packet of experience, the knowing being, is a closed system. 
The realm of the physical is closed. The physical, the universe is closed by the limits of time itself, 
is closed by the very apparent infinity of time for as surely as time appears infinite it becomes 
encaged within the limits of the concept of time itself. 



As convenient as it may be to suggest time is coherent, consistent, we believe time is variable in 
nature. Einstein's Theory of Relativity suggests time 'changes' with the rate at which one moves 
through distance. 

Does the variability of time affect the concept of packets of experiencing, the unit of knowing 
'being' 'accumulating' experiencing as it travels through time? Einstein's theory would suggest 
such is not the case. Rather it is the experiencing, which is experienced. It is the experiencing as it 
relates to time that awareness itself experiences. 

The result: The packet is the packet, the experiences are the experiences, the concept of 'filling' 
the packet remains the same regardless of the 'speed' through which the unit of knowing traverses 
through the physical. 



2. Variability of time 
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Time becomes encapsulated within the packet and experience becomes just that experience. On 
the other hand, time does not become 'just' time but rather time becomes the packet, the 
packaging of the abstractual knowing of the experience. 

The 'real' illusion 

The 'real' illusion does not but does encompass the T. The 'real' illusion symbolically 
encompasses the T through the mathematical hieroglyphics which allows the 'real' to deal with 
the 'real' illusion symbolically through the use of 'i'. 

We find the 'real' illusion, from our point of perception, from the point of perception located 
within the physical, from the point of perception located within the real, located within the 
mathematics of T, becomes symbolized by the mathematical statements: 



- E = - m c(2) 

- E - m = c(2) 

V(- E) - V(- m) = Vc(2) 

±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) =±c 

Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1: 

±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) =±k 

±iE(l/2) =±im(l/2) 

Since we are not interested in the cardinal 
value of E and m we can ignore the factor of 
1/2 and we can concentrate upon the positive 
and negative metaphysical significance 
regarding the existence of four scenarios: 



+ iE = + im 

+ iE = - im 

- iE = + im 

- iE = - im 
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-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= d£2} 
t(2) 


V(- E) - V(- m) 


= Vd(2) 
Vt(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ±d/t 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1: 


± iE(l/2) - ± im(l/2) 


= ± 1 



Existing as we do within the physical, we can, through the previous progression of thought 
suggested in the section: The real, somewhat understand the mathematical concepts: 

E = m c(2) 

E -5- m = c(2) 

VE -h Vm = Vc(2) 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±c 

Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1 : 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±k 

±E(l/2) =±m(l/2) 

Since we are not interested in the cardinal 
value of E and m we can ignore the factor of 
1/2 and we can concentrate upon the positive 
and negative metaphysical significance 
regarding the existence of four scenarios: 

+ E = +m 

+ E = -m 

-E = +m 

- E = - m 
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Reduces to: 

E = m c(2) 

E -5- m = c(2) 

VE - Vm = Vc(2) 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±c 

Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1 : 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±1 



It would appear, through the thought process outlined in both the section, 'The real' and 'The real 
illusion', that we have two scenarios. This perception, however, is incorrect. We actually have 
four scenarios: 

We have the two scenarios outlined: 



E = m c(2) 

E -=- m = c(2) 

Ve -h Vm = Vc(2) 

± E(l/2) - ± m(l/2) =±c 

Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1: 



±E(l/2)-± m (l/2) 



= ± 1 



-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) - V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


± iE(l/2) - ± im(l/2) 


= ±c 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 
1:: 


± iE(l/2) - ± im(l/2) 


= ± 1 



236 



The Error of Einstein 



And we have: 



E 

E -5- - m 

VE -h V(- m) 

±E(l/2)-±im(l/2) 



= - m c(2) 
= c(2) 
= Vc(2) 
= ±c 



Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1 : 



±E(l/2)-±im(l/2) 



= ± 1 



-E 


= + m c(2) 


-E^ + m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) - V(+ m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±m(l/2) 


= ±c 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1: 


± iE(l/2) - ± m(l/2) 


= ± 1 



Symmetry prevails but what is the symmetry suggested? We leave the physics to the physicists but 
we will tackle the metaphysics of the symmetry suggested since this work, The War and Peace of 
a New Metaphysical Perception, deals with metaphysics. 

The concept of the 'real' and the 'real' illusion enters the picture as the means of best describing 
the symmetry implied by the mathematical symbolization suggested within the equations. 

The real - the lack of T, and the 'real' illusion - the presence of 'i' appear an equal number of 
times within the four scenario final equations. 

The potential explanation lies in Zeno's description of the existence of the abstract and the 
physical. In short we have the physical and the abstract. We come full circle to Tractate 1 : The 
Error of Zeno - Resolving the problem of The Abstract. 

It appears a 'mirror' exists separating the real from the 'real illusion, separating the physical from 
the abstract, allowing the paradox of motion expressed by Zeno to be realized as two equally 
dynamic arenas of existence for elements of knowing producing two equally significant purposes 
for elements/multiplicity in terms of how they affect the whole/singularity. 

The 'mirror' is revealed through the examination of Einstein's equations regarding the relationship 
of matter and energy. The T and the lack of 'i' evolve as the expressions of the two locations of 
existence. 

We have observed the emergence of the rationale supporting two regions one within the other, the 
'contained'/Cartesian/the closed system allowing the 'container/the non-Cartesian/the open system 
to 'grow' versus the Aristotelian perception of the 'container' existing in a state of decay or 
existing in an eternal state of permanent equilibrium. 

We have observed the emergence of the rationale behind the concept of a non-Cartesian system of 
abstraction 'containing' a Cartesian system of physicality wherein the Cartesian system, 'powers', 
provides the mechanism by which the non-Cartesian whole thrives, flourishes, blossoms, lives, 
avoids the very nihilistic purposelessness of Nietzsche's 'eternal recurrence'. 
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The separation: 



Aristotle's Cartesianism 


Kant/Hegel's non-Cartesianism 


The Physical 


The Abstract 


Cartesianism 


Non-Cartesianism 


Free Will 


Determinism 


Centricism 


Non-Centricism 


Finite Time In Infinite Space 


Infinite Time In Finite Packets 


Finite Distance In Infinite Time 


Infinite Distance In Finite Packets 


What 'could be' 


What 'was', What 'is', What 'will 


Closed System 


Open System 


Coherent Time 


Incoherent Time 


Active Observation 


Passive Observation 
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Now becomes a hybrid of the two: 



Aristotle's Cartesianism 


Kant/Hegel's non-Cartesianism 


The Physical 


The Abstract 


Cartesianism 


Non-Cartesianism 


Free Will 


Determinism 


Centricism 


Non-Centricism 


Finite Time In Infinite Space 


Infinite Time In Finite Packets 


Finite Distance In Infinite Time 


Infinite Distance In Finite Packets 


What 'could be' 


What 'was', What 'is', What 'will 


Closed System 


Open System 


Coherent Time 


Incoherent Time 


Active Observation 


Passive Observation 
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In the form of two interdependent systems fused together as an energetic viable entity of 
wholeness. The system more clearly becomes: 



Kant/Hegel's non-Cartesianism 



9. 



10. 



The Abstract 
Non-Cartesianism 
Determinism 
Non-Centricism 
What 'was', What 'is' 
What 'will be' 
Open System 
Passive Observation 
Infinite Time In 
Finite Packets 
Infinite Distance In 
Finite Packets 
Incoherent Time 



€ f 



Aristotle's Cartesianism 




The Physical 
Cartesianism 
Free Will 
Centricism 
What 'could be' 
Closed System 
Active Observation 
Finite Time In Infinite Space 
Finite Distance In Infinite Time 
Coherent Time 



The questions become: What is meant by items numbered 8, 9. and 10 found within the diagram? 
What do: Infinite Time In Finite Packets, Infinite Distance In Finite Packets, Finite Time In 
Infinite Space, Finite Distance In Infinite Time, Coherent Time, and Incoherent Time, have to do 
with the metaphysical understanding regarding the Newtonian 'i' and the Einsteinian 'i'? 

Metaphysically, positive and negative energy and positive and negative matter interpret into the 
potential to be energy and anti-energy and matter and anti-matter. Other than anti-energy, physics 
deals with these concepts daily. Positive distance and positive time are concepts with which we all 
deal on a daily basis. 

What, however, of the concept of a negative distance and a negative time? Negativity of time and 
negative distance become a mathematical means of expressing inverse relationships. 

From the section of this tractate entitled: The square root of Einstein's equation: 'i' , we saw the 
initiation regarding the concept of a 'negative' time and a 'negative' distance. 



The schematic gives us eight options. 
From the first set of equations we obtain: 



1. 


c = 


E/m 


2. 


c = 


-E/m 


3. 


c = 


E/-m 


4. 


c = 


-E/-m 
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From the second set of equations we obtain: 

5. - c = E/m 

6. - c = - E/m 

7. - c = E/ - m 

8. - c = - E/ - m 



Having examined such concepts in detail, we can now begin to examine the concept referred to as 
the 'incoherency of time'. 



1. Incoherency of time - reiterated 



'knowing' through: 

Time wrapped in experience 
Experience wrapped in time 
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Three dimensionally we obtain: 




The real 
The physical 

The realm we most immediately occupy 



Whether the universe is linear, quadratic, etc, is not the issue. It may be possible time is affected 
by distance and distance by time but that also is not the point of this tractate. What is of interest 
metaphysically is that time 'appears' to be unaffected by the 'direction' it traverses. What is of 
interest metaphysically is that we, knowing beings, appear to accumulate knowing in a linear 
fashion directly associated with the linear movement of time. We, knowing beings, appear to 
accumulate 'knowing' as we travel 'through' time. 

Again we understand: We appear to pick up packets of experiencing wrapped in time. As such we 
appear to be: 
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Beginning with our first being capable of being 'aware' of our experiencing to the end of our 
being able to experience within this realm we call the physical, this realm of 'what could be', this 
realm of linear time becomes complete and thus the graphic of the completed unit becomes: 



The beginning of the capacity to experience the 
physical, the real, linear time travels 



Having laid the metaphysical foundation, we begin to understand there should logically be a 
symmetrical 'location for the incoherency of time. There should be a location of 'inconsistency of 
time. Such a location would not appear to be 'within' the coherency of time but rather be 'an 
independent' location of incoherency of time containing the coherency of time. Such a 'location' 
would in actuality be a location unlimited by the parameters of space and time. But how can one 
have a location void space and time? The very Tack' of space and time implies no 'location'. 
Perhaps, but such suggestions spring from an inability to perceive of 'a location' void the 
universal fabric of space and time due to the fact that such a concept is 'alien' to our thought 
process. 



The end of the capacity to experience the 
physical, the real, linear time travels 



Time 
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If we were to diagram such a 'location', we might do so as: 







The real 




The physical 




The realm we most 




immediately occupy 



Incoherency of time 



No time 
No space 



The packet of awareness travels through time gleaning experiences wrapped in time or one could 
say the packet of awareness travels through time gleaning time wrapped in experiences. The two 
perceptions are basically the same just viewed from a different perspective, one from the 
perspective of the experience the other from the perspective of time. 



Again we ask the question: What happens to these packets of experience wrapped in time/time 
wrapped in experience? Again we answer: If the physical is all there is then the answer becomes: 
What happens to the packets of experience wrapped in time is exactly the same as what happens to 
the physical itself. If the physical 'dissolves', 'ends', so to end the packets of experience. 
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Again we state: The packet of experience, the knowing being, is a closed system. The realm of the 
physical is closed. The physical, the universe is closed by the limits of time itself, by the very 
apparent infinity of time for as surely as time appears infinite it becomes encaged within the limits 
of the concept of time itself. 

Now we have an 'area' 'outside' the physical. We have a region where time and space are found 
'within' the packets of knowing but time and space do not exist 'outside' the packets of knowing. 
For awareness of one packet to travel to another packet of awareness is not an issue of passing 
through time nor is it an issue of passing through distance. It just is and as such 'travel' becomes 
instantaneous in the true sense of instantaneous. 

The linear sequencing of time is found only 'within' the packets and not between packets. As such 
the concept of linear movement from one time frame to another does not exist external to the 
packets but only exists as an internal function. The result is a form of non-sequentiality of time 
taking place as a universal medium. Eternal time takes on the characteristic of incoherency. 

All is capable of being experienced within the realm of the incoherency of time with the exception 
of 'what is not, with the exception of 'what could be' for 'what could be' is not yet. 

Does an entity of multiplicity experiencing another's experience 'affect' either entity? Within such 
a model the answer is: 'Experiencing occurring after the entity has been fully constructed, 
completed as an entity, does not 'change' the 'complete' entity of knowing. The only way to 
'change' is to experience 'what one constructs through the conversion of 'what could be' to being 
'what is'. 

Thus the region of 'what could be' becomes the engine, the 'power' source of 'what is'. In essence 
we have a non-Cartesian system powered by the Cartesian. We have 'being' being 'Being' as well 
as 'Being' being 'being'. Again it will be stated that it is the first relationship, 'being' being 
'Being', that is the issue of metaphysics and thus the issue of this work, The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception. It is not the relationship of the second, 'Being' being 'being', that 
is the issue with which Metaphysics is concerned. 

2. Constancy of time 

As convenient as it may be to suggest time is incoherent, inconsistent, within the realm of the 
purity of abstraction, it is possible for time to be absent as a 'universal' fabric of the abstract and 
thus inconsistent in its lack of consistency when viewed as being absent. In such a region, 
Einstein's Theory of Relativity would suggest time does not 'change' with the rate at which one 
moves through distance. 

Does the lack of time, does travel 'through' timelessness affect the concept regarding packets of 
experiencing the unit of 'knowing being'. To travel 'through' timelessness would appear to have 
no affect upon the unit of knowing since without time the unit of knowing composed of 
experiences 'created' in time would be unaffected by a timeless realm. What then of the travels 
one unit of knowing may 'accumulate' as it travels through time found within the packets of 
knowing found to exist within the realm of timelessness? Would such an 'experience' affect the 
original unit of knowing doing the transposition upon the new unit of knowing? No it does not. 
The unit of knowing doing the transposing may experience the event of new experiencing and 
fully sense the new experience but the event would not 'change' the unit of knowing for it is what 
it is and cannot 'change' 'what it is', 'what it was', nor 'what it will be' for there is no universal 
fabric of time present through which the development of 'what could be' can develop. The unit of 
knowing remains as it is. The units of knowing 'beings' no longer travel a region of time to 
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develop their own unique form of knowing and thus it appears they could not become new unique 
entities from other knowing. 

The result: The packet is the packet, the experiences are the experiences, the concept of 'filling' 
the packet remains the same regardless of new understanding these unique packets of knowing 
glean as they complete their new travels within the region of time found to exist as isolated 
packets within the realm of timelessness. Units of knowing can traverse the lack of no distance in 
no time since no time exists between units of knowing and no distance separates one packet of 
knowing from another. Having traversed non-existent dimensions of time and distance in no time 
at all, individuality, units of unique knowing, packets of multiplicity, can then proceed to 
experience other forms of experience having been established by other forms of unique 
perceptions which in turn have been developed through their unique travels through time 
experienced by virgin consciousness. 

The two, the constancy of time and the incoherency of time, found within the 'real illusion' 
become the mirror images the two, the variability of time and the coherency of time, found within 
the 'real'. 



The 'Taser': 

Taser: time amplification by stimulated emissions of radiation - as opposed to laser 

The radiation: packets of time much as the packets of light - photons of light but in this case 

packets of time 



Individuality begins to appear to lose its very uniqueness of individuality the further one removes 
themselves from individuality but in essence individuality is still what it is - individuality 'within' 
which time is immersed, wrapped. 

Pull such individuality apart and let it float randomly and one obtains an incoherency of time, an 
incoherency due to apparent chaotic movement, Brownian movement of packets of time within 
which coherency of time exists as the very structure of the individual's structure itself. 




Individuality 



Beginning at '0' consciousness 



Ending at 'completion' 
'wholeness' - 'a' unit 
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The means by which eternal 
recurrence no longer exists as 
eternal recurrence. 



Emerging packet of experience 
embracing the sequentiality of 
time and space 




The Cartesian 
powerhouse of the 
non-Cartesian 





Time 
Space 




The non-Cartesian 
powered by 
the Cartesian 
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The multiplicity of knowing unique personalities of experiencing are capable of movement within 
the non-Cartesian much as packets of light have a pattern of random, incoherent movement within 
the physical. 

Take the packets of light and cause them to move from an incoherent movement pattern to a 
coherent movement pattern and one obtains a 'laser' light beam, light amplification by stimulated 
emissions of radiation. 

What does this have to do with time and the concept of two 'locations' of existence? 

The analogy of a laser can be used to best describe what time represents to the purity of 
abstraction. Time takes the place of light in the analogy. Time replaces light and thus we obtain 
the concept of 'taser': time amplification by stimulated emissions of radiation. 

Just as the laser becomes a unique and powerful tool for our purposes within the physical, within 
the real, within our universe, so time becomes a unique and powerful tool for the purposes of the 
summation of knowing, for the purposes of the whole, for the purposes of 'Being' as opposed to 
'being'. 

The 'taser' becomes a means of developing virgin consciousness into a functional entity with a 
purpose to the whole. The 'taser' becomes a means by which the entities of knowing in the form 
of multiplicity of individuality mold themselves into unique complete packets of experiencing 
wrapping time within its folds. The objective: to keep the summation of knowing, 'Being' from 
existing in a constant state of permanent equilibrium stagnating in the quagmire of 'eternal 
recurrence'. 

In short, the 'taser' becomes the means by which the whole, 'Being', the summation of knowing, 
becomes even more so without the coherency of time's linear movement being a limiting factor to 
the whole itself other than in the sense of the whole being 'freed' to become more than it is, was, 
and will be. Now the whole can become what it might be, could be, but not necessarily 'will be'. 

The possible perception that the process of time amplification is a simplistic concept is 
misleading. There is no doubt time is a complex subject of which we know relatively little. This 
tractate does not imply an in-depth understanding regarding the physics of time. Metaphysics is 
not intended to replace physics. Metaphysics is intended to think 'ahead' of physics and lay 
groundwork 'towards' which thinkers of physics, the theoretical physicists, can find intriguing 
ideas and concepts for their thinking process. 

Metaphysics has been reticent in its function to provide the fodder of thought for theoretical 
physicists. The blame for the relatively stagnant state of mind regarding metaphysical thinkers lies 
not with science but rather the blame lies with philosophy and philosopher. The state of existence 
within which 'politically correct' institutions and philosophical thinkers have been compressing 
metaphysics itself into an ever decreasing sphere of influence. 

It is the reversal of this process of compression, which is the goal of this work, The War and Peace 
of a New Metaphysical Perception. 

But what of time and our future examination of time? 

The complexity of time explodes with the knowledge we gain of the abstractual characteristics of 
time itself. 
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For example: 

Time may be found within time itself. 

Tunnels of time may be found within tunnels of time 



The Universe 




Incoherent time 





Packets of 




Individuality 



Packets of individuality if given 'enough' space, could move in different time directions 
relative to each other in perspective of viewing one galaxy from another 

Our own propulsion systems thrusting us at phenomenal speeds of one individual relative 
to another may create what are perceived to be 'Doppler effects of time' as opposed to 
'Doppler effects of sound'. (In effect these 'perceived' variations of time may be but the 
illusion of 'Doppler effects of time' created by the packets of individuality passing each 
other in their process of ' being', in their journey of 'life', newly experiencing, filling 
themselves, being.) 

The universe, in being itself, moves in its own time direction while encompassing 
individual packets of time moving within it. As such, universe's may journey to allow 
creation to 'become' so that creation of newness itself moves from potentiality to 'being'. 
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What does it mean: 

It means the significance of the 'constant' variable 

E = mc(2) 

E/m = c(2) 
E/m = kd/t 

can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

It means the significance regarding the relationship of the positive and the negative of both energy 
and matter 



E = m c(2) 

E -5- m = c(2) 

VE -h Vm = Vc(2) 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±c 

Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1 : 

±E(l/2)-±m(l/2) =±1 



can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

It means the significance regarding the relationship of the positive 'i' and the negative 'i' 



-E 


= - m c(2) 


- E - m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ±c 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1: 


± iE(l/2) - ± im(l/2) 


= ± 1 
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E 


= - m c(2) 


E -=- - m 


= c(2) 


VE - V(- m) 


= Vc(2) 


±E(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ±c 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 
1: 


±E(l/2)-±im(l/2) 


= ±1 



-E 


= + m c(2) 


-E- + m 


= c(2) 


V(- E) + V(+ m) 


= Vc(2) 


±iE(l/2)-±m(l/2) 


= ±c 


Then if c is velocity and if velocity is the 
coefficient of constancy k which equals 1: 


±iE(l/2)-±m(l/2) 


= ± 1 



can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 



It means the significance of the inverse of time and the inverse of distance 



1 


= d 


kt 


d 



can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 
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It means the significance of the seamlessness of distance and the multiplicity of distance 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 




The Abstract: 

'seamless ness' of Distance 



can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 
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It means the significance of the multiplicity of time and the seamlessness of time 



Abstract Time - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Physical Time - 'seamless ness' 




The Abstract: 
'Multiplicity' of Time 



can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 
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It means the relationship of the two, time and distance 



Physical Distance/Abstract Time - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance/Physical Time - 'seamless ness' 




The Abstract: 
Seamlessness of distance 



The Abstract: 
Multiplicity of Time 



can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system, and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

It means the relationship existing between 'the constancy of time and the incoherency of time' and 
'the variability of time and the coherency of time' can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new 
metaphysical system and only by the new metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

It means the square of the distance divided by the square of time as it relates to energy divided by 
mass can be metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system and only by the new 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

It means the relationship of the element 'i', the Newtonian 'i', and the Einsteinian T can be 
metaphysically demonstrated by the new metaphysical system and only by the new metaphysical 
system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

Time and distance become inverse functions of each other because time and distance have two 
characteristics, 'seamless ness' and 'multiplicity', concrete/physical functionality and abstract 
functionality, each of which can be 'found' existing as pairs 'within' the 'real' or the 'real 
illusion'. Which is the 'real' and which is the 'real illusion' depends upon 'where' one stands, 
depends upon one's relative position to the abstract and the physical as one refers to the concepts. 
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Such a development is not unique to time and distance which permeate our particular universe. 
Should other universes exist within which abstractions other than time and space are the universal 
medium, the universal fabric, then unique forms of abstractual knowing found within these unique 
forms of universal fabrics would experience the same form of metaphysical process as that which 
occurs to knowing found within the universal fabric of time and space which permeate our 
particular universe. 

The significance of such a perception is that a 'universal philosophy' is a rational concept 
applying to 'universes' rather than simply our universe. Thus the concept of 'universal' becomes 
truly universal for it is not applicable to only one universe but to all universes. 

The new perception 2000 ad: v = d/t becomes vt = d or kt = d, where V equals the constant 'k' 
and 'k' is not a constant of mathematics but a constant of perceptual existence 'within' a 'real 
illusion' 

But enough has been said regarding the extreme complexity regarding what mathematics and 
metaphysics have in common as inadvertently implied by Einstein and his concepts of relativity. 
Although we are done with Einstein, we are not done with the complexities regarding the 
relationships which are exposed by Russell and his paradox of members and nonmembers. 

In the initial sections of this tractate it was stated: Darwinian biologists would say the egg came 
first. Creationist biologists would say the chicken came first. Again and again the question 
becomes: Which came first the chicken or the egg, the creator or the created? Metaphysically it 
might appear we are no further along than we ever were. 

The appearance of the lack of metaphysical progress, however, is not an accurate evaluation 
regarding our metaphysical progress as a species. We have come a long way from the 
metaphysical Aristotelian Cartesian understanding of our reality. We have come a long way from 
the metaphysical Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesian understanding or our reality. The resolution to the 
puzzling paradox regarding Zeno's space/time and space/distance is beginning to evolve nicely. 

The new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being', non-Cartesianism powered by 
Cartesianism, the Cartesian being a functional part of the whole, a functional aspect of non- 
Cartesianism, is beginning to provide us with some interesting insights regarding our potentially to 
understand both our reality and the frontiers of our expanding reality. The new metaphysical 
perceptions introduced by this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, 
recognize the existence of abstraction existing both timelessly and void the restraints the 
dimensions time and space/distance impose upon the concept of existence itself. 

As such abstractual concepts exist and abstractual concepts grow in number through the process of 
abstraction expanding itself through the process of traveling isolated from itself by the medium of 
nothingness epitomized through the temporary form of the physical without which the abstract 
would stagnate eternally in the psychotic breeding grounds of nihilistic permanent equilibrium, 
eternal recurrence. 

The introduction of the concept, 'nothingness', appears to consistently 'pop-up' inconsistently and 
inappropriately. The concept of nothingness, however, has been a part of every tractate to this 
point. 

It will soon be time to focus upon this most elusive aspect of the new metaphysical model: 'being' 
being 'Being'. It will soon be time to focus upon the concept of nothingness itself. 
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First, however, we will examine Russell's paradox regarding members and non-members: Tractate 
9: The Error of Russell, then we will, in Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, examine the issue 
regarding both the existence of nothingness and the functionality of nothingness. 

Through the examination of Einstein and the inadvertent metaphysical understanding Einstein 
initiated regarding the significance of 'i', it is now possible to remove a portion of the state of 
confusion initiated at the beginning of this tractate for now we better understand: 

Einstein moves our perceptual understanding regarding the Kant/Hegel system being 
filled with 'timelessness and spacelessness' back into the system being filled with time 
and space. As such, 'time and space', with the help of Einstein, once again have a 
location within which they can be found. In addition, the understanding regarding the role 
of 'time and space' and the role of 'timelessness and spacelessness', as well as the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between 'time and space' and 'timelessness 
and spacelessness' no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more importantly, the 
existence of such an interrelationship is now recognized as a significant aspect of the 
'larger' system. 
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Tractate 9 

The Error 
Of 

Russell 



The Paradox of: 
❖ 

The Exclusion of 'Nothingness' 

❖ 

'being' being 'Being' 
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1970 AD Russell - The Error of: 
Separation Through Exclusion 



The Universe 
Is a System Filled with: 
The Abstract - Zeno 

The Physical - Aristotle 
Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Humanity Loses Its Concept of Being the Center - Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 
The Void of Time and Space - Kant 
The void of First Cause - Hegel 
Time and Space - Einstein/Science 

Separation Through Exclusion - Russell/Religion 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 

The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omnibenevolence 



?????????? - Hegel 



The error: The paradox: The system is filled with isolationism 

The perception: Russell and religions move our perceptual understanding of the system being a 
coherent system into a system being filled with exclusionism accomplished through the process of 
separation. As such, with the help of Russell, we now understand how isolation becomes the norm 
in a densely packed society. However, the understanding regarding the role of 'inclusionism' and 
the role of 'exclusionism' well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between 
'inclusionism' and 'exclusionism' not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of 
the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Contents 



Part I: The Paradox of seamlessness and multiplicity 

Introduction: 'Nothingness' is an integral part of it all 
The Wittgensteining of Russell: 
Understanding Russell's paradox: 



Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

An alternative solution to Russell's Paradox: 

The significance of Russell's paradox as discussed in a simulated conversation between Russell 
and Wittgenstein: 

Simplicity itself: The end of the beginning 

Caution #1: This section is intended only for the mathematically and scientifically inclined 
Caution #2: This section is intended only for the religiously inclined. 
Caution #3 : This section is intended only for the philosophically inclined 



Terms/concepts 

Abstract 

Abstract Functionality 
Concrete 

Concrete Functionality 

Incrementalism 

Illusion 

Multiplicity 

Real 

Real Illusion 
Seamlessness 

Silent conspiracy of collusion 
Singularity of location 
Totality/Whole 



259 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Tractate 9 

Russell - The Error of 
Understanding nothing leads us to understanding everything 

Introduction: 'Nothingness' is an integral part of it all 

In the end, 'being' being 'Being', is simple to understand. Go to the end first if you wish for this is 
not a mystery story. This is an essay dealing with the understanding of life and to go to the end in 
order to understand the beginning is no more a paradox than the famous paradox Russell put forth 
to philosophers and mathematicians. 

This essay will begin where we, humankind, have lead ourselves as we attempted to slash our way 
through the jungle of life's seemingly endless paradoxes. These paradoxes, which life has 
persistently thrown across our path, are signposts for us. They are indicators that we do not have 
all the answers. They warn us to beware. They warn us there is something wrong with our 
perception of life; there is something wrong with our thinking. They have a function of their own, 
they direct us towards a state of understanding where we are, what we are, and why it is we exist. 

In this essay, we will be attempting to understand the likes of Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege, 
Plotinus, and back again to Russell as we attempt to move past parts of Heidegger. Our objective 
will be to step back in time in order to get back to today. What is the point of going to all this 
trouble just to get back to where we started? The point is to bring back with us a new perception 
regarding a simpler solution to Russell's paradox. 

Why is this important? Presently we have a solution to Russell's paradox, which involves a 
complex understanding of 'separation through exclusionism', which in turn represents what we do 
to people in society. We separate individuals and groups from our own groups and ourselves. 
Once having separated them from ourselves we exclude them from ourselves through a process of 
rejection, exclusionism, and separation. 

It is Russell's paradox, which provides the key to rectifying these constant actions of rejection. For 
this reason we will accompany Russell as he travels eighteen hundred years back in time. This trip 
will allow us to bring back with us a different solution to Russell's paradox. This trip will allow us 
to bring back a process known as 'separation through inclusion'. Now the name would seem to 
imply our creating a paradox to act as a solution to Russell's paradox but as we shall see it does 
nothing of the kind. What it does is allow us to find a much simpler solution to Russell's paradox. 

'But what does this concept of 'separation through exclusion' as opposed to 'separation through 
inclusion' have to do with me?' you may ask. The process provides an alternative means to 
resolving a fundamental paradox of mathematics, which in turn can be applied directly to the 
process of understanding life. 

It is the simplistic resolution of complex paradoxes, which provides us with a simplistic 
understanding of life. It is through this process that we shall see 'Ockham's razor not only cuts 
away the complexity of science but becomes the primary tool for Husserl's bracketing 2 . Ockham's 
Razor now becomes not only a principle axiom for science but now moves on to become a 
principle axiom of philosophy. 

This is an essay beginning in complexity and ending in simplicity. Why is it that we must begin in 
complexity rather than begin at the logical point of origin, the point of simplicity? We begin in 
complexity for it is through complexity that we presently have begun to understand Russell's 
paradox 3 . Presently we have solved Russell's paradox in a complex fashion. This has led us to 
understanding life in a complex manner. We cannot understand the simplicity of life as long as the 
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basics remain complex. The solution to this problem lies in the understanding of Russell's 
paradox. 

If you are thoroughly confused, may I suggest you go to the ending of this essay, this mystery, to 
find the solution. Then, when you understand, the ending you may find it easier to follow this 
essay regarding the journey through life we have made as a specie. Once you understand the end 
of this essay, you will begin to understand why it is that we must go back and make a correctional 
adjustment to our journey as individuals and as specie. 

The question becomes, 'How far back in time must we travel to do all this?' We must go back 
1700 years. Who will lead us on this backtracking expedition? The honors will go to Bertrand 
Russell himself. Russell verbalized the paradox in 1901. As such, it is Russell's paradox. 
Therefore, it will be Russell who will lead our backtracking expedition, which will lead us to an 
understanding of life. 

'What will an understanding of life do for us?' It will lead us to understanding our purpose for 
existing while at the same time confront us with an even greater question to which we will sorely 
want an answer. But more regarding what this question is later. 'And what good will all this 
'understanding' do us?' you may ask. Why it will move us one step further along the path of 
perceptual understanding we have always traversed as individuals and as a specie. 

So where do we begin? Oddly enough we do not begin at the beginning, rather we begin at the 
end. We begin where we have taken ourselves up to today. We begin with what we have in place, 
the complex as opposed to the simple, for it is the complex we have established and the simple we 
have overlooked. 

So what was Russell's Paradox? 

Russell determined there is a set (groups of items) made up of sets whose members 
(elements) ARE members of themselves. He then concluded there must be a set made up 
of sets whose members ARE NOT members of themselves. 

Russell could not explain how a set could exist that is a set of sets whose members ARE 
NOT members of themselves while at the same time have a set of sets that are members of 
themselves. The paradox becomes: If these two sets exist, then is the set composed of sets 
whose elements are not members of themselves a member of itself or not? If it is not a 
member of itself then by definition, it must be a member of itself. On the other hand, if it 
is a member of itself, then it cannot be a member of itself. 

This paradox is said to provide devastating evidence that logic cannot fully be squared 
with math. As such, this paradox became a major obstacle for philosophy. 

The only way math appeared to be able to resolve this paradox was through a means of 'separation 
through exclusivism'. This solution in turn reinforces the concept of 'separation' and 
'exclusivism' in our society. This has lead to the concept of separation, isolation, and rejection 
within our society, which has lead to an emotional sense of hostility, antagonism, and anger 
seething beneath the surface of these very groups and individuals being separated, excluded, and 
rejected within our society today. This in turn has initiated violent and angry anti-social acts to 
erupt throughout the social fabric our society (i.e. Littleton, Ireland, Sudan, Afghanistan, and 
Kosovo). 

Separation through exclusion establishes a complex solution to Russell's complex paradox. There 
is, however, another means of resolving Russell's paradox. This second solution, separation 
through inclusion, lies in simplicity not in complexity and anyone aware of the concept of 
Ockham's Razor knows exactly what means for the complex solution. 
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With a new solution to Russell's paradox, comes a new understanding regarding the resolution of 
exclusionism, separation, and rejection as a concept in and of itself. In essence, Russell's paradox 
is a model of life as we presently view it, as we presently live it. As such, a new solution, a new 
understanding to Russell's paradox leads us to a new understanding regarding life in general, the 
purpose of life in particular. With a simplistic understanding of the purpose of life comes a 
simplistic solution to most of our seemingly complex social paradoxes. 

Russell's paradox is a great analogy for understanding why life appears so complex when in fact it 
is so simple. It is the understanding of a more simplistic solution to Russell paradox, which leads 
us directly to a different but simpler understanding of life. It is the understanding of Russell's 
paradox, which leads us to a completely new perspective of life. 

It is for this reason, that solving Russell's paradox has such positive potential for us as individuals 
and for us as a specie. The paradox will be examined in five sections: 

1 . The significance of the paradox is addressed in a simulated conversation between Russell 
and Ludwig Wittgenstein. 

2. The understanding of the paradox itself is examined in a simulated conversation between 
Russell and Frege. 

3. Using reason, a simplistic solution to the paradox is explored in a simulated conversation 
between Russell, Frege, and Plotinus. 

4. The solution to the paradox is examined more extensively in a simulated conversation 
between Russell and Himself. 

5. Russell revisits Wittgenstein for one last simulated conversation regarding the 
significance of this alternative solution to his own paradox. 

The body of the article is then summarized in four summations. The four summations are given 
beginning with the most complex and ending up with the most simplistic. 

Russell's paradox is a complex paradox, which can be understood only if one is willing to take the 
time to do so. Once one understands the paradox, one can understand the solution. Once one 
understands the solution, one can understand the significance. 

Why does this preface precede the heart of the essay? This preface, preceding the understanding of 
Russell's paradox, was included because as philosophers we must understand, it is not the paradox 
that is significant but rather it is the lesson the paradox offers us that is important. The paradox is 
much like the relationship, which exists between the canary and the miner. The canary alerted 
miners of dangerous odorless fumes in the mineshafts. The miners knew that to ignore the 
warnings of the canary could lead to major injuries if not death. As such, when the canary 
appeared weak and falling into a state of unconsciousness, the miners would stop what they are 
doing, evacuate the mine, and begin a process of preventative maintenance. 

Russell's paradox does exactly the same thing for us as individuals and as specie. The 
philosophers need to repair the danger to which the very existence of the paradox alerts us. This 
essay not only suggests but offers a more simplistic alternative to our present day resolution to 
Russell's paradox. More importantly, this chapter explores the lesson this more simplistic solution 
teaches us regarding life. It is important that we as philosophers and individuals learn this lesson 
in order that we as individuals and as a specie not fall into the same behavior patterns we have 
generated in the past. 

The most significant lesson Russell's paradox appears to offer us appears to lie in understanding 
that our perceptions lead to actions, which lead to reactions, which lead to an ambiance which 
descends upon all of us. Perceptions descend upon us either as a dense, damp, bone chilling fog, or 
as a warm embracing light. It is this lesson, brought out in the fifth and last step of this essay, 
where the significance of Russell's paradox lies. 



262 



The Error of Russell 



We, our specie, you and I, are on a journey. We travel in a smaller sense as individuals. In a larger 
sense, we travel as the specie, Homo sapiens. In an even greater sense, we travel as one of but 
many forms of awareness within the universe. Beyond that, who knows, but we are beginning to 
speculate as to that concept also. Our journey is one taken in time. It leads from point A to point 
B. Philosophers are the point people in our journey. Philosophers develop perceptions regarding 
our journey. 

Our journey began a long, long time ago. It is a journey, which has many twists and turns. Our 
pilots, philosophers, not hearing anything to the contrary, took many wrong turns. It was not 
entirely the fault of the philosophers for making these wrong turns. The pilots had little 
information to direct them other than gut instinct derived from the information on hand and the 
information on hand was primitive relative to today's understanding of the universe. There is no 
doubt, however, that it was the pilots, philosophers, with the aid of their two navigators, religion 
and science, who need to identify at what juncture we made the wrong turn. It is religious leaders, 
scientists, and philosophers together who need to adjust our course and get us headed in the 
correct direction. Russell's paradox provides us with the clue. On our present course, Russell's 
dilemma erupts into a paradox. On a different course, it does not evolve into a paradox. As such, it 
is Russell's paradox which acts as the signpost for our specie regarding where it is our perceptions 
of life have gone astray. The point is, the course we take is our choice and we can change 
directions if we can determine where it was we took the wrong fork in the road. 

The juncture at which we took the wrong turn was during the age of Plotinus (AD 204 - 70). 
Perceptions reaffirmed during the age of Plotinus generated actions, which in turn generated 
reactions. It was these reactions which generated social ambiance. It was this ambience, which 
washed over every one of us throughout the centuries, which were to follow Plotinus. It was a 
perception reinforced during the age of Plotinus, which was to wash over us and penetrate every 
aspect of our society for thousands of years to come. It was a perception culminating during the 
time of Plotinus that was to climax in a crescendo of moans emitted from the lips of millions upon 
millions, hundreds of millions of souls who were to travel from point A, AD 1900, to point B, AD 
2000. 

This perception was to take on the appearance of being unstoppable until Russell came along with 
his paradox. But we did not listen to what the paradox had to tell us. Russell did not listen to what 
the paradox had to tell him. We, philosophers, turned our heads and humanity paid the price. It is 
time to go back to Russell and reexamine his paradox for it has much to teach us and we cannot 
afford to ignore the lesson any longer. 

Shortly before one hundred million people were to die violently during the 1900's at the hand of 
man, Gottlob Frege (AD 1879 - Concept-notation) emerged as a lone voice in the field of 
philosophy. Frege showed us how to resolve the issues, which were to explode upon the scene of 
the twentieth century. Frege, through his development of mathematical logic, accelerated the 
development of analytical philosophy. Frege demonstrated that mathematics had the potential to 
reshape our perceptions regarding who we are and thus avoid the inhumane calamities, which 
were to consume our century. 

Wittgenstein (AD 1889 - 1951) came along soon after Frege and established the idea that 
philosophy was inept due to language. Wittgenstein introduced the idea of putting all the energy of 
philosophy into finding a perfect language. Wittgenstein suggested philosophers should place their 
energies into finding this language rather than examining how philosophers could improve society 
through perceptual changes. 

Then, in 1901 Russell found his famous paradox, which drove home the final nail in the coffin of 
optimism for our century. The coffin, filled with the hopes of over one hundred million souls, was 
lowered into the ground and covered up by none other than Heidegger himself. 
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There are events in history, which prove to be turning points, pivotal points, junctures where we 
humans can decide to go one way or another. Although they may appear to center around one 
person, they usually center upon a small group of people. Heidegger, Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege, 
and Plotinus are just such a case. These five men proved to hold the fate of millions of men in 
their hands. 

The events, surrounding these five men, represent the key points in history upon which the fate of 
millions of souls depended. Ironically, Russell's paradox proved to be the last bastion of hope for 
the hundred million souls who were to be violently violated in the twentieth century. As innocent 
as Russell's paradox may have been perceived when elucidated by Russell in 1901, it proved to be 
the last hope for hundreds and hundreds of millions of souls. Souls who were to find themselves 
emotionally scarred during the most technologically advanced century in the history of 
humankind. 

Russell's paradox was perceived to be a paradox but Russell's paradox is not a paradox. Russell's 
paradox is instead the unrecognized Rosetta stone of metaphysics. Russell's paradox is the key as 
to how philosophy got off on the wrong path regarding the essence of life and its relationship to 
the whole. Russell's paradox holds the key as to why we moved down the path of violence and 
subjugation for the eighteen hundred years following the observations of Plotinus. Resolving 
Russell's paradox can show us how to reverse this trend and move onto the path of tolerance and 
respect for the individual. 

The past is the past. We must not look at the past and fall into despair. Rather we need to examine 
the past and learn from it. We must not study the past in order to learn how to prevent repeating 
the past. Rather we must study the past in order to learn how to change the future. As such, if we 
are willing to take a fresh look at Russell's paradox we can enter a new age of philosophical 
rejuvenation. We can enter an age, which will rescue philosophy from its present path of 
stagnation and futile attempts at generating new and exciting ideas. We can propel philosophy into 
an age of positive potentiality, an age capable of dramatically changing the future. 

To do this, however, takes the willingness to admit that something is wrong. It takes the 
willingness to admit that we went wrong somehow, somewhere. It takes the willingness to retrace 
our steps and take an honest look at the journey we have made. 

Keep in mind, this process of retracing our steps is vital if we are to reevaluate where it is we went 
wrong in philosophy. The error does not have to be a big error. The spaceship Challenger, a 
multibillion-dollar space ship, was destroyed in flight because of a 'small' error. It exploded 
because of a simple devise known as an 'O' ring. The 'O' ring would have been ok except for a 
slight variance of a few degrees of atmospheric temperature. Had the air temperature been a few 
degrees warmer, the 'O' ring would not have malfunctioned. Had the 'O' ring not malfunctioned 
the Saturn rocket would not have exploded. Had the rocket not exploded, the space ship, 
Challenger would have completed its mission. Had the space ship Challenger completed its 
mission, the seven astronauts would not have died. Had the seven astronauts not died, the 
exploration of space would not have been set back several years. This is known as the 'butterfly' 
effect. 

If you do not believe the butterfly effect applies to philosophy, think again, for as we shall see, the 
butterfly effect pertains even more dramatically to philosophy than it does to science. In addition, 
science has learned from experience, that some of the greatest experiments are the ones that are 
failures for they show us what not to do. This same concept applies equally as well to philosophy 
as it does to science. Some of the greatest experiments of science have shown us what perceptions 
were in error. These 'failed' experiments demonstrated what perceptions we were to relegate to 
the annals of history in order to move on and explore a more realistic perception of reality. The 
Michelson-Morly experiment was one such experiment, and with it, 'ether' became a concept not 
forgotten but rather simply a part of history. 
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Science has much to teach us. However, we, philosophers, are a rather vain creature. We are a 
little slow on the uptake when it comes to admitting that the other fields of perception, observation 
and belief, have significant lessons to offer us, we the supposed experts in the field of reason. 

With this having been said, we are now ready to back track through time and look at an alternative 
trail of events Russell could have taken as opposed to the trail of events he did take. 

The Wittgensteining of Russell 

An alternative simulated conversation between Russell and Wittgenstein as opposed to what was: 
The players: 

Bertrand Russell, 1872 — 1970 — was an English born British philosopher. Russell was a very 
intelligent thinker and knew it. Russell was a philosopher of world wide renown. He was an 
atheist not because he did not believe in God but rather because he could not rationalize a reason 
for the universe having no beginning as opposed to God having no beginning. 5 

Ludwig Wittgenstein, 1889 - 1951 - was an Austrian born, British philosopher. Wittgenstein was 
a protege of Russell 's. Like Russell, he was a very intelligent thinker and a philosopher of world 
renown. Like Russell, he was also aware of his notoriety. Wittgenstein believed in the concept that 
language was the weak link of philosophy and it was here where the energies of philosophy should 
concentrate for a chain is only as strong as its weakest link. 6 

Russell, thinking to himself: So where does this philosophical debating lead us? It leads us along 
a path, humanity 's path. It leads us along a path beaten into existence by the countless footsteps of 
philosophers retracing the footsteps of those that came before them. It leads us to a path taken to 
be 'the 'path one is to follow in order to reach 'the end' of the trail. The end of the trail, why is it 
we continually rush to the 'end' of the trail? We rush to get 'there ' because it is 'there ' one may 
launch new expeditions in the search for knowledge, truth, and perceptions. 

We are so blind. We think the only new ideas are the ones found at the end of the trail. Believing 
this to be a 'true' perception, we march blindly to the end of the trail before we begin our work. 
As we march along the trail, we ignore the possibilities of new ideas awaiting us if we only had 
the courage to retrace our steps and branch out in a different direction. 

What does this all have to do with Russell? At the end of the path beaten down by the 
philosophers of the past, Russell bumped into a wall. At the end of the path, Russell found what 
appeared to be a wall but turned out to be a mountain blocking the path leading to new knowledge 
and perceptions. 

Having hit this rock wall composed of a seemingly insolvable mathematical paradox, Russell 
stepped back, looked at Wittgenstein, and said, 'You 're right, Ludwig, mathematics is inadequate. 
Its time we work on language. The paradox I have discovered clearly demonstrates that Frege is 
wrong. Mathematics is not the purest of languages we have at our disposal. We surely can do 
better than mathematics. We need to continue our search for purity in language because the 
process of demonstrating philosophical perceptions, using the 'universal' language of 
mathematics, has come as far as possible. We humans have finally evolved beyond the potential of 
mathematics. You know, Ludwig, I think you may have had a stroke of genius. Until we come up 
with this new communications tool, we will be unable, as philosophers, to develop any new ideas. 
We are at a dead end. We must begin to concentrate on your concept of developing and 
understanding language. ' 
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Wittgenstein of course was quite pleased with himself, and simply replied, "You know Bertrand, I 
really believe, ' 'The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis of language. " 

However, simplicity is often misleading. In this case, it was a simple statement but it had the full 
weight of one of the most respected philosophers of our time. 

Thus Wittgenstein's perception: ' The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis of 
language. ' became Russell's shortfall and a major distracting concept of our century. 

Rather than think, 'Where has philosophy gone wrong? ' Russell thought, 'Wittgenstein is right, 
there must be something wrong with mathematics. ' 

Russell refused to recognize the inability to solve his paradox arose due to his personal limitations 
and the limitations of philosophers in general. Under the influence of Wittgenstein, Russell came 
to believe the inability of mathematics to resolve his paradox demonstrated the limitations of 
mathematics. 

However, mathematics is what Wittgenstein had been pursuing all along. Mathematics is the 
purest universal language we presently have at our disposal as a specie. It is a language, which 
takes the commonality of action and, using letters, numbers, and various other symbols, removes 
the emotionality of the event in order to portray the essence of the event. Mathematics pictorially 
demonstrates the event, which the individual so uniquely experiences. Mathematics defines the 
event upon which the emotion and the senses are to be built. Mathematics removes all the 
distracting side affects of 'action' and gets to the heart of the concept, the perception. Mathematics 
is the language of commonality, which describes the action without the sensation. Mathematics is 
what is cold and heartless for mathematics is the existence without the distracting side affects, 
which incessantly work upon the senses. 

Wittgenstein did not see mathematics this way. Wittgenstein saw language as being the means of 
communications and mathematics being simply a tool of language. Wittgenstein did not see 
mathematics as a universal visual language capable of transcending human experiences and 
sensual perceptions. Wittgenstein thought he had discovered that the spoken/written language is 
the primary means we have for communicating. He believed it was mathematics, which 
complimented the spoken/written language. Wittgenstein refused to accept mathematics as the 
primary universal language of communication. He refused to accept that it is spoken/written 
language, which compliments the universal language of mathematics rather than the other way 
around. 

On the eve of the twentieth century two mathematicians, Gottlob Frege with his 'concept notation 
ideas' and John Venn with his concepts of 'set notation' and 'Venn diagrams', were on the verge 
of bringing philosophy into a new age. They along with Husserl and his concepts 'of bracketing, 
reduction, and intentionality' were poised to initiate a whole new perceptual outlook for our 
specie. The last remaining piece of the puzzle fell into place with Russell's discovery of his 
famous paradox. All that remained to do was analysis the significance of the events. 

It was at this point that Wittgenstein entered the equation and through the process of relegating 
mathematics to the status of a secondary language, the most simplistic mathematical interpretation 
of Russell's paradox was to be set back a hundred years. In the span of geological time, this does 
not appear to be very significant but to the hundreds of millions of souls who were to be violently 
traumatized during this century, it was very significant. 

Wittgenstein encouraged Russell to look at his paradox as proof of the concept that it is 
mathematics, which is fundamentally flawed as a universal language, not the spoken/written 
language. Wittgenstein encouraged Russell to believe his paradox must find its solution in the 
spoken and written language. 
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With Wittgenstein's encouragement, Russell proceeded to leave things as they were. This left 
philosophy dangling aimlessly. Philosophy became obsessed with the concept of exploring 
language. Philosophy became entrenched in the perception that more was better and thus 
language, spoken and written, became judged more by the eloquence of the word and less by the 
significance of the ideas. 

The Wittgenstein's influence over Russell played a major role in terms of philosophy. Through 
Wittgenstein's influence, Russell's paradox begged a language solution rather than a mathematical 
one. Russell's paradox found a solution in complexity rather than simplicity. As such, Ockham's 
razor became a concept relegated to the annals of history for philosophy rather than become a 
sacred axiom of philosophy as it had for science. 

Understanding Russell's paradox 

Initiating the beginning of a solution as discussed in a simulated conversation between Russell and 
Frege: 

The players: 

Russell: 

Frege Frege, 1848 - 1925 - was a German born German philosopher. Frege was the founder of 
modern mathematical logi and a, major source of twentieth-century analytical philosophy, 
published 'Begriffsschrift' (Concept-notation). 7 

Russell looking at Wittgenstein, said, 'Since mathematics cannot resolve my paradox, it must be 
inadequate as the universal language which you believe philosophers must develop in order to 
express themselves clearly. ' 

Russell could have taken another path. Russell could have retraced the path philosophers have 
beaten through the jungle of life. Russell could have walked back on the path and continued past 
Wittgenstein until he came to Frege and said, 'Hey, Frege, I have this mathematical problem. I 
need some ideas. ' 

Frege, being totally absorbed by mathematical problem solving, would have simply said, 'So 
what 's the problem, Russell. ' 

Russell, loving to bask in the limelight, would have said: 'Well, the way I see it... ' 

Now Frege, at this point would have interrupted Russell and said: ' Wait a minute, Russell, you are 
a philosopher not a mathematician. You people are always spouting hot air, so lets make up a rule 
here (mathematicians are always so precise). In order to avoid confusion, allow me the latitude to 
define terms as you explain the paradox to be sure we are talking about the same things, ok? ' 

This would have proved a little annoying to Russell, but having had many conversations with 
Wittgenstein, the language perfectionist, Russell would have had no choice but to grant Frege this 
request. After all, how could Frege be any worse regarding definitions and language than the king 
of semantics, Russell's own compadre', Wittgenstein? 

Russell: 'Ok, ok Frege, since the paradox is short and to the point, I guess there will be no need 
for you to interject too often. ' 

Now whether Russell knew it or not, this was a big mistake for although mathematicians are not 
long winded like philosophers, they have their own idiosyncrasies. They are extremely precise. 
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Nothing, not even a comma, gets away from a mathematician and Frege was a mathematician's 
mathematician, double trouble in other words. 

Russell began: 'If we take sets that are not sets of themselves, is this set a member of itself or not. 
If it is not a member of itself then by definition it must not be a member of itself and conversely, if 
it is a member of itself by definition it cannot be a member of itself ' 

Frege: 'Hold it, sets represent a picture of one or more designated objects of something or other, 
right? ' 

Russell: 'Correct. ' 

Frege: 'Well if something is something then how can it not be a set of itself? ' 

Russell: 'You have a point, but let 's just say something exists which is not a member of itself. Let 's 
assume this can be true. ' 

Frege: 'Well how can it be true if it doesn 't fit the definition of being something? ' 
Russell: It could be true if it existed. ' 
Frege: 'Well now it doesn 't exist does it. ' 
Russell: 'Yes it does. ' 

Frege: 'You 'd better explain because I don 't understand how it could exist if it doesn 't exist. ' 

Russell: It exists because we identified its existence, and therefore it exists in the form of an idea. 
Although I cannot point such a set out to you because it exists in the form of an abstraction, I can 
give you an example or two. Love is an abstraction. Joy, hate, sorrow, happiness, and compassion 
are abstractions. 

Frege: 'Sorry Russell but you have already lost me. I am ok with the idea that if something exists, 
then it exists. I am also ok with the idea that things that exist are members of themselves, have 
their own identity. I'm even ok with the idea of putting these things that exist into a set, a 
container, which is to hold all these things into a set which holds everything that is a member of 
itself. The things that exist, these entities, are to belong within a set containing only items that are 
members of them. 

After all these things are placed into a set, in other words after placing everything we can name, 
like chairs, tables, people, trees... into this set you want me to make up another set. Now this is 
where I get confused. After having made up this set of all things that are members of themselves, 
you want me to accept the idea of there being entities that are not members of themselves. You 
want me to accept this based upon the theory that if we are able to conceive of a concept, then it 
may possibly exists. In other words, you also want me to except the idea that something can exist 
that is not a part of itself and therefore is not a member of itself. 

Russell: Correct. 

Frege: This could be stated another way. You want me to accept the idea that there is such a thing 
existing that does not exist. You want me to accept the idea that there are objects that are not 
members of themselves and that because they exist but do not exist, we can therefore contain them 
within a second set. 
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Now, after I accept the idea, that there are 'things ' that are not members of themselves, you want 
me to make a second set with these things in it. In other words you want me to put the first set we 
made, the set of objects that are members of themselves, like yourself, myself, this table, these 
chairs, and this glass, off to the side. Then you want me to make up a separate set comprised of 
objects that are not members of themselves such as love, joy, compassion, etc. Of course, this set 
is to include objects we know nothing other than what we sense to be. This set is to include entities 
that are not entities unto themselves. 

This sounds a little too hypothetical to me. It 's not possible ' 

Russell: 'Why isn't it possible? You mathematicians recognize 'nothing' as 'something' don't 
you? ' 

Frege: 'True, that's called the empty set. Venn calls it the 'null' set' 

Russell: 'That's the point Frege, that's why this particular case is called a paradox, it's runs 
contrary to common sense yet it is perhaps true. ' 

Frege: 'Ok, so you want me to explain how your paradox could be resolved mathematically. ' 

Russell, 'Yes, I've been thinking about it and I can 't think of anyway mathematically that would 
make it true. ' 

Frege: 'What's so important about this idea that you came all the way back in time to see me? ' 

Russell: 'Wittgenstein and I have been discussing this issue and he believes this paradox 
demonstrates a fundamental flaw in mathematics. He believes we need to find a universal 
language, which we can use to discuss philosophy. This may be a pivotal point for philosophy. If 
we listen to Wittgenstein, we will divert philosophy from its course of seeking the meaning of life, 
and direct it instead towards seeking a means of dialoguing. This diversion will have major 
repercussion for hundreds of millions of people in the twentieth century. ' 

Frege: 'What you are saying to me is, this philosopher Wittgenstein, believes mathematics is 
inadequate as a language. Now that's a challenge I can understand. Hmmm, well, lets see, what if 
we combined a little of John 's work with my work on concept notation. ' 

Russell: 'Who was John? ' 

Frege: 'Oh, John Venn, he came up with a new mathematical idea, something called Venn 
Diagrams. Hmmm, What would happen if you had a set X and placed objects in it, say all sets that 
are members of themselves. Then we open a hole in this set, a big hole containing nothing. If we 
then put a set in the middle of this hole and filled it up with all the sets that are not sets of 
themselves. Then wouldn 't this set be a set containing all sets that are not sets of themselves yet 
be a set within the set of sets that are members of themselves? ' 

Russell: 'I don 't get it. ' 

Frege: 'Ok, let me use John 's concept of drawing Venn Diagrams to draw both situations. Lets 
start by first drawing a diagram of 'separation through exclusion ' and then draw a solution using 
a drawing a diagram of 'separation through inclusion '. 

Let 's begin by first drawing a rectangle representing all 'things '. 
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all things 



Then we separate all things into two sets: the set of all things that are members of themselves and 
the set of things that are not members of themselves. 



'Separation through exclusion' 




\ 



Setx: 
All things 
that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Set a: 
All things 
that 
are mot 
members 
of 

themselves 



Now the question becomes, is set z a member of itself or not. If set z is a member of itself it is not 
in the correct place. If set z is a member of itself, it should be inside set x and it is not. If we put set 
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z inside set x then set z would be where it belongs but the items in set z would be part of set x and 
therefore would have to be members of themselves which they aren 't. Therefore, we cannot put set 
z inside set x. 



The following diagram shows us what this dilemma would look like: 



Setx: 
All things 

that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Set 23 
All things 
that 
arc not 

of 

themselves 



Now if this cannot be then set z must be outside set x: 



271 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

'Separation through exclusion' 
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All things 
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Setz: 
AIL things 
that 
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Russell: That's what the paradox is Frege, this presents a dilemma because what can we say 
about set z? Set z is a set that is itself. Set z in this case is a set which belongs in set x but cannot 
physically be inside set x because what is inside set z cannot be inside set x. In other words we 
have a paradox. It appears the only way to resolve this is to allow set z to remain separate from 
set x. The only way to do this is to create a principle of separateness. This is easy to do but it also 
opens the door to complexity, which goes against the concept of Ockham 's razor. 

Frege: Hmmmm, interesting. You know Russell we could try something a little unconventional. We 
could make a set of everything that is a member of itself and put it into the rectangle of all things 
and separate the two by nothingness. 
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'Separation through inclusion' 




Russell: 7 don 't think so Frege. That doesn 't even make sense. How could something be a set 
within something but separated from it by nothingness. How could that 'nothingness ' still be 
'nothingness ' if it was in a set of all things? And even it this were possible it doesn 't look right. ' 

Frege: ' Well, it was just a thought. Maybe the philosophical ideas need some work in order to fall 
into place. Why don 't you get a little help? ' 



Russell: 'Any suggestions? ' 



Frege; 'Why don 7 you go back to the basics. You might try having a talk with Plotinus. He was a 
long way back in time but he did have some very basic perceptions regarding the three concepts: 
One, Nous, and soul. I know the drawing we have been looking at involves different concepts but 
there is a certain commonality involved. 



Russell: 7 don 't see any commonality at all. ' 



Frege: ' Well, for one thing, we all appear to be talking about three concepts and for another we 
all appear to be concerned with a universal set, the set of all things, Oneness as Plotinus would 
say. ' 



Russell: 'That 's a major stretch, Frege. ' 



Frege: 'Maybe, but Plotinus was a major figure in the field of philosophy and you both might 
enjoy each other 's company anyway, so why not give it a try? ' 



Russell: 7 suppose. Ok, thanks for the insights. ' 



Frege: 'Mind if I accompany you? Fm starting to find this interesting and who knows, the problem 
may have something to offer my ideas regarding concept notation. I might even be of some help. ' 



Russell: 'Fd like that. ' 
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At this point Russell would have had the beginning of two insights, which could have helped him 
resolve his paradox. First, Russell would have had a sense that Wittgenstein was in error regarding 
the incompetence of mathematics being the universal language of philosophy. Second, Russell 
would have had a faint inkling regarding the importance of nothingness not only for mathematics 
but also for philosophy. 

An alternative solution to Russell's Paradox 

A simulated conversation between Russell, Frege, and Plotinus: 

The players: 

Russell 
Frege 

Plotinus, A.D. 204 - 70, Greco-Roman philosopher, born in Egypt, Greek ancestry, studied in 
Alexandria, - very intelligent thinker, principle figure of Neoplatonism - the philosophy of 
Plotinus with its three great levels of the One, the Nous, and the World Soul, leading down from 
pure being through the world of life, and finally down to matter at the lowest end of the hierachial 
scale. 11 

Russell: 'Hey, Plotinus, we were wondering about a problem we have in mathematics and Frege 
has this hunch it may have something to do with you. ' 

Plotinus: 'So what's the problem? ' 

Russell: 'The problem orients around a mathematical paradox I formulated in AD 1901. ' 

Plotinus: 'Oh, I see you have traveled quite a distance through time, unfortunately mathematics is 
not my specialty. ' 

Russell: 7 understand, but you developed the concept of order regarding One, Nous, and soul. 
These are rather all encompassing ideas that have been handed down through the centuries. 
Frege thought they might provide me with some insight to my problem. Would you mind giving us 
a little time and discuss them with us? ' 

Plotinus: I'm a little busy but since you came all this way, ok. Would you like a glass of wine to go 
with our conversation? 

Russell: Yes, that sounds very refreshing. 

Plotinus leaves to get the wine 

Frege to Russell: / forgot to tell you, Plotinus has this theory regarding life that has been very 
influential upon philosophers but it has taken its toll upon Plotinus. 

Russell: It smells as if Plotinus has not bathed in months. Did you see those sores on his hands 
and feet? Why has he done this to himself? Why has he let his body become so infested and rank? 
How do his students tolerate the smell? Aren 't they afraid to get near him? I think we should go. I 
don 't know if I can drink from any cup he hands me. What could this man possibly have to offer? 

Frege: I'm not sure. I just have this feeling we should be here. Let's be patient and see where this 
takes us. 
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Plotinus returns and hands a cup of wine to Russell and Frege. 
Plotinus: Now what would you like to know? 

Frege: Perhaps you could start by explaining the basics of your theory of existence. ' 
Plotinus: 'Ok, let me state the essence of it: One, Nous, Soul. 
There is a long silence. 
Finally, Frege says: And? 

Plotinus: And what? That's the essence of my theory of existence. From there, it is simply a 
process of interrelationships. 

Frege: Can you help us with that? We can 't perceive it as fully as you obviously do. 

Plotinus begins to move into a state of deep thought as he talks: Well it takes patience and study. 
One exists and the rest emanates from the One. The One is all. The One is. The One allows 
separateness, individuality, to occur. The One is where truth, goodness, and beauty reside. It is 
from here the three emanate. The material world is not real. The material world is only an 
illusion. We, our essence, our soul, is trapped in a prison of a material body within which we 
sense form, truth, beauty. We long to reconnect with... 

Russell quietly to Frege: This is old stuff Frege. Philosophy has come a long way since this guy. 
Come on let 's go. I can 't stomach the smell here and I sure don 't want to catch whatever it is 
Plotinus has. 

Frege quietly to Russell: I understand, but listen to him. This sound like the diagram I gave you of 
your paradox. Plotinus is saying there is the all and from it comes an emanation of truth, beauty, 
and goodness, in other words Plotinus is talking about things that are not things. Plotinus is 
saying there is the opposite of this. The two exist. They are different from each other. These things 
can be separated from, isolated, outside of... 

Russell whispers to Frege: This idea of the material universe being illusionary has been disproved 
long ago. This is an ancient philosophy. We don 't have time to rehash all of philosophical history 
here. 

Frege whispering to Russell: That 's not whatFm trying to do. I'm just saying there seems to be a 
similarity here. 

Russell whispers: Well I don 't see it, come on, let's go. 
Frege whispers: Give me a minute. I want to hear a little more. 
Plotinus: 9 ...every soul in this lower sphere has come thence. ... 

The entity, therefore, described as "consisting of the undivided soul and of the soul divided among 
bodies, contains a soul which is at once above and below, attached to the Supreme... 

Frege quietly: Listen Russell, listen. Did you hear that? Plotinus is talking about a soul undivided 
and divided. You were talking about a set of things that are and a set of things that are not. 

Plotinus: No doubt we make a very positive statement about it when we declare it to belong to the 
Intellectual Kind, to be the divine order, but. . . 



275 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
... it is poised over all beings at once... 

...it is like the circle's centre to which all the radii are attached while leaving it unbrokenly in 
possession of itself,... 

Frege whispering: Hear that Russell? Plotinus is talking of a basic concept of emanation and 
transcendence. He is referring to the concept of separation, just what we were discussing with 
your paradox. 

Plotinus: So far we have the primarily indivisible - supreme among the Intellectual and 
Authentically Existent - and we have its contrary, the Kind definitely divisible in things of sense: 
but there is.... 

The Essence, very near to the impartible, which we assert to belong to the Kind we are now 
dealing with, is at once an Essence and an entrant into body: upon embodiment, it experiences a 
partition unknown before it thus bestowed itself... 

Frege to Russell: Did you get that? Partition and separation... 

Plotinus: To have penetrated this idea is to know the greatness of the soul and its power, the 
divinity and wonder of its being, as a nature transcending the sphere of Things... 

Frege to Russell: There it is again, transcendence. 

Plotinus: What can justify this assigning of parts to the soul, the distinguishing one part from 
another? 

...if the soul is a perfect unity ...then, no whole taken up into it can ever be ensouled: soul will 
stand as circle-centre to every object.... 

...there must be a Kind which encircles and supports all and conducts all with wisdom... 

Frege quietly to Russell: The idea of encircling is exactly how Venn diagrams sets. 

Plotinus: In the case of things not endowed with intelligence, the "leading-principle" is their mere 
unity - a lower reproduction of the soul's efficiency.... 

...it is not easy to explain how, in the case of the soul described as separate among bodies, such 
differentiated souls can still remain one thing. 

A possible solution may be offered: 

The unit soul holds aloof, not actually falling into body. ..much as light is a divided thing upon 
earth, shining in this house, and that, and yet remains uninterruptedly one identical substance. 
The All-Soul would always remain above... 

The one, the lowest soul in the total of the All-Soul - would correspond... Our own lowest soul 
might be compared to the insect life in some rotted part of the growth, for this is the ration of the 
animated body to the universe - while the other soul in us, of one ideal nature with the higher 
parts of the All-Soul.... 

Russell, quietly to Frege: Listen to how negative he sounds. 

Plotinus: ...May be supposed the soul to be appropriated on the lower ranges to some individual, 
but to belong on the higher to that other sphere? ... 
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But it is safer to account for the creative act by nearer connection with the over-world: the souls 
whose tendency is exercised within the Supreme have the greater power: ... .only that they have 
deserted towards the abyss: a main phase in them is drawn downward and pull them nigh it in the 
desire towards the lower. 

Russell: Excuse me Plotinus. I've read your work in something that has been widely read for 
centuries by philosophers. You know you had a major impact upon the future, the two thousand 
years, which were to follow your teachings. I recognize the work from which you quote. It is taken 
from a book called the Ennead '. You have really made a significant impact upon society. 

I appreciate your help and insights. I must tell you it has been a wonderful experience to see and 
hear you, to converse with you. Unfortunately, we have to leave. Our time has been seriously 
limited and we must go in order to get back to the time from which we came. Thank you for the 
wine and hospitality. 

With that, Russell and Frege separated from Plotinus' company and began their journey back to 
the present. As they did so they began to discuss Plotinus. 

Russell: You know Frege, It may not have looked like I was not listening to Plotinus but I was. I 
just could not stand the smell of the man. 

His conversation was interesting, not so much from what he said but rather in terms of his ideas of 
separation and negativism. 

Frege: What do you mean? 

Russell: Well first he kept referring to One being All yet he constantly contradicted this idea with 
the idea of emanation. I mean something cannot emanate out of something that is AW. 

Frege: Why not. We did it with the set of all things. We created a set outside of it that was the set 
of items that were members of themselves and then a set of things that were not members of 
themselves. 

Russell: Well that only worked when we separated the two using a process of separation. This 
allowed the two sets to remain separate with the assistance of nothingness keeping the two apart. 
In addition we assumed there was an 'outside ' to the set of all things, but this contradicts the 
concept of the set of all things being what it is suppose to be. 

Frege: What do you mean? 

Russell: Well if the set of all things was just that, then there could be no outside, for the outside 
would be something, it would be a place to put our two new sets. 

Frege: That 's true, but it was a means of creating the separation. We separated the two sets 
though exclusion. The two sets were allowed to exist through the process of separating them from 
each other and since all things were in one set or the other, then the thing separating them had to 
be nothingness. 

Russell: Exactly and if nothingness is nothing then technically they weren 't separated unless 
nothingness is something in which case nothingness belonged in one set or the other since both 
sets contained the total of what was in the original set of all things. 

Frege: This is getting complicated Russell. Nevertheless, don 't forget that we discussed another 
possibility. I suggested to you that we could place the set of things that are not members of 
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themselves inside the set of things that were members of themselves if we separated the two with a 
buffer of nothingness. 

Russell: Actually Frege, that is a great idea. In this case nothingness could be considered as 
something. It would be nothingness. This would also allow for the set z, as you called it, to be a 
part of set x while not having its members be members of set x. In this way, the paradox could be 
resolved in a very different fashion. 

You know Frege; we have an expression in my time where we call unusual creative ideas a 
process of 'thinking out of the box '. In your case, however, you created an unusual creative idea 
by thinking in the box while everyone was literally thinking out of the box. 

Frege: What do you mean? 

Russell: Well everyone over the last two thousand years has been considering soul to be an 
existence emanating from One, All, Being, if you will. Following this comes a sense of 
transcendence. You heard Plotinus specifically speak of this transcendence, this concept of higher 
and lower orders. 

In fact, Plotinus accelerated the use of hierarchical terms such as lower, over, under, below... as 
he spoke. The interesting thing about all this is that the more detailed he became regarding his 
perceptions of existence, the more negative his vocabulary became. The concepts of Intelligence 
existing inside One as well as outside One could only be explained by actually placing the two. 
Oneness had to be placed relative to Intelligence. This process of placing one item relative to the 
other lead to a form of hierarchical placement. Since Intelligence was only a part of Oneness, its 
placement went automatically to a level below Oneness, which allowed One, Being, to transcend 
its lesser, Intelligence. 

This process continues with new levels emanating from and being placed below the next. 

You know, I think Plotinus sees himself as being a very insignificant being, as compared to total 
Being. When I think about it, I think he has a very low sense of self-worth. I think that is why he 
lets his hygiene go like he does. 

It would seem to me that the physical state of Plotinus is itself a beautiful example of the problem 
with 'separation through exclusion '. First, it demeans people and second it isn 't logical. 

Frege: What do you mean it demeans people? 

Russell: For some, it makes them feel worthless. Just look at Plotinus and what his idea of 
hierarchy has done to him and his perception regarding his existence. Look at how little he thinks 
of himself. Look at what a low opinion he appears to have of himself regarding his own value for 
existing. 

Frege: But there are many people who feel they have purpose in life. They feel their life is 
significant. 

Russell True, but many others feel they owe any significance they have to a loftier Being. Plotinus ' 
metaphysical system, 'separation through exclusion ' and the resultant hierarchy it establishes is 
as demeaning as any system can get. 

Frege: Perhaps, but how is it illogical? 

Russell: Well, tell me Frege, if something is All, how can something, anything, exist outside All. 
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Frege: Technically it couldn 't. 

Russell: That is just the point of my paradox. 

Frege: Let me see if I understand you. What you are saying is the first solution we developed for 
your paradox could not be a solution to your paradox because it is not logical? 

Russell: Correct. 

Frege: So the following idea: 



'Separation through exclusion' 
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. . .must be thrown out because it is not logical because nothingness is considered to be outside the 
two sets. 



Russell: That 's true for even nothing is something; it is the lack of anything. Even nothingness 
could not exist outside All. If nothingness exists outside of All then All does not have everything 
inside it. 

Frege: Hmmm, perhaps, perhaps, well then how about the second option we discussed: 
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If this were the case, we could call it: 'separation through inclusive ' 
Russell: No, Frege, something is wrong with this also. 
Frege: Why? 

Russell: Well, nothingness is inside All and yet all has an outside. Not only does All have an 
'outside', the outside is 'filled' with 'something. The 'outside' is filled with 'nothing', filled with 
'nothingness '. How can nothingness be something and thus be inside All while having part of 
itself, having part of nothing, having some nothing remain outside All? 

No, no, something is still wrong. 



At this point in the conversation, Russell and Frege reach Frege's destination of 1901 AD. Russell 
and Frege pass a few pleasantries and Russell goes on his way. 



At this point, Russell comes back to Wittgenstein and between the two of them they decide the 
only way to resolve, the issue is to divide All into two sets. One set is the set made up of all sets 
that are members of themselves. The second set is the set made up of all sets that are not members 
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of themselves. These two sets would then be kept apart through a principle of separation. 
Complicated but it works. 

At this point Russell lets the paradox go. However, Russell should not have let the paradox go. 
When complexity enters into the solution, when complexity takes on the aspect of being the 
process by which we resolve the paradox, when complexity becomes the means by which we 
resolve the paradox, we should immediately begin to wonder whether this is the 'true' solution. 
When complexity enters the picture, we should begin to question whether our complex solution is 
just a temporary solution intended to allow us a moment of rest while we look for 'the' answer. 

Russell's paradox was close to being resolved. Russell's paradox was on the verge of being 
resolved through the simplistic perception of 'separation through inclusion' as opposed to the 
present complex solution of 'separation through exclusion'. 

There are four concepts involved with Russell's paradox. First we begin with the concept of All, 
the Total, The Whole, One. 'All' is then categorized into subsets. First, there are all things that are 
members of themselves. Second, there are all things that are not members of themselves. Third, 
there is nothingness. 

Now some would say nothingness is not 'something', but it is only through the existence of 
nothingness that we can separate the two sets. Nothingness allows us to separate all things that are 
members of themselves and all sets that are not members of themselves into two unique entities, 
two unique sets. Without nothingness, the two sets cannot be separated into two unique sets. 

Nothingness thus becomes something; nothingness becomes a means be which an abstract idea 
takes on a concrete function. Nothingness becomes the means by which the abstract and the 
concrete separate from each other. Nothingness becomes the means by which the abstract and the 
concrete fuse into oneness, All. 

For those of you who thing nothingness is unimportant because it is nothing, try using the 
language of mathematics without the existence of zero, without 'nothing'. 

But back to Russell, Russell found one solution to the paradox he discovered. Russell resolved the 
paradox through a process, which was later described by philosophers as a process of separation. 
Now there is nothing wrong with the process of separation. What was wrong with the process 
developed was the idea of separation having to occur solely through exclusion. This process was 
indubitable very comforting to philosophers for it fit the mold of society perfectly. The process of 
separation through exclusion fit the mold of human behavior as far back as recorded history takes 
us. Separation through exclusion fits the mold of theoretical human behavior. It embraces the very 
theory of human animalistic behavior evolving over time. 

Separation through exclusion allows us to separate and then classify. Separation through exclusion 
allows us to put into place Plotinus' concepts of value, concepts of: higher order, lower order. 
Separation allows us to move the two sets of Russell and place them in order of priority. 
Separation through exclusion, the process of separating items from each other, allows us to 
separate and then categorize. It allows humans to separate and then place arbitrary values upon 
such groups as whites, yellows, reds, and blacks; male and female; strong and weak; heterosexual 
and homosexual; Serbs and Albanians; Christian and Muslim; Aryan Race and 'the other races'; 
'them' and 'us'. 

Once having categorized we prioritize. Once having prioritized we react out to each other 
accordingly. 

This idea of placing judgmental values upon various groups of humans is a very simple concept. 
This concept will never be broken as long as we do not find another solution to Russell's paradox. 
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Now this does not mean to say that once we find an alternate solution to Russell's paradox we will 
automatically change. It only implies that Russell's paradox is a drawing, a picture, of why it is we 
act as we do. 

There are two ways we can proceed as humans. We can continue as we are or we can change. If 
we wish to change, then change must take place. If we are to change then we can either change 
and then diagram what we have become or diagram what we wish to become and then change to 
become what it is we picture, diagram, ourselves to be. 

In the past we have become what we are and then finally diagramed the result. What we are is 
represented by our present diagram of Russell's paradox. Up to this point we have evolved into 
what we are and finally, with the help of Russell's paradox, we have managed to diagram what we 
are. We perceive ourselves to be made in the image of 'Being'. We perceive ourselves to be an 
emanation of the One. We perceive the Whole to transcend our 'being'. We have prioritized 
ourselves and placed ourselves in the Tower' state of existence relative to the 'Whole', relative to 
One, relative to Being. Then we moved into the present, use this fundamental process of 
seperation through exclusion, and separate others from ourselves. We have separated others into 
'other' groups and then proceed to categorize these groups into a hierarchical 'pecking order'. 

We can remain as we are and thus Russell's paradox will remain as it is or we can find another 
solution to Russell's paradox and then attempt to become what the new diagram suggests. 

Now changing the picture solution to Russell's paradox and then attempting to conform to this 
new diagram sounds like an impossible task but paradoxically it is easier than remaining as we 
are. All the pieces are in place in our society to conform to a new solution to Russell's paradox. In 
fact, the pieces are so firmly established in our society that it will seem as if we already follow this 
new perception when in fact we accept it with our abstract perceptions but reject it with our 
concrete actions 

Western philosophical thought has become suppressed by western scientific thought. Western 
philosophy observes the concrete and then checks the abstract. This is an incorrect approach for 
philosophy. It is a process of putting the cart before the horse. Philosophy deals with reason, an 
abstract concept, it should, as it had in the far past, deal with the abstract first and then check the 
concrete, the physical. There is a very very significant difference between the two processes. 

Because philosophy now deals with the concrete first and then checks the abstract, Russell's 
paradox was resolved through the process of separation through exclusion and we obtained: 
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Philosophers would have said it in a slightly different manner. Philosophers would have said: 

'Separation through exclusion' 



all things 
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Now this does not seem toO impressive but watch what happens when we substitute into the 
picture demonstrating the resolution to Russell's paradox, our perceptions of God and Man: 



'Separation through exclusion' 



all things 
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The two, God and man, become separated. The result: we categorize and prioritize. God is said to 
'transcend' man. God becomes greater than man. Man becomes God's 'servant'. Man is 'lesser' 
than God. Man exists in a vacuum of nothingness. Man has nowhere to go upon death unless he is 
'allowed' to 'enter' into heaven. Purgatory, hell, fire and damnation become possibilities we 
contrive as rational concepts within the framework of our creative minds. 

As if this is not enough, we then proceed to repeat the process we used when we divided the set of 
'all things' into two sets. "We then proceeded to divide the set of all men into subsets, the 
categories of white, yellow, red, and black and then prioritize them. After prioritizing them, we 
treat them accordingly. Others of us divide the set of all men into subsets of male and female or 
heterosexual and homosexual, or Hindu and Muslim. Regardless of the categories we use, the next 
step we take is to prioritize the categories and then react to the lower levels as just that 'lower' 
levels, 'lesser, entities, the 'scum' of the earth. And what do we use as a bases for such actions? 
We use the philosophical rationality of Russell's paradox. We unwittingly use reason itself to 
generate what we 'sense' to be irrational acts. 

Now for those of you, who do not believe this is a significant process, for those of you who have 
forgotten our initial conversation regarding the butterfly affect, think of it now. The butterfly 
affect lives, and showed its awesome colors on Heidegger's watch. Heidegger was the leading 
philosopher in Germany before, during, and after the Nazi rise and fall. Heidegger turned his back 
on the teachings of his mentor in exchange for fame and glory. Heidegger sold out his abstract 
principles for concrete, materialistic satisfactions. 

If you are able to brush aside the violent deaths of fifty million people, then try minimizing the 
significance of traumatizing hundreds and hundreds of millions of souls. Souls that had to finish 
up their life's journey crying out in pain over the loss of loved ones, crying in pain over the 
crippling effects the twentieth century had upon their Mothers, Fathers, sons, daughters, and life 
mates. Oh, yes, the influence of philosophy is undeniable. 

And what of Heidegger? Why we will deal with him later. 

But enough, back to things that are more pleasant. The question now becomes? How can we 
resolve Russell's paradox differently than we had done before? How can we resolve Russell's 
paradox differently, which will, in turn, allow us to resolve our problems in society differently? 

Both Frege and Wittgenstein were contemporaries of Russell's. Russell consulted with 
Wittgenstein rather than Frege. At this point Russell had a choice. Russell could have listened to 
what Wittgenstein had to say and then discuss it with Frege or Russell could have listened to 
Wittgenstein and then ignored Frege. Russell chose the later. As such, Russell chose to believe he 
had proved mathematics inadequate as a language. As such, Russell left the search for an 
alternative to his paradox. The result, Russell became a genius in the eyes of philosophers. Russell 
became the man who proved mathematics was limited. Russell, in one fell swoop, became the 
giant killer. Russell became the Knight who slew the dragon representing the universality of 
mathematics as the 'universal language'. Russell went on and became perhaps 'the' philosopher of 
the century and Wittgenstein rode Russell's coattails to fame. 

So it was that philosophy was to pass through the next one hundred years looking for 'the' 
language, which would allow philosophy to communicate its ideas to its participants. So it was 
that the 'common person' was to be forgotten by philosophy. So it was, words would speak louder 
than actions throughout the most confusing and violent century in the history of humankind. 

But what if Russell had not let go of his paradox? What if Russell, after listening to Wittgenstein, 
disregarded the idea that he alone had brought the giant of mathematics to its knees? What if 
Russell would have gone directly to Frege and they had collaborated as demonstrated in the 
previous conversations? Then two possible solutions could have emerged. First, the concept of 



286 



The Error of Russell 



'separation through exclusion' would have been seen as an inadequate means to resolve the 
paradox. Second, the concept of 'separation through inclusion' would have begun brewing in 
Russell's head. 

Russell leaves Frege and moves on. Russell, tired and weary, decides to take a rest beneath an 
apple tree. There Russell is able to 'wait upon' 10 a more detailed understanding of the solution to 
his paradox. It is here we pick up as Russell begins an internal debate with himself regarding the 
concept of 'separation through inclusion': 

Russell thinking to himself: Frege has suggested a second solution, but it just doesn 't seem to 
work. I wonder what would happen if I started where Frege left off and worked from that point 
forward? 
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Now if we convert this to philosophical thinking, this becomes: 

'Separation through inclusion' 





being 


X^othingnes^/ 





This idea would allow for the separation of Being and being but it places Being as a subset of 
being. This appears to make Being the lesser of the two.. This does not appear correct. If we 
applied this idea to our present day perceptions of religion, it would take on the appearance of the 
following 

'Separation through inclusion' 
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This also allows for the separation of man and God but it places God as the subset of man. It 
appears to place God as the lesser of the two This does not seem to fit what religions and 
philosophy have been saying about the interrelationship between Being and being, between God 
and man. 

If we move this idea, this perception into the world of science, into the realm of the 'real ' world, 
the physical world, the concrete, present day society, it would take on the appearance of the 
following 

'Separation through inclusion' 





The 
v Universe 






/ f the universe \ 




1 ( beyond ) 
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Nothingness s 
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Now it is apparent that something is definitely wrong with this diagram. 
Hmmmm, 

What if we switch the placement, and then begin? Now the paradox: 

'Separation through inclusion' 





setx 
all tilings, 




that 


/ / all things \ 


\ are 
\ members 


/ / that \ 


\ of 


1 I are not J 
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...by switching the two sets, becomes: 



'Separation through inclusion' 
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Philosophically: 

'Separation through inclusion' 



' 


« 

King 


( 0"D ) 





...by switching the two, this becomes: 

'Separation through inclusion' 




Thus 'being' becomes a part of 'Being' just as philosophers have always contended. 
Religiously ... 
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'Separation through inclusion' 



^othingne^ 






Nothingness 



.by switching the two becomes: 



'Separation through inclusion' 



^othingne^ 




Nothingnes* 
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Thus 'God' becomes 'Omnipresent' just as religions have always contended. 
Scientifically... 

'Separation through inclusion' 




^othingne^> 

Whit lies be^imT^ 
the universe \ 
beyond ) 
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Nothingness 



The 
Universe 



...by switching the two, becomes: 



'Separation through inclusion' 
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With such a perception in place, science can continue its search for the limits of the universe. Now 
science can begin its search for the 'truth ' regarding what lies beyond the universe, beyond all 
universes, beyond time itself. 

After all this introspection, Russell would rest and take a short nap, as all philosophers like to do. 

The concept of 'separation through inclusion' vs. 'separation through exclusion' provides a new 
means to solve Russell's paradox. Philosophically the separation of Being and being still occurs 
BUT rather than 'Being' and 'being' being separated through 'exclusion', they become separated 
through 'inclusion'. Finally, we are able to understand a more simplistic relationship between the 
two forms of existence. Finally, we are able to grasp the significance of life. Finally, we begin to 
understand why it is so ludicrous to separate and exclude one man from another. Finally, we begin 
to understand why pitting one man against another is sensed to be a negative action. Finally, we 
begin to understand 'the reason' some men could rationalize such irrational concepts as 'the 
ultimate race', 'the ultimate religion', and 'the ultimate...' and as such begin a rationale discussion 
of the validity of such arguments. 

But this is not quite the end of it. At this point Russell would have awoken with a start. Russell 
would have gone back to dialoguing with himself for the Venn diagram of his paradox is 
incomplete. The Venn diagram lacks a subtlety. 

Russell awakening with a start: How can Being, how can God, how can what lies beyond time, 
energy, and matter, interpret into the original set representing the set of sets that are not members 
of themselves? 

I must resolve this point to fully complete the solution of the paradox. Until this point is resolved, 
the abstract solution has no application to the concrete, to the physical world within which we 
appear to exist. The solution to the paradox is incomplete until a solution regarding the 
understanding of the relationship between Being and being, between man and God, between what 
lies outside the universe and what lies inside the universe is modeled. 

It is at this point that Russell could have used a simple technique in mathematics called 'working 
backwards'. If he had, his thinking may have gone along the following line: 
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Russell: Now I personally don 't believe in God but if, if this drawing were correct then according 
to religion God is omnipresent. God has no boundaries, so religiously the diagram should now 
become 



'Separation through inclusion' 
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In other words, the line encompassing God should not be a solid line but rather a broken line. 
This dotted line represents the concept that God has no bounds. 

Philosophically the diagram would then become: 

'Separation through inclusion' 







/ 












► 






Beng 


/ r 


1 





In other words, the dotted line represents the concept that Being is All, is One, is Totality, is 'the 
Whole'. 
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Scientifically the diagram would become: 

'Separation through inclusion' 
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In other words, the dotted line represents the concept that existence may in fact exist beyond the 
universe, beyond the concrete, beyond time, beyond matter, beyond energy ... 
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Paradoxically, my paradox would become: 



'Separation through inclusion' 

No Limits - No Boundaries 




ft tfa-Slt is not a member of it&« 
cannot have sl boundary 



Looking at this conclusion, several things become clear. First, concrete, physical things are 
members of themselves. We see them all around us. They are the tables at which we sit, the cars 
within which we travel, the pens with which we write, the air we breath, the apples we eat, the 
stars upon which we dream. 

Second, concepts, abstractions appear to be unlimited. They appear to have no boundaries and as 
such appear to be nonentities. These are concepts, these are abstracts such as love, hate, joy, 
sorrow, longing, loneliness, satisfaction, purpose, God, Being... 

Third, the set of sets that are not members of themselves, is boundless. This is just what I would 
expect since they are sets that are unlimited in scope, since they are abstractions. 

Fourth, nothingness now not only exists but all of nothingness is contained within the unbounded 
concept of the abstract along with other concepts of abstraction we understand as well as the 
concepts of abstractions of which we have no perceptions. In fact, nothingness is contained within 
the unbounded concepts of abstraction of which we will never be able to perceive due to our being 
limited by the very nature of the physicalness within which our very abstraction temporarily 
resides. 



This solution, 'separation through inclusion ' would appear to imply that the physical lies within 
abstraction rather than abstraction lying within the physical. This solution appears to imply 
eternity, a concept of limitless existence, does exist. It appears to provide a simpler solution to 
Russell 's paradox than does 'separation through exclusion '. It appears the three concepts of 
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Being, being, and nothingness exist but in a different relationship than the one Plotinus visualized. 
It appears that nothingness now becomes something. Nothingness becomes a means of separating 
God and man, separating Being and being, separating the inside of the universe from the outside. 
It appears that nothingness becomes a means of separating the set of sets that are members of 
themselves and the set of sets that are not members of themselves. It appears that nothingness 
becomes a means of separating the entity from the nonentity. 

What is truly different here is that the separation does not occur through the process of 
'exclusion ' but rather through the process of ' inclusion '. 

Now this process of separation through inclusive provides a completely new perception for us as a 
specie. This form of separation allows us to 'separate ' only after we have 'included'. As such, we 
no longer can 'exclude ' one religion from our own. No longer can we 'exclude ' and reject other 
individuals as students did to some of their classmates in Littleton, Colorado. No longer can we 
'exclude ' the Jew, Armenian, Albanian, African Americans, homosexual, female, males, children, 
atheist, Christian, Muslim, Hindu, ...from 'our' exclusive groups. 

Now we must recognize their already being ' in ' being 'One ' with us and 'they ' must be the one 's 
who decide to go. Now we must keep the doors open to all and let them decide to leave rather 
than push them out and shut the door upon 'them 'for under this perception there is no 'them ', 
there is only 'us '. 

Ockham 's razor, the concept of accepting the simpler of the solutions, does not apply to just 
science. Ockham 's razor is a basic fundamental for philosophy as well. So it is that 'separation 
through exclusion ' must give way to 'separation through inclusion ' 

For the most part, our religions all profess it: God is omnipresent. 

For the most part, our philosophies all profess it: Being, One, All is all One Being. 

For the most part, our sciences all profess it: seek to know the limits of our universe and what lies 
beyond. 

With this Russell would have finished his dialogue with himself and moved on to discussing the 
issue again with Wittgenstein. 



The significance of Russell's paradox as discussed in a simulated conversation between 
Russell and Wittgenstein 

Russell: Well Ludwig, I have had quite a trip and I must tell you, you are wrong, wrong, wrong. 
The spoken and written languages are not our primary tools for understanding. 

Wittgenstein: Of course, they are. How else are we to understand each other? 

Russell: We must follow the advice of Husserl. We must start by bracketing away all the 
superfluous sensation, reduce it all to the purity of mathematics and then proceed to augment the 
basics with what it is we each individually experience in our own unique way. This uniqueness is 
what is expressed, as best we are able, through the spoken and written language. This is where the 
talents of the orator, poets, novelists, song writers, short story authors, columnists, etc come into 
play, for they are the ones who splash the paint of vocabulary upon the canvas of paper, radio 
waves, television, CD 's, ... They are the one who allows us to relate to each other through the 
sharing of our experiences of existence, what we call life, what you call the experience of 
sensation. 
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Wittgenstein: But I thought you agreed with me. I thought you also sensed the inadequacies of 
mathematics. 

Russell: / did, but I had quite a journey and like you I have learned through the process of 
retracing my steps or should I say through the process of retracing the steps of those that came 
before me. 

Wittgenstein: But what about the inadequacies of mathematics? 

Russell: / have not changed my mind about mathematics having inadequacies; I have changed my 
perception regarding the inadequacies of mathematics as opposed to the inadequacies of 
language. Now I understand they both have their own types of inadequacies. However, it is within 
the arena of mathematics that we are able to apply Husserl 's concept of bracketing and reduction 
and understand our intentionality. It is then through the use of the spoken and written language 
that we can share our experiences with one another, separate 'being 'from 'Being ' while 
understanding how it is they are both one in the other. 

With this Russell would have introduced a new perception into society, which would have caused 
society to reconsider its actions. Had such an episode occurred in Russell's life journey, society 
may have changed its actions, which in turn may have changed the future, the twentieth century, 
our past. 

With the understanding of this more reasonable solution to Russell's paradox, the 1900's might 
have begun with a new twist. With the understanding of the need to include rather than exclude, 
one and a half million Armenians may not have been rejected as a part of the society within which 
they lived. With the understanding that we all belong to the whole, these Armenians may not have 
been terminated through a process of genocide. With the inclusion of these Armenians rather than 
process of separating and then excluding having taken place, Hitler would not have been able to 
preface his process of global extermination of the Jews, the handicapped, the mentally challenged, 
priests, gypsies, ad nausea, with the statement he made to his generals: 'Who, after all, speaks of 
the annihilation of the Armenians.' With this, the butterfly effect of philosophy may have ended in 
an entirely different scenario. 

But the past is the past and it is to the future we must look. The future we see as we look forward 
will be the same as the past unless we examine the past, not in the hopes of preventing the past 
from reoccurring, but rather with a determination to change the future. The question then becomes, 
'Can the future change if we do not change?' It would seem not. 

If we are determined to 'change' the future then what must we do? It would appear that to change 
the future we must change ourselves. 

The question then becomes: How do we change ourselves? Because we act according to what we 
perceive ourselves to be, we must change our perceptions of what it is we think we are. 

The question then becomes: What is the essence of what it is we think we are? For the most part, 
we think we exist. For the most part, we think the universe exists. Scientifically we think 
something exists beyond the universe, religiously we think God exists 'outside' as well as 'inside' 
the universe, philosophically we think 'Being' exists and if there is a limit to the universe, Being 
would exist there also. 

Do we need to change this way of thinking? No, rather we may want to reconsider the concept of 
separation through exclusion. We may want to reconsider the concept of our 'being' not being a 
part of 'Being. We may want to consider the logic of applying an alternative solution to Russell's 
paradox to ourselves. We may want to consider the idea of separation through the process of 
inclusion rather than our historical process of separation through exclusion. 
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Our present perception of our being separated through exclusion from what lies beyond the 
universe, God, 'Being', evolves into actions of genocide, infanticide, euthanasia, capital 
punishment, social outcasts, rejects, retards, Aryan race, we/they, those people, ... excluding 
people. 

A new perception of our being separated through inclusion from what lies beyond the universe, 
God, 'Being', would evolve into accelerating the actions of creating community groups, church 
associations, the united fund, the rainbow connection, habitat for mankind, alcoholics anonymous, 
. . . including people. 

We can stay as we are and continue to look at Russell's paradox as we have. This will continue 
allowing the future to evolve as it has. The other alternative, we can choose to change and look to 
Russell's paradox for a different solution, in order to change the future. 

So it is we can begin anew now that we are at the end once more. Now we can understand what it 
is to be at the end of the beginning. Now we can understand what it is to have passed through the 
turmoil of puberty for a specie. 

We can leave the agony of the atrocities and the roller coaster ride of the twentieth century as we 
enter the age of our third millennium. We can begin the process of inclusion as opposed to 
exclusion or we can stay our present course. 

We have a choice. We can enter the third millennium understanding our nature and actively 
embrace 'being' being 'Being' and accept the impact it generates. On the other hand, we can 
continue with our present perception of 'being' not being 'Being' and passively submit to the 
impact this perception has always generated. 

We not only have a choice but the choice is ours to make. 

So it is we find ourselves at the end of the beginning. 

And why is this the end of the beginning? 

It is the end because now we can come to the end of the quest we first began. We can end the 
greatest quest of all. And just what was this quest? It was the seeking of the answer to the 
question: 

What is 'being' and why does 'being' exist? 

It is the beginning because now we can begin the greatest quest of all. And just what is this quest? 
It is seeking the answer to the question: 

What is 'Being' and why does 'Being' exist? 

And so it is we have come to the end of the beginning only to find we are once again at the 
beginning of the end. 

But perception lies in what we perceive truth to be and so it is we have a choice, we have the free 
will to choose which perception we wish to perceive. 

With this said we begin to understand the concept of separation through inclusion and the 
significance of the concept of 'being' being 'Being' 

And finally: 
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Simplicity itself: The end of the beginning 

Applying Ockham's razor, one finally ends up understanding that: 
Nothing is something 

Everything cannot be everything without nothing. 

If you have everything, you have nothing. 

'Being' is not "Being' without 'being' 

The understanding of 'being' being 'Being' is in essence the understanding of the process of 
'separation through inclusion'. 

The wonder of solving Russell's paradox is not so much that it is, in itself, a paradox solvable 
through inclusion, but rather that it leads us to the solution of perhaps the greatest paradoxes of all. 
The paradox: 

One cannot have everything unless one has nothing. 

And so it is I leave you with: 

the understanding of Western thought, 

If one understands everything one understands nothing 

the understanding of Eastern thought, 

If one understands nothing, one understands everything 

the understanding of where it is that East meets West 

Everything is not everything without Being, being, and nothing 

and lastly, the simple understanding of ... : 
Nothing. 

Caution #1: This section is intended only for the mathematically and scientifically inclined 

For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only confuse your understanding and cause 
you to become mired within concepts you do not understand. 

For those not mathematically inclined, the result of reading this section, could be the rejection of 
any new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you 
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have the expertise to 
understand the second language of mathematics. 

Rejection of an idea, any idea, is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through 
understanding. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to confusion and lack of understanding 
is a negative action. 

Therefore, if you do not have some background in the language of mathematics, and if you should 
decide to proceed with this section, do so with caution. 
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In summation - Mathematically and Scientifically: 

Stating the simple in a complex manner: 

Mathematically: 

x is the set {x | x G x } 

z is the set {x | x ^ x } 

then the question is: 
is z C x 

if so then z G x and the subsets of z <£ z 
if not then z C z 
.•. z * z 



Philosophically: 

b = individual being 
U = the universe 
B = the universal set 

E = everything we, beings within this universe, do conceive of 
And 

W = everything we, beings within this universe will ever be able to conceive of 
Then 

U = EU W 
b = o 

If: b = 1 

b= 1 
Where: 

b = o is the point of entrance into the body, the beginning of awareness, virgin 
conciousness (this may take on other forms of existence for other life in the universe 

b = 1 is the point of exit from the body, the experience from the beginning to the end, 
consciousness of an individual being, the beginning - virgin consciousness through the 
end of consciousness experiencing the physical through the physical itself. 

Then: 

b= 1 

b = oo 

b = oo is the summation awareness of all past, present, and future beings of a universe 
Where: 

E = everything we, beings within this universe, do conceive 
And 
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W = everything we, beings within this universe will ever be able to conceive 
Then: U-EUW 

And if: 

U= 1 

B = 2 

U = oc 

Where: 

B = the summation of all past, present, and future awareness of all universes 
Scientifically speaking: what it is our universe lies within 
Religiously speaking: God 
Philosophically speaking: Being 

And where do parallel universes fall into all this speculation. They would appear to fall into U = 2 
b = 1 to b = oo for parallel universes would appear to function under the same laws of science as 
our own and thus the characteristic of parallelism. 

What then of the concept: B = 2)U=ltoU = oo? The concept accommodates the existence of 
universes containing entirely different operating systems than our own universe. The concept 
acknowledges the possibility of systems existing which are not presently comprehensible or 
conceivable to us and the concept recognizes the possibility of systems existing which are forever 
both incomprehensible and inconceivable to us. (us refers not to just humanity but all life forms 
found within this universe as well as its parallel companions.) 

Our present perception: 

For Russell's paradox, we use the present means we have of perceiving 'things'. We use a 
perception of separation through exclusion. Therefore sets that are members of themselves, 
individuals, cannot be members of a set that are not members of themselves. Therefore they must 
be separate from, not within, not a part of the set of objects that are not members of themselves. 
To resolve this perception, we separate them from each other through exclusion. B = z but x * C 
B, .-. x <t z. 

The question then becomes, is z C z? If it is then 
x is the set {x | x G x } 

our reality, what it is we can conceive of and will ever be able to conceive of 
z is the set {x | x e£ x } 

a greater Reality, what it is we can never conceive of 

But what of the set 'z', is it a set or isn't it? Of course it is a set. It is just an unusual type of set in 
that it has the potential for growth. It includes not only the set whose members are sets of 
themselves but other sets as well, including the set of sets that are not sets of themselves. 

The question becomes, are these the only two sets contained within this set 'z'. The answer is we 
don't know at this point in time. A more precise answer is that this is probably not the case since 
we can conceive of the very possibility the potential for such other sets even though we cannot 
actually conceive of what they may in actuality be. 
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Would the set x then be a subset of the set z or would the set z be a subset of x? Since our universe 
is composed of the set of sets that are members of themselves, it would then appear that x would 
most probably be a subset of the set z rather than z be a subset of x since set z would appear to be 
equal to or greater than the set x. If set z were equal to set x it could not be a member of x since set 
x would contain other elements other than the set of sets that are not members of themselves. If on 
the other hand set z were greater than set x, then set z could not be a subset of set x. Now if set z is 
separate from set x than it is possible that set x could be a subset of set z if it were separated from 
set z by nothingness, or set x and set z could be independent sets if in fact set z were the special set 
where set z had no size, no dimensions, were contained not by a solid boundary as is done when 
drawing set x but rather if set z were contained by a nonexisting border as would be indicated by a 
dotted line around set z or in terms of set theory, if set z were the 'universal set'. 

Another way of looking at this in terms of set theory and philosophy is through the concept of the 
sets: being, Being, and the null set 

So it is that if 

B = Being 
b = being 
And 

0 = nothing 
than if 
0CB 
and if 
b CU 
and if 
UC0 

And if 

m = mass - known to exist 

e = energy - known to exist 

-m = anti-matter - known to exist 

-e = anti-energy - through symmetry 

and If 

Ul = m + e 
U2 = -m + e 
U3 = m + -e 
U4 = -m + -e 

Then 

Ul + U2 = (m + e) + (-m + e) = 2e 
U3 + U4 = (m + -e) + (-m + -e) = -2e 

Then 

(Ul +U2) + (U3 + U4) = 2e + -2e = 0 mass and 0 energy = nothing = 0 

Then: 

U = 0 

Than 

b CB 



Mathematically & Scientifically: 
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We are within what lies beyond our universe. We are therefore a piece, a part of what lies beyond 
our universe. Not only does what lies beyond our universe affect us but we affect what lies beyond 
our universe. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect what lies 
beyond our universe. 

As such, we have a responsibility to: 

1 . Ourself, for we affect ourself and we, ourself, are a part of what lies beyond our 
universe 

2. The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function 

3. What lies beyond our universe, for what lies beyond our universe is what we are a 
part of 



Caution #2: This section is intended only for the religiously inclined 

For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only irritate you and cause you to become 
mired within concepts you do not understand. 

For those, not religiously inclined, the result of reading this section could be the rejection of any 
new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you 
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have a willingness to explore 
ideas involving terminology, which you may find offensive, involving concepts of religion. 

Rejection of an idea, any idea is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through an open 
mind. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to the closing of the mind is a negative action. 

Therefore, if you do not find you are able to discuss religious concepts without falling into an 
internal, external, or internal and external state of defiance, then move on and skip this section. If 
you are not religiously inclined, and if you should decide to proceed with this section, do so with 
caution. 

In summation - Religiously: 
A new perception: 
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'being' being 'Being' through the process of separation through inclusion 




You have an outside to the universe, which you can explore - science. 
You no longer need the physical for existence to occur - philosophy. 
You no longer are excluded from God's presence. 



As opposed to our perception today of: 



'being' not being 'Being' because of the process of separation through exclusion 



Separation 

Through 

Exclusion 
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Where we presently perceive: 

We have no outside to the universe which we can explore - science. 
We have no existence should the universe dissolve - philosophy. 
We can be excluded from God's presence - religion. 



Religiously: 

We are in God. We are therefore a piece, a part of God. Not only does God affect us but we affect 
God. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect God. 

As such, we have a responsibility to: 

1 . Our soul, for we affect our soul and we, our soul, is a part of God 

2. The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function 

3. God, for God is what we are a part of 



Caution #3: This section is intended only for the philosophically inclined 

For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only confuse your understanding and cause 
you to become mired within concepts you do not understand. 

For those not philosophically inclined, the result of reading this section, could be the rejection of 
any new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you 
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have the expertise to 
understand philosophical abstraction. 

Rejection of an idea, any idea, is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through 
understanding. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to confusion and lack of understanding 
is a negative action. 

Therefore, if you do not have the ability to rise above religious and scientific perceptions in order 
to immerse yourself within the realm of metaphysics, philosophical abstraction, and if you should 
decide to proceed with this section, do so with caution. 

In summation - Philosophically: 

John Venn, 1834 - 1923, showed us how to use two-dimensional pictures to simplify 
mathematics, Venn Diagrams, as they are called. It is the use of Venn diagrams, which perhaps 
best helps us to understand what is being said here: 
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Today's perception: Resolving Russell's paradox in a complex manner: 



Being 



Nothingnes 




Universe including being 



Nothingness 




The universal set is missing - therein 
lies the error of Russell's paradox. 



The universal set is missing - therein lies the error of Russell's paradox. 

So it is concepts such as hierarchy, hell, submission, one valued over another, . . . evolve and 
become rational concepts. 

To resolve the issue of Russell's paradox we presently apply a complex solution of exclusion 
through separation. If, as we initially speculated, paradoxes are signposts to life, then just as we 
might have expected, with a complex solution to Russell's paradox comes a complex solution to 



With the above perception of life, myriad questions begin to fly in the face of reason: 

1 . How does one separate nothingness from itself? 

2. How does one get being back into Being? 

3. How is 'being' separated from 'Being' in the first place? 

4. Is 'Being' omnipresent without being in the universe? 

5. Is 'Being' omniscient without the knowledge of 'being'? 

6. Is 'Being' omnipotent without the power (as relatively insignificant as it may appear) 
of 'being'? 

7. Where is 'being'? 

8. Where is our universe? 

9. What is 'being'? 

10. Does 'being' have meaning? 

11. Is there such a thing as purpose for 'being'? 

12 The questions go on forever. 

These questions no longer become just questions, they become paradoxes unto themselves. So it 
is, we begin to understand that paradoxes are not just paradoxes. They are indicators of the fact 
that we do not yet understand. 

We cannot begin to find solutions, understanding, if we are unwilling to look at alternate 
solutions. Russell's paradox has been accepted as a paradox rather than what it truly is. Russell's 
paradox is not a paradox and that in itself is a paradox. We believe paradoxes are just that, 



life. 
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paradoxes, when in fact they are simply an indicator of complexity. It is Ockham, through the 
establishment of Ockham's Razor, who implied that complexity is nothing but a lack of 
understanding. 

Applying this concept to the above diagram one then comes up with a simplistic solution to life: 
A new perception: Resolving Russell's paradox in a simplistic manner: 




The universal set exists - therein lies the 
solution to Russell's paradox as applied to life 



With the new perception of life, the myriad questions find answers: 

1 . How does one separate nothingness from itself? 

One does not have to separate nothingness from itself because nothingness now has a 
place to be located. It is located within 'Being'; 'Being' contains nothingness. 

2. How does one get 'being' back into 'Being'? 

'being' does not have to get back into 'Being' because 'being' has never left 'Being'. 
There is literally 'nothing' separating the two. 

3. How is 'being' separated from 'Being' in the first place? 

Placing 'nothing' between them separates 'being' and 'Being'. There is 'nothing' 
between you and 'Being'. 

4. Is 'Being' omnipresent without being in the universe? 

'Being' is omnipresent for there is 'nothing' between 'being' and 'Being'. 'Being' is 
omnipresent because the distance between 'Being' and 'being' is zero. 'Being' 
remains omnipresent even when 'being' is removed from Being. This is done 
through a process of separation but not separation through a process of exclusion. 
Rather the separation is done through a process of inclusion or what might more 
descriptively be called the process of 'separation through inclusion'. 

5. Is 'Being' omniscient without the knowledge of 'being'? 

Knowledge of 'being' is never removed from 'Being', therefore Being' never exists 
without the presence and knowledge of 'being', and thus it always retains its 
characteristic of omniscience. 

6. Is 'Being' omnipotent without the power (as relatively insignificant as it may appear) 
of 'being'? 
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'Being' retains its omnipotence for it never excludes any form of power, even the 
power of 'being', from itself. 

7. Where is 'being'? 

'being' is inside the universe. 

Scientifically speaking, 'being' is inside what lies beyond the universe. 
Religiously speaking, 'being' is inside God. 
Philosophically speaking, 'being' is inside 'Being'. 

8. Where is the universe? 

The universe is 'inside' totality, 'inside' the whole, 'inside' the Universal set, 
'inside' 'Being', 'inside'... 

9. What is being? 

Scientifically speaking, 'being' is a part of, a piece of what lies beyond the universe. 
Religiously speaking, 'being' is a part of, a piece of God. 
Philosophically speaking, 'being' is a part of, a piece of 'Being'. 

13. Does 'being' have meaning? 

'being' has meaning to whatever it is 'being' is a part of. 

14. Is there such a thing as purpose for 'being'? 

Everything that is a part of something interacts with what it is a part of. Under this 
perception, 'being' is a part of, a piece of the larger whole, 'Being.' Therefore, not 
only does 'Being' impact 'being' but 'being' impacts 'Being'. 

10 The questions go on forever. 

. . .and so do the answers. 

The myriad questions no longer become paradoxes. The myriad question now simply 
become questions with simplistic answers. 

Philosophically: 

We are in Being. We are therefore a piece, a part of Being. Not only does Being affect us but we 
affect Being. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect Being. 



As such, we have a responsibility to 

1 . Our being, for we affect our being, and we, our being, is a part of Being 

2. The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function 

3. Being, for Being is what we are a part of 



1 Ockham's razor: William of Ockham (1285 - 1349): Ockham argued that when we are trying to 
explain the nature of something, we should use the fewest ideas of things as possible. 'The 
complete Guide to Philosophy', Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p. 85 

2 Bracketing: To set things straight, Husserl says we should ' 'bracket' all the assumption we have 
about the world when we experience things, so we'll be able to see past all the layers of meaning 
that have built up around them. In other words, we need to set these assumptions to one side in 
order to try out other assumptions. In doing this, we will be able to appreciate new possibilities. 
'The complete Guide to Philosophy', Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p. 201. 

3 Russell's paradox will be explained as the essay progresses 

4 'The complete Guide to Philosophy', Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p. 193. 

5 The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge University 
Press, 1995 

6 The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge University 
Press, 1995 
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1 ). The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge 
University Press, 1995 

8 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William Reese, Humanities Press, 1996 

9 Conversation of Plotinus from this point forward comes directly from Plotinus' work called: The 
Fourth Ennead. 

10 Martin Heidegger, Discourse On Thinking, Conversations On a Country Path, Harper 
Torchbooks,TB 1459, 1966, p74. 
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Tractate 10 

The Error 
Of 

Heidegger 



The Paradox of: 

The Void of the Void 



Resolving the Problem of: 

Nothingness 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Heidegger/Philosophy - The Error of 

The System built upon a foundation of time and space 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Perceptions of Insignificance - Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 
The Void of Time and Space - Kant 

The Void of First Cause - Hegel 
Time and Space - Einstein/Science 
Separation through Exclsusion - Russell/Religion 
The Void of the Void - Heidegger/Philosophy 



The error: The paradox of a void 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 

The Omni-s - Leibniz 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni-benevolence 



?????????? . 



Hegel 



The perception: Understanding nothingness moves our perceptual understanding of the system 
into that of being a system filled with both something and nothing. As such, something and 
nothing now have a location within which they can be found. However, the understanding 
regarding the role of something and nothing as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between something and nothing not only remain in a state of confusion but even 
more disconcerting, the existence of such a interrelationship is not recognized as a significant 
aspect of the 'larger' system. 



It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Zero 
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Terms/concepts 

Matter 

Energy 

Anti-matter 

Anti-energy 

Anti-something 

Anti-void 

Infinity 

Multiplicity of abstraction 



Nothing 

Nothingness 

'Timeless sequencing' 

Void 

Zero 
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Tractate 10 

The Beginning of Time: The Error of 

The Lack of a Void 



Part I: The Paradox of 'the void' 



Introduction 

The void: a concept of absolute nothingness. The void is not a concept of a vacuum for a vacuum 
is something. It is a region of space containing no matter. The void is not a concept of a vacuum 
void of only matter nor is a void a vacuum of only matter and energy for such a 'location' retains 
the concept of being a 'region' of space permeated by time, retains the concept of being 
'something'. 

In terms of the metaphysical question: "Why are there essents rather than nothing?" Martin 
Heidegger states: 

The addition "rather than nothing" is dropped not only because we are striving for a 
strict formulation (metaphysically speaking) of the question but even more because it 
says nothing. For why should we go on to ask about nothing? Nothing is simply nothing. 
Here there is nothing more to inquire about. And above all, in talking about nothing or 
nothingness, we are not making the slightest advance toward the knowledge ofessent! 

But does 'nothingness' lack existing? The concept of a true void, nothingness, simply existing 
took thousands of years to be accepted in the West as well as the East. Strangely enough, the void 
is still not understood as being 'something' as opposed to existing as nothing. 

Paradoxically the void is 'nothing' and for that very reason it is, it exists, it is 'something'. 
Nothing is nothing. The void is the lack of matter, the lack of energy, the lack of space-time, the 
lack of God, the lack of any 'thing' as well as the lack of any 'abstraction'. 

Understanding the concept of 'nothingness', a perfect void being 'something' while 
simultaneously being what it is, nothingness, is a fairly new concept and as such the discussion of 
such a topic will seem alien at first glance. 

The void, nothingness, is a concept of our perceptions and as such nothingness is abstractual in 
nature. Existence of abstraction is not an uncommon occurrence. There are many abstractions, 
which are purely abstractual versus abstractions, which are abstractual perceptions of the physical. 
An example of a pure abstraction is a 'point'. A geometric point is a location of no size and 
incorporating no time. Although a point technically does not exist, the whole field of geometry is 
built upon this elusive abstraction. Without the concept of a point, geometry would not exist. In 
fact, without the concept of the abstractual, non-existent point, physics itself would not exist. 

The metaphysician deals with what comes before zero and after infinity. The physicists and 
mathematicians deal with what lies between zero and infinity. Since zero and infinity themselves 
are beyond the scope of the mathematicians and physicists at this point in time, it is the 
metaphysicians who must take the lead and lay claim to the discussions regarding zero-ness and 
infmite-ness themselves. 

The void, zero-ness, nothingness has evolved as the means by which we finally begin to 
understand Zeno's paradox regarding the impossibility of motion for the paradox becomes 
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resolved through concepts of calculus and the manipulations of limits in terms of infinity and 
infinite divisions. Analytical geometry and calculus, however, do not deal with zero and infinity 
themselves but deal with what occurs as one approaches zero and infinity. 

It is only through the understanding of zero itself existing that we can examine the concept of 
infinite subdivision of the whole approaching zero. With the aid of the mathematical tool of 
calculus we move 'towards' the perceptual understanding of the 'limit' zero itself as opposed to 
the concept of 'approaching zero'. The movement 'towards' and understanding of the 'limit' zero 
in turn leads us 'towards' understanding what happens to the physical when the physical becomes 
'zero'. 

In addition to not having examined zero-ness itself, Western mathematics has not looked in the 
other direction and examined infinite-ness itself. Western mathematics has not examined what 
happens as we move 'out' infinitely far beyond the endlessness of expansion. Western 
mathematics has not examined the totality of time and timelessness, has not examined the 
summation of time and timelessness. 

This tractate leads to an understanding of 'nothingness', an understanding of how it is 
nothingness, something which does not exist, not only exists but exists dramatically in a dynamic 
active state upon which both 'being' - individuality and 'Being' - the Whole, depend for their 
very existence. 

The process of understanding 'nothingness' existing in the 'active' state versus a 'passive' state 
requires an understanding of the actual limit of zero-ness/nothingness itself. It is 'nothingness' 
existing as a 'state of action' versus a 'state of passivity' which must be reasoned out before one 
can understand the summation of time and timelessness, before one can understand the summation 
of the physical and the abstract, before one can understand the summation of 'what is' and 
potentiality. 

Are the concepts of zero and infinity in essence simply another name for 'nothingness'? 
Absolutely not! Nothingness is nothingness and zero is zero and infinity is infinity. 

Mathematicians may object to such a statement. It is not mathematics, however, which is lead the 
way regarding our understanding of the functionally of zero, infinity, and nothingness. It is 
Metaphysics, a subset of philosophy, which will lead the way towards understanding the 
functionality of zero, infinity, and nothingness. 

The demise of metaphysics has become starkly apparent beginning with the nineteenth century 
and culminating in the twentieth centuries. The shambles of metaphysics is so apparent its absence 
was noted by one of the great cosmologists of the twentieth century when he stated: 

However, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, science became too technical and 
mathematical for the philosophers, or anyone else except a few specialists. Philosophers 
reduced the scope of their inquiries so much that Wittgenstein, the most famous 
philosopher of the century, said, "The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis 
of language. " What a come down from the tradition of philosophy from Aristotle to 
Kant! 2 

Steven Hawking - A Brief History of Time 

But it is not the technicality of science, which has caused philosophy to draw up short of its 
objective and hesitate. As was expressed so well by Charles Seife in his book, Zero: The 
Biography of a Dangerous Idea, it was the fear of addressing the issue of 'nothingness', which 
caused philosophy and metaphysics to hesitate. 
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Martin Heidegger accentuates this point in his lecture: The Fundamental Question of Metaphysics. 
In this lecture, Heidegger espouses what he claims is the fundamental question of metaphysics. 
Heidegger states the question: 'Why are there essents rather than nothing?' Having stated the 
question, Heidegger then expends thirteen thousand words to explain why the question is stated as 
such rather than being stated as: Why are there essents? 

Throughout the expenditure of his energies to understand why the first question as opposed to the 
second question, Heidegger makes such comments as: 

For why should we go on to ask about nothing? Nothing is simply nothing. 

He who speaks of nothing does not know what he is doing. ... He contradicts himself. ... 
to speak of nothing is illogical. He who speaks and thinks illogically is unscientific. But 
he who goes so far as to speak of nothing in the realm of philosophy, where logic has its 
very home, exposes himself most particularly to the accusation of offending against the 
fundamental rule of all thinking. Such a speaking about nothing consists entirely of 
meaningless propositions. Moreover he who takes the nothing seriously is allying himself 
with nothingness. He is patently promoting the spirit of negation and serving the cause of 
disintegration. Not only is speaking of nothing utterly repellent to thought: it also 
undermines all culture and all faith. What disregards the fundamental law of thought and 
also destroys faith and the will to build is pure nihilism. 3 

One must not conclude from this quote that it was Heidegger who lead us to the point of fearing 
'nothingness' for Heidegger simply verbalized in an eloquent manner what it was humanity has 
always feared to confront and that is the concept of 'nothingness' itself. 

In this tractate we will examine both the existence as well as the 'intra'- and 'inter'- functionality 
of: 

1 . Essent - singularity 

2. Essents - multiplicity 

3. Nothingness - singularity 

4. Nothingnesses - multiplicity 

5. Summation - singularity 

Such a task, metaphysically speaking, is horrendous in scope and as such takes eighteen tractates 
to fully develop. 

Innocuously immersed within this list is the concept of nothingness and in spite of the warnings of 
Heidegger it blatantly suggested that: 

1 . Nothingness exists 

2. Nothingness is a 'some' 'thing' 

3. Nothingness is a part of 'every' 'thing' 

4. Nothingness is process and as process, action, nothingness in and of itself, affects the 
two states of existence: individuality and summation. Stated philosophically: 
Nothingness affects 'being' and 'Being'. Stated religiously from the earth's point of 
view: Nothingness affects man and God. Stated scientifically: Nothingness affects 
consciousness of consciousness and that which lies 'beyond' the universe, infinity, 
itself. 

In short it will be stated that nothingness does exist. Even more disturbing it will be suggested that 
not only does nothingness exist but that nothingness has an active role to play in the dynamics of 
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totality as opposed to the concept of nothingness having a potentially passive role to play in the 
dynamics of totality. 

So if 'being' is individuality and 'Being' is the Whole, including what lies 'beyond' time, what is 
the universe? The universe 'is' the void. The universe 'is' nothingness itself. The universe is 
action, process/reality, the universe is the potentiality of being and thus the potentiality of 'Being'. 

To put it even more concisely: 

'being' - individuality 'immersed' 'within' being 

being - the universe - action, process reality/nothingness/the void 
'immersed' 'within' 'Being' 

'Being' - what lies beyond the universe, what the universe lies 
'immersed' 'within' 

In short, the materials of 'being', being, and 'Being' generate the metaphysical system of 'being' 
being 'Being' 

And so it is we are about to defy Heidegger's warning that to examine the concept of nothingness 
is to stamp one's own forehead with a letter more feared by philosophers than the scarlet letter 
'A'. We are about to self impose a scarlet letter T upon our brows. We are about to label 
ourselves as 'illogical'. 

Why risk being labeled 'illogical'? It is only by facing our fears that we can conquer our fears and 
until metaphysicians face their most dreaded fear, the fear of nothingness 4 , we will not be able to 
move metaphysics to the its next level of development. 

Creating the paradox of a Physical System 

Where do we begin the task of challenging the illogical? We begin pre-Zeno. We cannot pin point 
an adequate historical point upon which we can concentrate our effort in terms of addressing the 
issue of 'nothingness'. Such a statement is perhaps more appropriate than it at first glance may 
appear. In essence we are saying the understanding of nothingness had no concrete beginning. The 
origination of nothingness is as illusive as the abstractual concept of nothingness itself. 

Everything, which exists, appears to have a function. 

Matter is 'some-thing'. Matter is functional. 
Energy is 'some-thing' Energy is functional. 

Love is an idea, abstractual and as such 'love' is 'some-thing'. Love is functional. 

Historically over time, we have come to understand what it is we mean by the generic 
philosophical concept we call 'something'. 

Philosophy led the way in this understanding. Philosophy debated the concept of matter and its 
basic form. The debate of matter being solid through and through was led by philosophy and 
resolved by science. Science, following the lead of philosophy, spent copious amounts of time 
understanding the nature of matter and eventually found that rather than be solid through and 
through, matter was primarily composed of empty space. The empty space was found to be a 
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'region' within which atomic particles, sub atomic particles, sub-nuclear particles, sub-? particles 
could 'move around' and perform their function. 

Eventually we understood what we meant when we said: 'Matter' is something and as such matter 
has a function. We then advanced our perception of the universe and began the understanding that 
energy is directly and innately related to matter and matter is directly and innately related to 
energy: 

As this scientific investigation of matter proceeded to resolve the issue of matter being some- 
thing, philosophy began to speculate regarding the concept of energy. Upon completing its 
elementary understanding of matter, science turned its copious theoretical attention upon 
understanding the concept of energy: As such: 

2 

E = mc 

Became a household concept. Science understood that energy was 'some-thing' for matter and 
energy were directly related one to the other. Science now understands that not only is matter 
'some-thing' but energy is 'some' 'thing'. Science now has a relatively advanced understanding 
that not only is energy a 'some' 'thing' but energy has functionality. 

Science, as of yet, does not have a clear understanding if abstraction is 'some' 'thing' let alone if 
abstraction has functionality. 

Philosophically, we are today attempting to resolve the issue: Is knowledge an innate characteristic 
of the physical? This argument consistently emerges in the debate between the monists and the 
dualists. The debate has a long history. It reached a classic peak with Zeno and his bewilderment 
regarding the relationship between multiplicity and seamlessness. Zeno's eloquent depiction of the 
debate culminated with his paradox of space/time and his paradox of space/distance. 

In essence we are attempting to understand whether or not the abstractual concept of 'knowledge 
is 'some-thing'. Intuitively we have a sense abstractual concepts such as love, hate, joy, sorrow, 
etc are innate characteristics of 'things' and as such is 'some-thing' itself. On the other hand we 
have an intuitive sense that abstraction would not be destroyed if one destroyed the physical. 

Historically we started with three independent statements: 

Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 
Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 

And moved to two independent statements: 

Matter and energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 

Heraclitus may be correct: 'Not I, but the whole world says it: All is one.' 

Some would say: Abstractions can be created and destroyed. 'One can fall in love.' But if such is 
the case then love must exist for if it did not there would be no iove' into which one could fall. 
One might suggest that one can fall in love and then fall out of love. If such were the case, would 
anyone who has fallen into love ever deny the emotions, would anyone who has fallen in love ever 
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suggest that the emotions of having been in love simply became non-existent. One may have 
fallen in love but no one who has done so ever forgets the experience. 

It could be argued that emotions are a 'symptom' of the individual. Conceding such an argument 
allows us to move on and discuss the issue of the general existence of the abstractual emotion 
itself as a form of perfection. Love exists, hate exists, greed exists, compassion exists, perfect 
circles exist, a point exists. . . 

It is in this sense that it is being suggested that 'love' cannot be created or destroyed. It is in this 
sense that it is being suggested that the concept of a perfect circle cannot be created or destroyed. 

If abstraction, like matter and energy, cannot be 'created' or destroyed, then it might suggest that 
perhaps we are about to find we have one independent statement: 

Matter, energy, and abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 

But why would the word 'independent' be used here. It is used because the fusion of the 
statements does not begin with three statements fusing into one but rather it begins with four 
statements fusing into one. 

Philosophically we are beginning to examine another concept, which the Greeks refused to 
acknowledge. In fact, it is coming to light that the Greeks recognized the concept but like the 
Church in the time of Copernicus, feared nothingness to the point of intentionally attempting to 
suppress the concept. The attempt to suppress the concept went to the extreme of killing 
intellectuals found both openly or secretly speculating about 'nothingness'. 5 

The concept we are missing in our sequential development of 'All is one.' is 'nothing' itself. Even 
today the concept of 'no-thing' being a 'thing' is philosophically beyond our reach that is until this 
sequence of tractates. 

Immediately one objects. Immediately one states that 'nothing' is just that nothing and as such 
cannot be 'some'-thing. That is true but. . . 

We then state that 'no-thing' as nothing can have no function. And it is this second leap of 
conjecture where we may find our greatest metaphysical error. 

To understand such a concept lets re-examine the development of the three basic concepts through 
expanding their number of three to the number of four: 

We now start with four independent statements: 

Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 
Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 
Nothingness cannot be created or destroyed 

And moved to three independent statements: 

Matter and energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 
Nothingness cannot be created or destroyed. 

Heraclitus may be correct: 'Not I, but the whole world says it: All is one.' 
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If such is the case then it would portend that: Perhaps we are about to find we have one 
independent statement: 

Matter, energy, abstraction, and nothingness cannot be created or destroyed. 

Immediately we look back to Heidegger and shy away from the task of addressing the issue of 
nothingness because as Heidegger states: 

And above all, in talking about nothing or nothingness, we are not making the slightest 
advance toward the knowledge of the essent. 6 

So it is we cling to the concrete development of a scientific understanding regarding the physical 
and a theoretical development of the philosophical understanding of the abstract but remain 
abhorrent towards any form of developmental understanding of perhaps the key to understanding 
the whole of reality itself. The key we shun is the understanding of not only the existence of 
nothingness but also the very functionality of nothingness in terms of the big picture, in terms of 
understanding the whole itself. 

Having made such statements regarding our fear of nothingness, what is our next step? Our next 
step is to dive into the fray and begin to clarify what it is we mean by the term of 'nothing', clarify 
what it is we mean by the concept of 'nothingness'. 

What is a void? 

Thesis, antithesis, and synthesis are not a static list of three conditions but rather a description of a 
dynamic process verbalized by Hegel. First one identifies the thesis. Second one develops or 
identifies the antithesis. Third one develops or identifies the synthesis. Metaphysically, 
ontologically, and cosmologically, this is a phenomenally useful tool. 

The redefinition of just where it is metaphysics can be found within this process is one of the 
multiple points of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. Such a 
redefinition will emerge at the conclusion of Part II of this work: A Virgin Consciousness - On 
'being' being. The arguments leading to the logic regarding the conclusion are examined in detail 
in Tractate 7: Hegel. For the present, it can be said: 

1 . Metaphysically we have both begun and accept the identification of reality. This 
process identifies reality as 'everything'. 

2. Metaphysically we have begun the identification of the antithesis of reality. This 
process identifies the antithesis of reality as 'nothing'. 

Although we have accepted 'nothing' being the antithesis of 'something', such an acceptance is 
not necessarily accurate nor reasonable. 

It may well be that we need to refine if not redefine our understanding of where it is 'something' 
and 'nothing' fit into the Hegelian process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. 

The significance of such a refinement, as is the case of all metaphysical definitions, emerges in an 
understanding of how it is we perceive ourselves. The process of perception emerges from the 
metaphysical implications arising out of the answers to three questions all metaphysical 
perceptions generate either directly or indirectly. The three questions are: Where are we? What are 
we? And lastly: Why do we exist? Now whether one uses the term of multiplicity, 'we', or uses 
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the term of singularity, T, is not the issue at this point but an in-depth discussion of such a 
concept will be addressed thoroughly and specifically throughout this work. 

It is the answers to the three previous questions, which initiate fundamental social developments. 
The process: 

1. Perceptions generate action (singularity). 

2. Action generates reactions (multiplicity). 

3. Reactions generate social ambiance. 

It is 'social ambiance' within which all 'knowing' entities are immersed as they journey through 
the process of experiencing. Thus to understand social ambiance one must understand the 
metaphysical foundation of society. If one finds that one's social ambiance is permeated with 
'undesirable' elements of action, as did many great humanists throughout human history, then one 
means of excising such action becomes apparent. To initiate the process of excising 'undesirable' 
elements of action one must begin at the point of origination, one must begin to understand what 
perceptions are generating the 'undesirable' actions. Such a process begins with the examination 
of the most fundamental foundation of one's society. Such a process requires a reexamination of 
one's fundamental understanding of the three questions: Where are we? What are we?, and Why 
do we exist? 

And how does one go about such a fundamental reevaluation? One begins the process of 
understanding where it is our metaphysical foundation is flawed if in fact it is flawed. 

It would appear our metaphysical foundation may well be flawed for it appears there are many 
social actions generated which we inherently abhor but rationally cannot reasonably deny other 
than to say: 'Because its 'wrong' that's why.' 'Because' this book or that book says its wrong, 
that's why.' 'Because I was told it's wrong, that's why.' 'Because you wouldn't want someone 
doing that to you would you, that's why.' In short there is no logic, no metaphysical understanding 
of reality to support the arguments made against what we sense to be abhorrent social actions. 

What does such a seemingly off task analysis of social ambiance have to do with the process of 
'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis'? In terms of the process of 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 
'synthesis', we appear to be, metaphysically, at the following point: 

Thesis: reality - everything 

Antithesis ? - nothing 

Synthesis: ? - ? 

Scientifically, religiously, and philosophically we do not understand how 'nothingness' can 
possible exist if it is truly 'nothing'. Cosmologically, ontologically, and metaphysically we do not 
understand how 'nothingness' can possible exist if nothingness is truly the absence of 
omnipresence. If there is an existence which is not measurable - is unobservable, if there is an 
existence in which we have no faith - has no believability, if there is an existence which defies 
rationality - is not reasonable, then how are we to move to the next phase of developing the 
synthesis incorporating this 'unobservable', 'unbelievable', 'unreasonable' existence? 

So it is we find metaphysics to be mired in inaction. So it is we find philosophers to perceive 
metaphysics to be 'dead'. So it is philosophy finds itself discussing how one person can perceive 
the color red differently than another and discussing the uncertainty of truth, rather than discussing 
the significance of life. So it is philosophy and thus society pushes the concept of truth away and 
frantically clutch to their breasts, the concept of 'There is no such thing as truth.' 
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Again what does this have to do with 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis'? It is the lack of 
understanding of 'nothing', the lack of the understanding of a void and thus the lack of a more 
complete understanding of our reality that has brought metaphysics to a complete halt in its 
development. The implication: Social ambiance cannot evolve to its next significant level until 
philosophy rectifies this situation. 

It would seem therefore, that the process of rectifying the lack of an evolving social development 
must begin with the examination of the state of metaphysics. We must reexamine our 
understanding, or lack of understanding, of the 'antithesis' for it appears it is the 'antithesis' where 
metaphysics is mired. 

And what is it we find defined by the 'antithesis'? We find 'nothingness' to be the concept within 
which the metaphysical 'antithesis' of the thesis of 'everything' to be stalled. Metaphysically we 
do not appear to understand the concept of 'nothingness'. 

We don't even know if 'nothing' is the 'antithesis' of 'everything'. 

It is this reevaluation of 'nothingness', which this work addresses. It is the shifting of 'nothing's' 
relationship to 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis', which this work addresses. In fact it is the 
reconfiguring of the process of 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis in relationship to the concepts 
of 'everything' and 'nothing' which this work proposes. Such a 'shift' in our perception regarding 
the relationship of 'everything' and 'nothing' requires but one small seemingly insignificant 
action. The action, moving the perceived relationship of 'nothing' as the antithesis of 'everything' 
into 'nothing' being a part of reality and thus we obtain: 

Thesis: reality - everything & nothing 

Antithesis: ? - ? 

Synthesis: ? - ? 

The result of such a transformation is that Heidegger's presumption that the most fundamental 
question of metaphysics is: Why are there essents rather than nothing? Now becomes: Why are 
there essents and nothings? 

Perhaps this is why Heidegger stated: 

But - it is in the very nature of philosophy never to make things easier but only more 
difficult. And this not merely because its language strikes the everyday understanding as 
strange if not insane. 7 

Such a seemingly insignificant change in perception, the inclusion of nothingness into being a part 
of reality as opposed to being excluded from reality, initiates the same process of dynamic change 
in terms of social ambiance as does the process of fusion and fission in terms of energy production 
and as does exponential growth versus geometric growth in terms of mathematical value. 

If nothingness is a part of reality then what is nothingness? Nothingness is the absence of all but 
nothingness itself. Nothingness is the void of matter, energy, time, space, and all forms of 
abstraction. Nothingness is a void in its most perfect form. Nothingness is a 'perfect' void. 

A point is the lack of space and time. A point is, however, an abstraction. As such a point is at 
least 'some' 'thing'. A point is an idea. A point is an abstractual concept. Nothingness, however, is 
not even that. Nothingness is so void of all that nothingness even lacks the substance of embracing 
an abstractual concept 'within' the very confines of its perceptual outer exterior. 
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If we accept such a notion as the existence of this 'thing' we refer to as nothingness, where do we 
begin our understanding of the concept of 'nothing'? We begin with a more in-depth examination 
of just what 'nothing' is. The list of topics seems endless. As such, due to the confinement of time, 
we will concentrate our attention briefly upon the following list: 



1 . What is a lack of a void 

2. Zero 

3. Infinity 

4. Matter/energy 

5. Space and time 

6. The function of something 

7. The function of 'nothing' 

8. The influence of fear 

9. The paradox of nothing having no function 

10. Where one can find a void 

1 1 . Symmetry emerges out of a void 

12. Where one can find a void of time 

13. What the void of time 'means' 

14. Where one can find a void of space 

15. What the void of space 'means' 

16. The void of infinity 

17. The size of an infinite void 

18. 'Something' reducing to a void 

19. Abstraction and the void 

20. Where a void cannot be found (and why it cannot be found there) 

2 1 . Abstract Functionality 

22. The multiplicity of individuality: 

23. 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' 

24. 'being' being 'Being' 

25. 'Nothing' is not a 'thing' 

26. Theoretical metaphysics now evolves into: 'Being' being 'being' versus 'being' being 
'Being' 



What is a lack of a void? 

To begin to understand the concept of nothingness it will help to understand the concept of 
'everything'. Everything is more than just the summation of 'every' thing. Prior to Einstein's 
development of the General Theory of Relativity, there were two separate and distinct laws 
regarding the relationship of matter and energy. There was: 

1. The law of the conservation of matter: Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 

2. The law of the conservation of energy: Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 

As such 'things' referred to 'objects' composed of matter. 'Things' referred to matter itself. 
'Every' thing referred to all matter in the universe. A vacuum was thus considered to be a 'void', 
to contain 'nothing', to contain no matter. 

Einstein introduced the concept regarding the direct relationship between matter and energy: 
Energy equals matter times the speed of light in a vacuum (a void) squared. 
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Following the development of such an understanding, the two laws, the law of conservation of 
matter and the law of conservation of energy, became one law, the law of conservation of matter 
and energy. 

The form of matter became interchangeable with the form of energy and the form of energy 
became interchangeable with the form of matter. The result: 'every' thing now expanded to 
include not only matter but also energy. 

A void thus became not just a void of matter but a void became the simultaneous absence of both 
matter and energy. 

Such a perception fell into line with Hegel's metaphysical developmental process of thesis, 
antithesis, and synthesis 

The thesis: 'every' thing, the summation of all matter and energy 
The antithesis: 'no' thing, the lack of matter and energy 
The synthesis: as yet unknown 

Such a perception was taken for granted, was taken to be an absolute and thus, such a perception 
was never brought into question. 

But a question does arise: What then of abstraction? Can abstraction be an element of 'no' thing? 
If 'no' thing is just that 'no' thing then metaphysically it would appear that 'no' thing must also be 
the absence of all abstractual 'things'. The most basic abstractual void in terms of physics would 
be the void of the abstractions of space and time. 

One may contend, if there is no matter or energy in the void then space and time would not be 
present. But is this necessarily the case? 

In the following scenario: 




time and space are found to exist 'within' nothingness if in fact 'nothingness' does exist and thus 
'no' thingness 'contains' space and time. The point is that 'nothingess' when 'found' 'within' the 
universe is not 'no' thingness for it contains abstractions of, at a minimum, space and time. 
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What then is 'no' thingness? Nothing is the complete lack of 'every' thing. 'Things' are not just 
items of matter. 'Things' are not just elements of matter and energy. 'Things' are elements which 
are, be they the old concept of things being items of matter, or the more recent concept of things 
being items of matter and energy, or the future concept of things being items of any form of 
existence be it substances of matter, energy, or abstraction. 

But what then is a void? Wouldn't such a definition automatically lead to the understanding that a 
void is no different than an idea such as the idea of a geometric point? No. A geometric point by 
definition is 'some' thing. A geometric point is an abstractual perception and therefore is a part of 
'every' thing. 

A void contains no time, no space, no matter, no energy, and no abstractions of any form. 

To understand the concept of 'nothingness' existing, we need to elaborate more upon several 
unique concepts. 

Zero 

Zero has functionality in mathematics although for a long time mathematics did not understand the 
concept of zero let alone understand zero having functionality. Mathematics found itself reaching 
a point where it could not advance until it came to understand this concept called zero. 

The same situation is presently confronting metaphysics. Metaphysics has come to a point of 
stagnation in terms of its evolving a higher level of understanding regarding the whole of reality 
and as such metaphysics appears to philosophers to be 'dead'. In actuality however, metaphysics 
has simply reached an impasse in terms of understanding what lies before it. Philosophers 
'believe' metaphysics has reached its ultimate level of development but like mathematicians of the 
past, philosophers do not understand what is actually happening. Philosophers do not 'see' what it 
is that lies undefined before them. What lies undefined is the metaphysical equivalent of the 
mathematical zero. What lies across the path of the metaphysician is nothingness. Like the 
metaphysicians of old, present day metaphysicians are unable to understand 'nothingness' itself let 
alone understand the functionality of 'nothingness'. 

This is not a disparaging statement. It is more logical to perceive nothingness to not exist and to 
perceive nothingness to have no function than to perceive nothingness to exist and to perceive 
nothingness to have a function. 

The reason, however, one perception is perceived to be more logical than the other perception is 
not because the first perception is necessarily truer to what reality is but rather the first perception 
is where we have presently advanced metaphysics. The second perception, that of nothingness 
existing and nothingness having functionality, is were it is metaphysics must now advance before 
it can make the next leap in terms of understanding the totality of reality and understanding how 
reality's most basic elements interact one with other in order to create the perception of the whole 
being a complete entity in its own right. 

Zero represents nothing but mathematically zero has a function and thus zero exists. What of 
nothingness? Does nothingness have a function and thus does nothingness exist? 

If the answer is yes, then what of infinity? Does infinity exist and does infinity have functionality. 
Mathematically infinity appears to be the other extreme of zero and as such does appear to exist 
and does appear to have functionality. The next question becomes: Is there a similar relationship 
within the realm of metaphysics, which replicates the relationship of zero and infinity found 
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within the realm of mathematics? To understand the answer to this question, we must first briefly 
examine the concept of infinity. 

Infinity 

Infinity: 

The set of whole numbers: {0, 1, 2, 3, ... °°} 

This is not infinity. This simply demonstrates the concept of infinity. The last element represented 
in the sequence is not infinity nor does the last symbol represent infinity. The last symbol, °°, 
simply represents one more than the preceding number however large that number may be. 

In essence, infinity simply 'represents' the concept of a sequence 'going on forever'. But can any 
sequence go on forever? This is only possible if time goes on forever for our understanding of 
infinity is associated with time when we speak of 'physical' things. 

What if we speak of abstractual concepts versus physical concepts? Does infinity then go on 
forever? One could think of infinity 'going on forever' however since 'forever' applies to time and 
time emerges from matter and energy and since we are now referring to the abstractual rather than 
the physical, it would be more accurate to say infinity is a process of non-termination as opposed 
to saying infinity 'goes on forever'. 

Such a perception leads us to understand that the sequence of whole numbers does not go on 
forever but rather is a 'timeless sequence'. 

As such the set of whole numbers is not a sequence 'of ' the universe but rather the set of whole 
numbers 'becomes' understandable, knowable, to the observer while being 'in' the universe, while 
being 'in' the reality of the observer. 

Is infinity a 'thing'? Infinity is not a 'thing' of matter, nor is infinity a 'thing' of energy, space, or 
time. Infinity is a 'thing' of abstraction just as zero, a point, and a perfect circle are 'things' of 
abstraction. Infinity therefore is an element of 'every' 'thing'. As such infinity is not found 
'within' 'nothingness'. Infinity is not a part of 'nothingness'. Infinity is conspicuously absent 
'within' the realm of nothingness. 

Matter/energy 

Matter and energy are two concepts we perceive to both exist and to be functional. Matter and 
energy are perhaps the most easily identifiable elements of 'every' 'thing'. 

Space and time 

Space and time are two concepts we perceive to exist. Whether space and time are innate 
characteristics of the physical or whether the physical is an innate characteristic of space and time 
is not, metaphysically speaking, the critical point. Whether space and time are found 'within' the 
physical and 'outside' the realm of knowing or whether space and time are found 'within' 
knowing and 'outside' the realm of the physical is also, metaphysically speaking, not the critical 
point. The critical point is that we perceive space and time to exist either as forms of the physical 
or as forms of the abstract or as forms of both the physical and the abstract simultaneously. The 
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critical point is that space and time are perceived to exist and space and time are perceived to be 
functional. 



The influence of fear 

The fear of 'nothing' having no function leads to the perception that we also may have no 
function. The fear of a void not existing leads to the perception that we also may not exist. Fear. 
Fear for ourselves, fear of our own potential mortality. 

Such a fear is so fundamental that the Greeks, from whom Western philosophy evolved, sensed it: 

The whole Greek universe rested upon this pillar: There is no void. 8 

Before they could accept zero, philosophers in the West would have to 
destroy their universe. 9 

So it was not ignorance that led the Greeks to reject zero nor was it the 
restrictive Greek number system. It was philosophy. ...for contained 
within zero are two ideas that are poisonous to the Western doctrine. 
... the void and the infinite. 10 

Western religion sensed it: 

There was no infinite. There was no void. There was no infinity; there 
was no zero. 

This line of reasoning had another consequence - and this is why 
Aristotle 's philosophy endured for so many years. His system proved 
the existence of God." 

And even modern day theoretical physicists sensed it: 

Later in life, Einstein became disillusioned with the metaphysical ramifications regarding his 
general theory of relativity. 

And what was it about his own mathematical model that so disturbed Einstein? Einstein's model 
led to two and only two possible scenarios for the universe: Either the universe would expand into 
nothingness or the universe would contract into nothingness. The concept of the universe evolving 
into nothingness had Einstein so upset that in his later years he arbitrarily added a 'cosmology 
constant' to his equations to circumvent such a mathematical conclusion. 

Postulating the existence of such a mysterious force was a desperate 
act. "I have... again perpetrated something about gravitation theory 
which somewhat exposes me to the danger of being confined to a 
madhouse, " wrote Einstein, but he was so worried about the impending 
destruction of the universe that he was forced to take such a dramatic 
step. 12 

Fear is a horrendous motivating force to action. Absolute fear, however, can have quite the 
opposite effect. Absolute fear can be a paralyzing force so overwhelming it leads to passivity, 
inaction. 



329 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Fear of nothingness generated absolute fear and alarm within all three realms of our perceptual 
ability, within the belief/religion, within the realm of reason/philosophy, and within the realm of 
observation and measurement/science. How does one overcome such fear? One cannot overcome 
one's fears until one confronts the object of one's fear. Upon doing so one often finds that what it 
is one fears is actually nothing at all. 

The paradox of nothing having no function 

How is it possible the statement, Nothing has no function, can be a paradox? If nothing is truly 
'nothing' it would appear to have 'no' function for if 'nothing' had a function it would appear to 
be 'some'thing rather than being 'nothing'. 

Why is it we perceive nothingness as having no function? We perceive 'nothing' as being 
functionless because we perceiver 'something' to have a function and thus the minimal extreme of 
'something' would appear to have the most minimal function of 'something' and the most 
minimal function we can perceive is 'no' function at all, zero function. 

There is no denying such logic. 

If there is no denying such logic, then we can conclude that 'nothing' has no function. This would 
be an accurate statement if our perception of reality, if our perception of the whole, were the 
correct perception of reality, were the correct perception of the whole. 

The logic regarding nothingness having no function is only consistent 'within' our perceived 
reality of 'things': 




But what of the functionality of 'nothing' 'outside' the universe as opposed to 'within' the 
universe? This is the realm of metaphysics. This is the focus of this work: The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception - 2000 AD. 

Our present perception regarding the location of 'nothing', is that 'nothing' lies 'outside' the 
universe. We presently perceive 'nothing' to be a non-existent location found 'within' the 
universe. 
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Nothing 



Such a perception evolves to become: 
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Or in essence, we perceive our universe to exist and 'nothing' to exist 'outside' our universe. Such 
a perception leads to three conclusions: 

1. There is no such thing as a 'void', no such thing as 'nothing' 

2. There is 'nothing' 'outside' our universe. 

3. Since 'nothing' does not exist, 'nothing' has no function 

The significance of each statement and an alternative means of perceiving nothingness leads us to 
Part II of this tractate: Resolving the issue of a void with a new metaphysical perception 
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Part II: Resolving the issue of a void with a new metaphysical perception 
The function of something 

All 'somethings' as entities appear to both exist in the passive state of being and exist in the active 
state of being. The passive state of being is a form of static state, a state of non-functionality. The 
active state of being is a state of functionality. 

Functionality is an action which can be identified such as walking, running, keeping soil from 
eroding, providing a location from which one can view the world from on high. 

Elements of 'every' 'thing' thus meet two qualifications: 

1. Elements of 'every' 'thing' exist in the passive sense of being. 

2. Elements of 'every' 'thing' exist in the active sense of having functionality. 



The function of 'nothing' 

'Nothing' has a function other than simply 'being'. The state of 'being' as a form of functionality 
is static, is a passive form of existence. The concept of 'passive existence' applies to all that 
'exists. As such the characteristic of 'passive state of being' applies to 'nothing' itself. Such a state 
of existence in terms of 'nothing' is the least form of the state of 'being' of which we can 
conceive. The least state of existence is a state of existence nevertheless. As such, nothingness 
fulfills the first qualifier listed in the previous section. 

But is nothing the 'least' form of existence? If 'nothing', if a void does exist, wouldn't the void of 
a void be the least form of the state of 'being'? Such a state, the void of a void is a double negative 
and as such is semantically simply another way of saying there exists something other than 'no- 
thing'. 

As indicated by qualifier number two, items that exist are assumed to have some functionality 
other than functioning as a 'state of being'. If, therefore a void, 'nothingness', does exist, would it 
also have a dynamic function in addition to the static function of simply existing as a 'state' of 
being? To qualify as being an element of 'every' 'thing' the answer must be yes. 

How could it not? For a void to have no function other than a form of 'static' function would be to 
deny the very existence of a void a purpose for existence and in turn bring into doubt the very 
existence of the element of 'nothingness' itself. 

The inability to understand and rationalize a dynamic form of functionality for nothingness is why 
metaphysicians, cosmologists, and ontologists all question the validity of the very existence of 
'nothingness', the very existence of a void. Philosophers, such as Martin Heidegger, have 
established rational arguments for the very non-existence of an abstractual concept conceived 
through the process of conscious thought. Philosophers have not established rational arguments for 
the existence of nothingness. The process of rationalizing the non-existence of both the passive 
and active state of nothingness leads metaphysician, cosmologists, and ontologists to questioning 
not only the existence of a void but questioning the very existence of the double negative, the void 
of a void. In fact, the process of rationalizing the non-existence of a concept of which we can 
conceive leads philosophers to questioning the individual's very significance as well as 
individual's very existence itself. 
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The conviction that we are capable of perceiving of 'things', which cannot (note: there is a 
significant difference in meaning generated by the term 'cannot' as opposed to 'does not') exist 
leads to the progression of thought, which questions our very existence while elevating our ego to 
the level of irrational grandeur. 

How does one begin to address the issue of not only a void existing as 'some' thing but even more 
perplexing, how does one address the issue regarding the significance of a 'pure' form of a void? 
One begins by making assumptions and then following where such assumptions may lead. Many 
dead ends emerge with such an approach but one need only find one sample 'doorway' at the end 
of an apparent dead end to begin to gain hope that perhaps there is a solution to the paradox of a 
void. If such a solution can be found then the void becomes part of the 'thesis' versus being the 
'antithesis' of 'something'. 

Rather than take the time to practice going down an innumerable number of dead ends, let's start 
at what appears to be a 'dead' end, which leads to a mysterious door. We now have a choice. We 
can go through the door or we can go back to where it is we started. In order to be sure this is not a 
dream, let's backtrack to our original point of origination. Once reaching our original point of 
origination let's reverse directions and return to this mysterious door and open the door. Why open 
the door? 
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We will open the door to see what is on the other side, of course. 

1 . Backtracking from the mysterious door to our original point of origination, 
a. Our present location: The present 



The universe: 

Matter 
Energy 
Space 
Time 



b. The past 



The universe: 

Matter and anti-matter = energy 

Energy 

Space 

Time 



c. Simplifying: 



The universe: 

Energy 

Space 

Time 



d. Reaching back further into the past: 



The universe: 



Energy + anti-energy = 'nothing' 

Space 

Time 
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e. Simplifying 



The universe: 

'nothing' 

Space 

Time 



f. Simplifying further 



The universe: 
'nothing' 



(Present day science now believes it is possible that time and 
space are functions of matter and energy and thus without 
matter and energy, time and space would not be) 



g. Simplifying further 'the universe' is no longer what we perceive the 
universe to be but rather the universe which generates perceptual change 
becomes simply 'what is' 

What is 
and 

'nothing' 

This brings us to step two: 

2. Once reaching our original point of origination let's reverse directions and return to 
the present. 
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We begin at the point of location regarding 'nothingness' in relationship to 
what is 

What is 
and 

'nothing' 

With a 'crack' of a massive implosion of symmetry 'nothingness' becomes 
a perceived location as opposed to 'nothingness' 

What is 
and 

'a' location 

'a' location is composed of perceived space and time and thus we have: 

What is 
and 
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d. Which instantaneously becomes 

What is 
and 




Which for survival purposes becomes: 

What is 
and 
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And then through the continuation of implosion becomes: 



What is 
and 
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Which for survival purposes becomes: 
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And then through the continuation of implosion becomes: 



What is 
and 





And thus 'nothingness' emerges into a functional existence. 

Such a scenario suggests functionality for nothingness itself. The function: Nothingness may act 
as the medium from which physicalness itself emerges. Nothingness may act as the medium 
through which change itself emerges, may act as the medium through which growth itself 
emerges. 

This is not to say such a scenario is 'the' true scenario. Rather this is to say: If we can find one 
possible scenario describing a function of nothing than perhaps we now have a glimmer of hope of 
finding 'the' true significance to a void and if a void can have significance then there is hope that 
we ourselves rather than having zero significance may have infinite significance. 
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We have moved backward through time to an existence void our universe and then proceeded 
back from whence we came. We are once again facing our mysterious door. And what is this 
intriguing door we have intuitively been seeking? 

This mysterious door is the door of hope or one might say this is the door of understanding which 
leads to a perception of hope that we may be able to find the answer to the our most illusive 
question. What is this illusive question? The question is a modification of Heidegger's question: 

'Why are there essents rather than nothing?' 

The question now becomes: 

Why are there essents and nothing? 

The mysterious door, the door of hope becomes a door of hope for now we understand that if we 
can find a significance to nothingness which if it exists is the least element of everything, than 
how could it be anything other than we also having a significance, which reaches beyond the static 
state of simply 'being'. 

This brings us to step three of the process: 

3. Opening the door to see what is on the other side, of course. 

The door - understanding, the other side - the active state of being, the dynamics as to the 
significance of our being able to act verses our simply being. 

Where can one find the void of a void? 

The statement, a void of a void is a double negative. Thus to find the void of a void one must look 
no further than when viewing 'every' 'thing'. The void of a void is what exists in the form of 
matter, energy, space, time, and abstraction. Are there other forms of 'things'? Perhaps. We shall 
leave that to the 'advancement of knowledge' to explore. 

The void of a void is what it is one travels 'though' when experiencing this reality. The void of a 
void is what it is one experiences as one experiences one's knowledge of experience. 

The universe is 'full' of the physical and the abstractual and as such appears to be permeated with 
time, space, matter, and energy. 

We say time and space permeate the universe because it is time and space we perceive to be the 
fabric of the 'region' we call the universe. As such a void cannot be found 'within' the universe 
for there appears to be no location 'within' the universe where energy forces such as gravity let 
alone abstractual concepts such as time and space cannot be found to exist. 

A location of 'nothingness', a void, occupying no space and no time would not appear to exist 
anywhere within a region of physical reality since, if it did exist, it would appear to take up 'space' 
and be immersed in 'time'. We can only conclude that such an existence is either nonexistent or 
exists 'outside' the reality of our universe. 
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Such a presumption gives us the following perception regarding the 'location' of nothingness. 




A more accurate depiction would be: 
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This graphic acknowledges the understanding that if nothingness lies 'outside' the universe it most 
likely has no boundary since a boundary would imply a 'thing' existing which 'contains' 
nothingness and as such this 'thing' containing nothingness should belong within the universe of 
'things'. 

The graphic depicted suggests that 'no' thing is the antithesis of 'every' thing. The graphic 
suggests there is 'nothing' outside the universe. But lets assume for a moment that there is 'some' 
thing outside the universe of 'things'. What then can we say regarding the characteristics of such a 
region? We can say the region is void matter, energy, space, and time. 

If such a region exists we would have the following graphic: 



Nothingness would no longer be the substance of the region 'outside' the universe but rather 
nothingness would be contained within the region 'outside' the universe and as such we would 
have: 




Nothingness 



Containing: 
No matter 
No energy 
No space 
No time 
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Region 'outside' the universe 




Containing: 




No matter 


/ The universe 


> No energy 


/ containing: 


\ No space 


/ Matter 


\ No time 


1 Energy 




\ Space 




\ Time 






/ Nothingness \ 




/ Containing: \ 




I No matter ] 




\ No energy J 




\ No space / 




\ No time / 



But what of the 'boundary' containing the 'nothingness'? Such a boundary would simply be what 
it is which is found to exist 'outside' the universe. In such a scenario, nothingness no longer is the 
antithesis of 'every' thing but rather 'nothingness' is a part of the whole, a part of whatever it is 
which composes the whole. In essence 'nothingness' becomes an element of the whole. 
Nothingness becomes a part of the All. Nothingness, through the redefinition of 'every' thing, 
now becomes a part of the 'thesis' versus being the 'antithesis' of the 'thesis'. 

One cannot find a void 'within' the universe. 

What one finds 'within' the universe is, rather than a void, the void of a void. And what is the void 
of a void? The void of a void, being a double negation, appears to be something. But is it? Such a 
scenario would once again bring us back to Hegel's process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis 
with one slight twist. Now instead of: 

Scenario I: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 



something 
nothing 

? 



We would have: 



Scenario II: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 



nothing 
something 

? 



This variance may appear significantly different for now it is not 'nothing' which counterpoints 
'something' but rather it is 'something' which counterpoints 'nothing'. Such a variance is by no 
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means meaningless for the perception the first scenario implies is that 'nothing' emerges out of 
'something' while the second scenario implies 'something' emerges out of 'nothing'. 

Metaphysically, cosmologically, and ontologically such an inversion of perception has horrendous 
implications. But it is not the intent of this work to suggest that one or the other of the scenarios is 
the case but rather it is the intent of this work to suggest that neither of these scenario's is the case. 
If the intent of this work were simply to discredit both scenarios, then the work would have 
emerged from an action of 'destructive criticism'. 

But destructive criticism, destructive anything, is not the intent of this work. This work is intended 
to be completely 'constructive' in nature and thus it is, while the two scenarios are rejected as the 
state of our reality, at the same time a new perception of the state of our reality is suggested. The 
new state of our reality being suggested is: 



This restructuring would appear to be a step 'backward' in our development and perhaps it would 
be if it were not for the fact that Tractate 17: The End of the Beginning, suggests an alternative 
replacement regarding the antithesis. This is not the time to discuss such an issue, however. The 
discussion of 'nothingness', the discussion of a void is more than enough to tackle in this 
particular tractate. 

How can it be that the Scenario I and Scenario II are not the issue of this tractate when the 
implications regarding the inversion of perceptual significance generated by Scenario II as 
opposed to Scenario I would appear to initiate as great a metaphysical debate as that generated by 
the Kantian metaphysical model as opposed to the Aristotelian metaphysical model? 

In essence the suggestion that it is Scenario II, which replaces Scenario I would lead us back to 
reexamine Hegel's process, we pursued earlier in this tractate. The examination of scenario II 
would do nothing but lead us back through the same arguments we confronted previously. The 
only variations we would encounter in the reexamination would be observing the emerging 
arguments developing in reverse order. 

Where one can find a void 

Since it would appear one cannot find a void within the physical since it may well be that the 
physical is a product of a void itself, where one can find a void? 

The answer would appear that one could find a void within the abstract itself. It would appear one 
can find a void within the total, within the universal set of the whole. 

Can one find a void 'outside' the whole? If such were the case the whole would not be the whole 
but rather the whole would be the whole minus the void and thus the whole would be short of 
being the whole, would be short of being a 'perfect' whole. 



Scenario III: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis 



7 



'something' and 'nothing' 

? 
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The whole 




It could be argued: The exclusion of nothing from the whole does not deplete the whole. But is 
such the case? If the whole is truly the whole it must include all there is including not only the 
physical and the abstractual but it must include nothingness itself for nothingness is just as much a 
part of 'every' 'thing' as are the perfect circle, the perfect square, a point, infinity, zero. 

In addition: To place nothingness outside the whole implies there is limit to the whole and as such 
the whole no longer becomes an open system of inclusion but a closed system of exclusion. To 
exclude nothingness is but the first step in the process of the exclusionary process and thus the 
first step away from pluralism and towards inclusivism, which inevitably leads to exclusionism 
and human history is full of examples of where such an eventuality has lead. 

If, therefore, nothingness does exist then it would appear that the location of such a concept would 
be: 

1. 'Within' abstraction' as opposed to 'outside' abstraction and 

2. 'Outside' the physical as opposed to 'within' the physical 
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Graphically such a depiction would be: 




Symmetry emerges out of a void 



Perfect symmetry appears to emerge only from abstraction. This is not an original perception. 
There are many such analogies. A perfect circle, a perfect square, a perfectly straight line, all 
'appear' to emerge only from abstraction. 

Geometry is not the only realm of perfection emerging from abstraction. Pure, perfect love appears 
to emerge only from abstraction. Perfect pitch, perfect happiness, perfect peace, perfect . . . appear 
to emerge only from abstraction. 

Thus it is only 'within' abstraction that a pure void appears capable of emerging and it is only 
'within' abstraction that 'perfect' symmetry could arise. In fact it 'appears' that it is only within 
the abstractual existence of perfect nothingness that newness has the potential of emerging. It is 
only within nothingness that 'what is not yet' could possible emerge since within the realm of 
'what is', 'what is' is and thus could not be 'what it is not'. 

What then does this have to do with symmetry and nothingness? Out of a perfect form of 
nothingness, it appears that perfect symmetry of 'what is not' could arise. And since the realm 
from which perfect symmetry emerges is the realm of pure abstraction, it is from this realm that 
the physical arises. 



348 



What one obtains could be graphically depicted as 



The Error of Heidegger 



The whole 



Becoming: 



The whole 
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Which in turn becomes: 
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Again it must be reiterated that such a graphic does not imply the process depicted is 'the' process 
itself nor does it imply that should the process depicted be discredited by science that our 
understanding of the functionality of nothingness reverts back to step one: total mystification. The 
significance of the graphic rather lies in the implication that there is rationality to the concept that 
nothingness 'could' have functionality and thus nothingness is not a hindrance to philosophy, 
science, and religion but rather nothingness may well be a concept science, religion, and 
philosophy need to embrace before they can resolve their most perplexing paradoxes. Resolving 
the paradoxes simultaneously confronting science, religion, and philosophy may be the key to 
moving onto the next level of understanding regarding the most basic metaphysical questions: 
Where are we? What are we? and Why do we exist? 

Where one can find a void of time 

It appears time is either an innate characteristic of matter and energy or matter and energy are 
innate characteristics of time. If one or the other is the case then time would be found to move 
continually as an unbroken form of continuity within the physical yet remain outside of 
consciousness. 

The net effect: Time as a form of unbroken measure of cause and effect may lie within the region 
of nothingness and alternately lie as a form of 'broken' entities of unit elements found within the 
entity of knowing outside nothingness and inside the region of abstraction. 

The void of time therefore appears to be found in two unique regions, the unique entity of 
knowing and the whole of abstraction. Within the whole of physicality, time would appear to be 
infinite, would appear to have no identifiable beginning or end or would appear to have an 
identifiable beginning and end. Be it the former or the later, time would appear to be a continuous 
form of infinite continuity sandwiched between the identifiable or unidentifiable 'beginning' and 
'end'. 

It is 'outside' 'beyond' the two extremes of 'beginning' and 'end' that time does not exist as a 
form of universal fabric; existing as a continuous form of infinite continuity. 

Within the entity of knowing, time would appear to be finite, would appear to begin and end or 
would appear to have no beginning or ending. 
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Graphically this would best be depicted as: 
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What the void of time 'means' 

Time has no universal functionality where it does not exist and thus the potentiality of the future 
does not exist where it is one finds the 'void of time'. But since potentiality is a critical aspect of 
change and change is a critical aspect of the whole if the whole is not to be stagnant, then the 
future must be somewhere else other than inside the whole. 

How can this be if there is no 'outside' to the whole? Such a scenario could only occur through a 
process of separation but rather than separation through exclusion it would need to be a process of 
separation through inclusion and the only way to exclude potentiality of 'what is not' is through 
separation through inclusion versus separation through exclusion. Such a process at first glance 
appears to be illogical, appears to be a paradox until one incorporates this 'thing' called 
'nothingness' into one's model of 'what is'. Once incorporating 'nothingness' into ones model of 
reality, the process of separating the future from 'what is', separating the future from the present, 
becomes a rational process by placing the future within nothingness. 

And what of the past, the past in a location of the void of time becomes the present. 
Where one can find a void of space 

Within the graphically depicted metaphysical model, one would find a void of space outside the 
region where one finds space, outside the physical. 

It appears space is either an innate characteristic of matter and energy or matter and energy are 
innate characteristics of space. If one or the other is the case then space would be found as a 
'location' of continuity, space would be found as an unbroken form of continuity of location 
within the physical yet outside of consciousness. 

The net effect: Space as a form of unbroken 'location' 'within' which the process of cause and 
effect could operate, may lie within the region of nothingness and alternately space could lie as a 
form of 'broken' universal fabric within entities of unit elements found within the entity of 
knowing outside nothingness and inside the region of abstraction. 

The void of space therefore appears to be found in two unique regions, the unique entity of 
knowing and the whole of abstraction. Within the whole of physicality, space would appear to be 
infinite, would appear to have no identifiable beginning or end, or would appear to have an 
identifiable beginning and end. Be it the former or the latter, space would appear to be a 
continuous form of infinite continuity sandwiched between the identifiable or unidentifiable 
'beginning' and 'end'. 

It is 'outside' 'beyond' the two extremes of 'beginning' and 'end' that space does not exist as a 
form of universal fabric; existing as a continuous form of infinite continuity. 

Within the entity of knowing, space would appear to be finite, would appear to begin and end or 
would appear to have no beginning or ending. 
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Graphically this would best be depicted as: 
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What the void of space 'means' 

The void of space means the void of all dimensions. The void of space interprets into infinite room 
for space itself since 'space' would lie 'within' itself and as a whole would 'occupy' no space 
'within' which it is found. 

The void of space has no universal functionality where it does not exist. The potentiality of the 
future does not exist where it is one finds the 'void of space'. Since potentiality is a critical aspect 
of change and change is a critical aspect of the whole if the whole is not to be stagnant/static, then 
the future must be somewhere else other than inside the whole. 

Again we ask: How can this be if there is no 'outside' to the whole? And again it must be said: 
Such a scenario could only occur through a process of separation but rather than separation 
through exclusion it would need to be a process of separation through inclusion and the only way 
to exclude potentiality of 'what is not' is through separation through inclusion versus separation 
through exclusion. Such a process at first glance appears to be illogical, appears to be a paradox 
until one incorporates this 'thing' called 'nothingness' into one's model of 'what is'. Once 
incorporating 'nothingness' into ones model of reality, the process of separating the future from 
'what is', separating the future from the present, becomes a rational process by placing the future 
within nothingness. 

And what of the past, the past in a location void of space becomes the present 
The void of infinity 

The void of infinity can be found within the physical for the physical is limited by both the very 
fact that time exists and space exists. 
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Jniverse A 

Energy 
Matter/ 



Universe B 

Energy 
Anti-Matter 



+ 



Universe C 

Anti-Energy 
Anti-Mailer 



+ 



Universe D 



The potential for: 

The presence of infinity 



Anti-Energy 
Anti-Matter 
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The concept of infinite finiteness is another way of expressing the concept of multiplicity of 
elements existing whose summation becomes the whole itself. Without nothingness such a 
division becomes unexplainable. The creation of the multiplicity of the elements becomes 
dependent upon the very existence of a functionality of nothingness itself. 

Thus it is that nothingness not only takes on the characteristic of existing as an element, takes on 
the characteristic of the passivity of being, but also takes on the characteristic of functionality, 
which in and of itself is a critical characteristic of any element existing as an element of the whole. 

The size of an infinite void 

Infinite spacelessness 

Are an infinite void and infinite spacelessness the same concept? Actually no they are not the 
same concept. An infinite void and an infinite spacelessness are each 'located' within distinctly 
different regions. 

Infinite spacelessness: 



The whole of abstraction 

No physicality of matter only the abstractual understanding of matter 
No physicality of energy only the abstractual understanding of energy 
No physicality of space only the abstractual understanding of space 
No physicality of time only the abstractual understanding of time 

But abstraction nevertheless 
Infinite spacelessness 
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Infinite void: 
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Now the question becomes where does one 'rest' in relation to the other. Since, in this 
metaphysical model, nothingness is a form of abstraction the relationship becomes one of 
separation through inclusion or: 



The whole of abstraction 

No physicality of matter only the abstractual understanding of matter 
No physicality of energy only the abstractual understanding of energy 
No physicality of space only the abstractual understanding of space 
No physicality of time only the abstractual understanding of time 

But abstraction nevertheless 
Infinite spacelessness 
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To better understand what such a model means in regards to 'infinite size of an infinite void keep 
the previously mentioned concepts in mind as we reexamine the concept of the size of a void. As 
such we begin with: 



The whole of abstraction 

Nothingness: 
A perfect void 

No space, time, matter, or energy 
No abstraction 




O 



Since the void is located in spacelessness and since space is not found 'within' the void, one can 
expand the void infinitely without 'encroaching' upon, without 'reducing' the available 'region' 
within which the whole of abstraction is found to exist. We can depict such a concept as: 



The whole of abstraction OO 



Nothingness: 
A perfect void 

No space, time, matter, or energy 
No abstraction 



OO 




OO 
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The net result: Infinite 'physical location' becomes available for an infinite amount of space, time, 
matter, energy, and abstraction should the concept of infinite space, time, matter, energy, and 
abstraction or any combination or any permutation for that matter of the five prove to be the case. 

Are space and time essential elements of the metaphysical model being proposed? In actuality no 
they are not. Space and time could exist as elements of the model or space and time could exist as 
simply perceived elements of the model. A 'perceived' existence of space and time would take on 
the appearance: 

Infinite spacelessness: 



But how can this be? How can the lack of space and time be 'located' 'within' the lack of space 
and time yet remain a separate entity from the 'location' void space and time? Such an occurrence 
can take place because while Region 1 is filled with abstraction, region 2 is void abstraction for it 
is a perfect void. 



The whole of abstraction 



Region 1 



\ 




Nothingness 'located' 'within' no 
space and no time 
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Such a depiction would appear as follows: 




Nothingness 'located' 'within' no 
space and no time 
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And thus we obtain a slightly different perception of a previous graphic: 



The whole of abstraction OO 



oo 




Which when acknowledging the multiplicity aspect of abstraction: 
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When combining such a concept with the potential emergence of symmetry arising from a perfect 
void we obtain: 



oo 




oo 



Potentiality for unique abstractual knowing 
Potentiality for unique awareness of time and space 
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Which when eliminating nothing, simplifies to become: 
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'Something' reducing to a void 



The complexity of the diagram can go through a series of simplistic reductions as follows: 
The first reduction gives us: 




Potentiality for unique abstractual knowing 
Potentiality for unique awareness of time and space 



366 



The Error of Heidegger 



The next reduction gives us: 




Multiplicity of abstraction 
Awareness of space and time 




Potentiality for unique abstractual knowing 
Potentiality for unique awareness of time and space 
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Which when accounting for the infinite spacelessness of nothing and allowing multiplicity to be 
an innate function of the whole one obtains: 




We will identify the metaphysical model presented shortly, but first we need to touch upon a few 
more pertinent concepts regarding the model incorporating both the existence of nothingness and 
the functionality of nothingness. 

Again and again and again it must be reiterated and reiterated again that the importance of the 
process lies not in whether or not such a process is 'the' process but rather the significance of the 
depicted process lies in the understanding that we have now evolved to the point in our time and 
social development where it is understood that not only could nothingness possible exist but even 
more dramatically it can be rationally demonstrated that nothingness itself could logically have 
functionality. 

The result: metaphysically, cosmologically, and ontologically we now have the ability to both 
verbalize and demonstrate a functionality for nothingness in addition to the mere potential 
existence of nothingness. 

The repercussions of such a development are dramatically demonstrable in all three fields of 
perception we as an entity in reality appear to have available to us: our ability to believe/religion, 
our ability to observe/science, and our ability to reason/philosophy. 

Abstraction and the void 

Two forms of perfection: perfection of what is and perfection of what is not, perfection of the 
whole and perfection of the opposite of the whole 

The previous section of this tractate initiates a demonstration regarding just how it is that the 
interrelationship of the whole - singularity, the elements of the whole - multiplicity, and 
nothingness interact. The appearance initially is one of great complexity but as one progresses 
through the tractate, the appearance reduces to one of great simplicity. Ockham proposed that 
should one have two competing theories from which to choose and should all relevant 



368 



The Error of Heidegger 



considerations regarding the theories, other than complexity, be equal, then the theory which is 
most likely to be correct is the theory of simplicity. Such a perception was supported by the 
Ancient Greeks who not only valued simplicity but also sought out simplicity as the means to 
understanding our reality. 

Ockham's razor would seem to suggest the model initially described is much too complex to be 
taken seriously as an accurate description of a realistic model of reality. Such a perception, 
however, evolves out of a misperception of the previous section for it is not simplicity which 
evolves out of complexity but rather the reverse takes place in reality - complexity evolves out of 
simplicity. 

The order of presentation in the previous section was intended to take one in the direction from 
where we presently are and go 'backwards' to the beginning. The true flow is in actuality the 
reverse. The true flow goes from where we are not, the beginning, to where we currently find 
ourselves to be, the present. Thus the true flow moves from simplicity to complexity. 

The concept of complexity is totally acceptable to Ockham. What was not acceptable to Ockham 
was the concept that a theory emerges out of complexity. . Geometry begins with the simple 
concept of a point and leads to immense complexities. It is therefore not the complexity to which 
Ockham objected but rather Ockham objected to a complex beginning. 

The metaphysical model: 
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Is steeped in simplicity itself and from simplicity evolves complexity: 
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And what is the point of origination of this metaphysical theory? The point of origination is the 
point before time began and such a point is described as 'being' being 'Being'. 

What then does this have to do with the concept of the void? It is the concept of the void to which 
we must look to begin to understand the 'location' of time and space. It is to the void we must 
look to begin to understand the interrelationship of 'being' and 'Being', understand the 
interrelationship of multiplicity and singularity. It is to the void we must look to begin to 
understand the rationality of the whole of reality itself. 

We have not looked to the void to understand reality for we are afraid of what it portends. We 
have not looked to the void to understand reality because we are in space and time and we 
perceive the 'outside' of space and time to be nothingness itself. We have not looked to the void 
because we see the void as the final and ultimate proof that multiplicity, we, have no significance. 
We are afraid. We have come to the edge many times and each time we have stepped back and 
turned away from the void because we see no 'outside' to the void, no outside to nothingness. As 
such nothingness becomes the blackest realm of our most frightening nightmare. The nightmare, 
we have no significance. 

Until we can understand that nothingness exists and as such understand there is a limit to the 
infmiteness of the void, understand there is an 'outside' to the void, understand the void not only 
exists but has functionality, we will continue to shun the void, we will continue to avoid facing our 
greatest fear. 

To better understand where a void can be found it would help to examine, from a slightly different 
perspective, where it is a void cannot be found. 
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Where a void cannot be found 

A void cannot be found 'within' the physical because the physical is filled, at the minimum, with 
the abstract fabric of space and the abstract fabric of time if not also with the physical fabric of 
matter and energy. As we have previously suggested, it may well be that physical reality, what 
Zeno describes as multiplicity, emerges from the void itself. 



Graphically such a concept takes on the form of: 




The void 



Space/Time 



The realm of singularity 



The realm of multiplicity 



Until we can Took' beyond space and time, look beyond the physical (metaphysics), we will 
remain afraid of the void for it is 'within' the void we find multiplicity, 'within multiplicity we 
find the physical, 'within' the physical we find ourselves. It is within the void we find the void 
itself. 
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As the graphic demonstrates: 

1 . We do not find the void 'within' the physical but rather it is the physical we 
find 'within' the void. 

2. We do not find the void 'outside' the whole of abstraction for if the void is 
'some'thing and if the whole is the summation of all 'some' things then if the 
void were to be found outside the whole the whole would no longer be whole 
for it would be 'missing' 'some' thing, it would be missing the void. 

The void therefore cannot be found 'outside' the whole' nor inside the physical. 

What then lies 'inside' the physical? Matter, energy, space, and time lie inside the physical. 
Motion or the appearance of motion lies inside the physical. Most importantly, change lies inside 
the physical. 

What then lies 'outside' the whole? What lies outside the whole is a topic for tractate 16 but for 
now we can state that both the physical and the void do not lie 'outside' the whole. 

The multiplicity of individuality 

The credibility of this new metaphysical model, symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being', is 
measured by its ability to resolve presently existing paradoxes as established by today's perceived 
metaphysical model of reality. 





What 'is not'. 
Potentiality 'to be' 
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The past: 



What was is 



Thus 'what was' is 'what is' 



The present: 



What is 



The future: 



The potential to be 'what is' 



Thus: 



What is 

What is + what is (the future as it becomes the present) 

Equals 

What is 



Elements of multiplicity comprise the whole: 
The whole is 
The element is 
Change is 

'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' 

Two nouns and a verb is what present themselves in the statement: 'knowing' knowing 
'Knowing'. At first glance, one perceives three verbs in the statement: 'knowing' knowing 
'Knowing'. There are many variations of perceptions, which could emerge from the three words. 
The statement could represent three nouns, two nouns and a verb, three verbs, or perhaps we 
perceive two verbs and a noun. So what perception is the most logical in terms of reality? 

First of all we know it cannot be three verbs or three nouns for two of the words are standard font 
and one is italicized which implies a difference. In addition one needs some form of object as well 
as some form of action, be it a passive state of action or an active form of action, for the words to 
make a complete statement. Therefore, for the statement to have meaning we must have a mix of 
the two, nouns and verbs. 

But why must there be a mix of the two if nouns and verbs exist? What is a noun and what is a 
verb in the metaphysical sense? Metaphysically, a verb is action and a noun is an object. When we 
speak of an 'object', we are not necessarily referring to a physical 'thing'. When we speak of an 
'object, we are referring to what it is that is performing action be it action in the active sense of the 
word or action in the passive sense of the word such as action as a state of being. In short, when 
we speak of a noun metaphysically we are referring to existence itself. 
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So it would seam we have either two verbs separated by a noun or we have two nouns separated 
by a verb. Examining the two non-italicized words we find one begins with an upper case letter. 
An upper case letter depicts a 'proper' noun. This fact clearly defines what we have two nouns 
separated by action. 

'knowing' and 'Knowing' as nouns may more clearly be stated as being: 'knowledge' and 
'Knowledge'. 

As such we now have: 'knowledge' knowing 'Knowledge'. In essence, we have the very definition 
of metaphysics. 

Metaphysics is the examination of the understanding - knowing regarding the interrelationship of 
subunits of 'Knowing's' knowledge - 'knowing' to the whole of 'Knowing' - knowledge. One 
may ask, but what of the reverse? What of 'Knowing' knowing 'knowing'? What of the 
examination of the understanding - knowing regarding the interrelationship of the whole of 
'Knowing's' knowledge - 'Knowing' to the subunits of 'Knowing's' knowledge - 'knowing'? 

The first, 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing', is practical metaphysics the second, 'Knowing' knowing 
'knowing', is theoretical metaphysics. But isn't all metaphysics theoretical? With the completion 
of this work: No it is not. Before this work, from the beginning of the concept of zero entering our 
minds well before the point written history began up to and through Heidegger the concept of all 
metaphysics being theoretical was a valid perception. 

With the initiation of this work, the concept of metaphysics has risen to the level of substantive 
validation through the process of reason/philosophical argument supported by the process of 
observation/scientific confirmations and the process of believability /religious arguments. This is 
not to say the statement will not have its antagonists. Psychology encountered the same era of 
infancy with the writings of Freud but it passed through this state of embryonic development and 
through the passage of time emerged as a complete newborn infant of scientific study. 
Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Russell, Einstein, Husserl, 
Heidegger, Hawking, and thousands of others have led us to the Hegel's summit and beyond. But 
the summits, which exist, are just that, a plural of the word 'summit', a multiplicity of summits, 
each with its own sharp apex. 

It is time to fuse the perceptions into one complete understanding of our fractionalized 
metaphysical understandings and piece the puzzle together. 

The final outcome: 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing', 'knowledge' knowing 'Knowledge' or what 
we shall, generically term 'symbiotic panentheism' and metaphysically term 'being' being 
'Being'. 

'being' being 'Being' 



Generically: 



Scientifically: 

Religiously: 

Philosophically: 



Symbiotic Panentheism 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
Symbiotic Panentheism 



Descriptively: 
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Cosmologically: 

The whole is equal to the sum of its parts. The whole void any of its parts is not the 
whole. 

Ontologically: 

And God created 'beings' in His image and in the image of God created He 'beings' 
Metaphysically: 

An open non-Cartesian system powered by a closed Cartesian system found 'within' the 
open non-Cartesian system. 

Technically: 

Cosmologically: 

The individual exists within the universe. The physical, nothingness, and the abstract 
exist within the whole. 

Ontologically: 

The soul exists within the universe, which exists within God. 

Metaphysically: 
'being' being 'Being' 

'Nothing' is not a 'thing' 

'Nothing' is not a 'thing" would appear to contradict the premise that nothing is part of 'every' 
thing. Such is not the case, however. Although nothing may not be a 'thing' in terms of our 
present perceptual process, it is being suggested that nothingness is an element of the whole and as 
such is an element of 'every' thing and has functionality to the whole. In this case the 'thing' is the 
least quantity possible for a 'thing' and the least quantity is zero, nothing, but just because it is the 
'least' does not mean it does not exist nor does it mean nothingness does not have functionality. In 
fact it would be the most difficult 'thing' to 'create' within the whole of 'every' thing. In fact the 
very concept of nothingness having functionality gives rise to the concept of nothingness existing. 

A little mathematics might help underscore the point here. 

One cannot divide by zero because: 

1 . Zero is nothing and it is not possible to divide by nothing since one is then in essence not 
dividing at all. 

2. Mathematically as one divides by smaller and smaller numbers, the answer, quotient, 
becomes larger and larger, approaches infinity. 

Such a concept however, assumes: 

1 . 'nothingness' itself does not exist since it is just what we profess it to be, nothing at all 

2. 'nothingness' has no function 

But what if assumption #2, which follows #1, is not correct? What if our assumption that 'no'- 
thingness has no function is incorrect. 
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At first glance the very thought of nothingness having functionality would appear to be 
contradictory. But is it? If 'nothingness' exists and after all we can conceive of it as the least of all 
somethings, then why wouldn't it have a function. After all, all elements of the whole appear to 
have a function to the whole, in every system of which we conceive. 

An interesting aspect of nothingness having functionality leads to examining what the 
functionality of nothingness would imply for mathematics: 



0 



0 
0 



We examined these five concepts in detail in tractate eight but for now let us just say: 
If we begin with: 



oo 
oo 



(anything divided by itself is one, the whole) 
We move to: 



oo 
0 



(Individual potential divided by nothing) 
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And then to: 



0 

oo 



(Nothing divdided by individuality) 
And finally the ultimate extreme: 



0 
0 



The functionality of nothing-ness 

Nothing-ness being literally nothing and itself having functionality provides meaning to all four 
suggested scenarios. 

Nothing being the source of all 'things' 

Theoretical metaphysics now evolves into: 'Being' being 'being' versus 'being' being 'Being' 

The series, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, will lead us into understanding 
a model regarding the 'intra' as well as inter-relationships of the three concepts: 

1. 'being': Individuality 

2. being: Action/process, reality, the universe 

3. 'Being' : The whole 

Once understanding the 'intra' as well as 'inter' relationship of 'being', being, and 'Being', we 
will better be able to understand how it is the further examination of 'being' being 'Being' 
becomes the realm of practical metaphysics and the manipulation of 'being' being 'Being' 
becomes the realm of metaphysical engineering. 
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But what then of 'Being' being 'being'? 'Being' being 'being' now becomes theoretical 
metaphysics for we can only broadly (verses narrowly) speculate regarding the relationship of 
'Being' to 'being'. Such speculation remains the realm of ontology for the time being. 

And what of the following 'inter'- and -intra-relationships of 'being' and 'Being'? Within which 
realm of metaphysics would the 'intra'- and 'inter' -relationship of 'being' and 'Being' now be 
located: 

1. 'being' to 'Being': Practical Metaphysics & Metaphysical engineering 

2. 'Being' to 'Being': Theoretical Metaphysics 

3. 'Being' to '?': Theoretical ????? 

So where does the discussion regarding nothingness lead us? It leads us to Zeno. 

Greek philosophy would never quite defeat Zeno - for Zeno had a paradox, a logical 
puzzle that seemed intractable to Greek philosophers. It was the most troubling argument 
in Greece. Zeno had proved the impossible. 13 

Today we believe we have mastered Zeno's paradox with the mathematical tool of Calculus, but 
have we or have we merely glossed over the paradox regarding the existence of multiplicity and 
seamlessness with the wallpaper of mathematical symbols? This question is what will lead us to 
reexamine Zeno's paradox and meditate upon Shakespeare's most notorious statement: 'To be or 
not to be that is the question.' 

Zeno Himself Says It 

As we shall see upon our first examination of metaphysical paradoxes, Zeno himself alludes to 
just such a scenario as is being advocated within this tractate, Tractate 10. The concept being 
suggested: 

1 . Nothingness exists 

2. Nothingness has functionality 

The in-depth examination of these two concepts is what emerges from the body of this work. 

Heidegger suggested the question was: 'Why are there essents rather than nothing'. We can now 
understand that an alternative to the question is: Why are there essents and nothings. 

Such a realignment of the question opens metaphysics to an innumerable number of new 
questions: 

1 . Why is there essent (singularity)? 

2. Why are there essents (multiplicity)? 

3. Why is there nothingness (singularity)? 

4. Why are there nothingnesses (multiplicity)? 

5. What lies outside the whole? 
Etc. 

Answers to the new series of questions becomes intuitively obvious once we look nothingness in 
the eye and resolve our lack of understanding regarding what has proved to be most perplexing 
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questions of metaphysics: Where is nothingness? What is nothingness? And: Why does 
nothingness exist? 

We have explored answers to these three questions and have found the answers to be: 
Should nothingness indeed exist: 

1 . Where does Nothingness exist? Nothingness is found 'within' the whole. 

2. What is Nothingness? Nothingness is an element of the whole. 

3. Why does Nothingness exist? Nothingness has functionality. 

And so it is we have placed a scarlet letter T upon our brow for we have metaphysically 
embraced not only the concept that nothingness exists but that nothingness has functionality. 

At first glance, it would appear we have established two concepts: 

1 . Nothingness exists and 

2. Nothingness has functionality. 

But such a quick conclusion proves to be incorrect for obscured between the two concepts is the 
understanding of 'what' nothingness itself is. So it is we have statements 1 - 3 rather than merely 
having statements 1-2. 

Even more surprising we have established the rationale for all three statements. We can now 
verbalize where nothingness exists. We have identified that nothingness exists 'within' the whole, 
that nothingness does not exist 'outside' the whole, that nothingness is an element of the whole, 
that nothingness 'is' rather than 'is not'. We have established the understanding that nothingness 
has significance to the whole. 

Nothingness having significance to the whole has huge implications to ourselves as 'beings' for if 
nothingness has significance than how is it conceivably possible that we, 'mere mortals', have 
anything less than significance to scientifically - the whole, religiously - God, and philosophically 
- 'Being'. 

We have seen that there is no choice where to place nothingness other than 'within' the whole for 
to do so diminishes the whole of being the whole and diminishes the whole's range of action. 
Imposing either action, diminishing the whole or diminishing the whole's range of action, or for 
that matter imposing both actions simultaneously is to reduce one's concept of the whole to be less 
than the whole. 

Having laid the groundwork for this portion of the work, The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, by examining the 'least' yet perhaps the 'most' significant element of 
the whole, we can now move on and examine the question: Why are there essents? 

This is an exciting question for we are essents and we have always yearned to know: Why? 

1 . Why do we exist? 

2. What are we? 

3. Where are we? 

As we shall see the questions presented are presented in reverse order to what we will examine for 
it is through the specific reverse order of these questions that we can come to understand the 
answers to the questions: 
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1 . Where are we? 

2. What are we? 

3. Why do we exist? 

It is only through order we can begin to understand the ultimate of questions we have sought to 
answer: Why do we exist? 

But why focus upon the question: Why are there essents, we, (multiplicity) rather than: Why is 
there essent, I, (singularity)? We do so because it is the concept of multiplicity with which we are 
most familiar and thus it is through the concept of multiplicity that we can most easily understand 
singularity. 

The process is going to be difficult enough without making it even more so. Therefore we will 
take the path of least resistance in hopes of having enough energy to complete the task placed 
before us. 

Will we answer the three basic metaphysical questions? 

1 . Where is essent (singularity)? 

2. What is essent (singularity)? 

3. Why does essent (singularity) exist? 

The answers to these three questions will emerge in Tractate 17: The End of the Beginning. 

Singularity and multiplicity are two concepts continually emerging in this last section regarding 
nothing. A question arises: Are the concepts of singularity and multiplicity leading us somewhere? 
Yes they are. Singularity and multiplicity led us to Tractate 1 of this work addressing Zeno and his 
metaphysical paradoxes regarding seamlessness and multiplicity. 

We now understand that 

The void is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' 
being filled with something, into that of being 'the' system filled with both the void and the lack 
of a void. As such, both the void and the lack of a void, with the help of a new metaphysical 
perception, now have a location within which each dominates. As such, the understanding 
regarding the role of void and the lack of a void as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between the void and the lack of a void no longer remain in a state of confusion. 
Even more interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not only recognized, as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it is now understood how the void and the lack of a 
void interact one with the other. 



1 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p233. 

2 Stephen Hawking, A Brief History of Time, Bantam Books, 1988, pi 74. 

3 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p233. 

4 Question: Is "nothingness" their most dreaded fear? Support your claim with some examples. 
Answer: Obtain examples from the book Zero. 

5 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, pp 26 - 40. 

6 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p233. 
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7 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p225. 

8 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p25. 

9 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p25. 

10 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, pl9. 

11 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p46. 

12 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p201. 

13 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p40. 



382 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



382 



The Error of Philosophy 



Tractate 1 1 

The Error 
Of 

Philosophy 

The Paradox of: 

Either/Or 

Resolving the Paradox of: 

Either Monism or Dualism 
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1999 AD: Contemporary Philosophy - The Error of: 

If there are two and only two possibilities, then if it is not one then it must 

be the other 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



The Universe: 
Is a System Filled with: 
The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Humanity Loses Its Concept of Being the Center - Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 
The Void of Time and Space - Kant 
The void of First Cause - Hegel 
Time and Space - Einstein 
Separation Through Exclusion - Russell 

Either/Or Perceptions - Philosophy 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 




The error: The paradox of either/or 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 
The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 



Omnipresence 
Omnipotence 
Omniscience 
Omnibenevolence 



?????????? - Hegel 



The perception: Understanding monism and dualism moves our perceptual understanding of the 
system into that of being a system filled with both. As such, monism and dualism now have a 
location within which each can be found to exist. However, the understanding regarding the role 
of monism and the role of dualism as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between the monism and dualism not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of 
the 'larger' system. 



It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue regarding the conflict between homogeneity and diversity 
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Metaphysical System Number Three 
Singularity of Multiplicity 
The quagmire of diversity 
Either/or 

The desire for Homogeneity 
The role of guilt 
Being right 
Homogeneity 

The historical conflict expanded 

The sins of the father in regards to 'the son' 

Sociologically 

The monist is wrong but the monist is right 
The dualist is right but the dualist is wrong: 
Examination of Contemporary thought: 
Who owns the body 
Diversity and the disadvantaged 
Minimalism of support 

Our point of departure lies in the heart of metaphysics itself 

Let me buy you a beer 

Reversing perceptions - counter view 

The Point - Individuality 

The significance of metaphysics 

Conclusion: 



Terms/concepts 

Complete consciousness 

Consciousness 

Disadvantage 

Diversity 

Dualist 

Homogeneity 

Illness 

Incomplete consciousness 
Individual multiplicity 
Individual singularity 
Innate 
Monist 
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Tractate 11 

Contemporary Philosophy: The Error of 

Either/Or 

Introduction 

Philosophy, both Eastern and Western, can be reduced to one of two forms of metaphysical 
systems: 

Either 

The Aristotelian metaphysical system - Cartesianism: A closed passive system wherein 
the whole of the closed system is passive. 

Or 

The Kant/Hegel metaphysical system - non-Cartesianism: An open active system 
wherein the whole of the open system is active. 

The names do not indicate Eastern philosophy has emerged from the thoughts of the West. Rather 
the names applied to the metaphysical systems are simply names best personified by the thinkers 
Aristotle, Kant, and Hegel. Why use the works of Aristotle as the personification of the closed 
passive system and the works of Kant/Hegel as the personification of the open active system? 
Since this work, the War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, examines the time frame 
beginning with 500 BC and ending with 2003 AD, it is from the thinkers existing within this time 
frame from which such a choice was to be made. General consensus would appear to agree that 
these three thinkers were the most original, rational, and complete thinkers of this time period to 
discuss the issues of metaphysical systems. 

Both the Aristotelian and the Kant/Hegelian systems have been unsuccessful in resolving simple 
paradoxes, paradoxes that have existed for eons. In addition, both systems appear to be incapable 
of resolving newer paradoxes such as Russell's paradox as well as newer paradoxes emerging 
from more recent scientific concepts such as Einstein's Theory of Relativity. 

Stating the obvious is not the point of this work. The point of this work is constructive criticism 
not obstructionism. This work suggests replacing the two present metaphysical systems with a 
blend of the two. Blending the two metaphysical systems is not a process of using thesis and 
antithesis to obtain a totally new metaphysical system but rather the process becomes using thesis 
and antithesis to obtain a blended synthesis. 

The result of blending the two systems is the creation of a symbiotic relationship between 
Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism. The result is the construction of the first new metaphysical 
model to evolve in the new millennium - the third millennium. 
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The new metaphysical system: 

a. An open passive system powered by a closed active system wherein 
the whole of the closed system is itself passive and the whole of the 
open system is active. 

b. An open active system 'containing' a totally independent closed 
passive system wherein elements of the open active system found 
'within' the closed passive system are generated independent of the 
open active system 

As complicated as such statements may appear, the system itself is actually quite simple: 



The Cartesian abstract 



The Cartesian/the physical 




The non-Cartesian abstract 



The Aristotelian metaphysical system evolved in the 1 st millennium. The Kant/Hegel 
metaphysical system evolved in the 2 nd millennium. Eventually a new all-encompassing 
metaphysical system will evolve in the 3 rd millennium. The development of the metaphysical 
system of the 1 st millennium accompanied us as our specie explored the concept of geographical 
'rights'. The development of the metaphysical system of the 2 nd millennium accompanied us as 
our specie explored the concept of global 'rights'. A new metaphysical perception needs to emerge 
which will dominate our expansion into the vast depths of the universe. Such a system will by 
necessity need to match our advances in both technology and extraterrestrial cultural intrusions 
and intrusiveness. 



If such a metaphysical system does not emerge, history will repeat itself. The time periods 
involving the exploration of the globe and the initial explorations of the Americas, Africa, and the 
East by the West lead to horrific human and environmental trauma supported by perceptions of 
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geographic 'rights'. This trauma was not unique to Western action. The 'inhumanity' imposed 
upon individuals was generated by both the East and the West. 

Human geographical 'rights' are in the process of conceding their status to global 'rights.' Such 
'rights' will have no less a negative impact upon the frontiers of the universe than geographical 
'rights' had upon the frontiers of our planet. 

How do we avoid repeating our species past negative acts? We can do so by establishing a 
universal philosophy based upon a foundation of new metaphysical thought. The result is the 
development of a foundation for action derived from rational thought rather than depending upon a 
foundation for action derived from examination of past actions steeped in horrific negativity. 

How is one to accomplish such a monumental 'leap' in human behavior? One must identify the 
foundation of action which created the past history of human negativity and modify the 
foundation. And what is the foundation of human behavior which initiates human action? The 
foundation for human behavior is metaphysical thought, metaphysical perception. We are what we 
think we are. We are a species which acts based upon what it rationally perceives itself to be, 
believes itself to be, sees itself to be. In short we are what philosophy, religion, and science 
defines us to be. 

If such is the case, then what is it that science, religion, and philosophy have been debating for the 
last twenty-five hundred years? 

Religion, science, and philosophy have been debating the legitimacy of Cartesianism versus non- 
Cartesianism. Simplified the statement becomes: Which is correct, monism or dualism? The 
philosophical debate: Either awareness of awareness, intentionality, knowing is an innate 
characteristic of the physical or it is not. The religious debate: Either there is a soul or there is not. 
The scientific debate: Either awareness, consciousness is an innate characteristic of the physical or 
it is not. 



Innate Characteristics 

The question dominating the debate has been: Is awareness an innate characteristic of the physical. 

The question, however, has become distorted over time. Applying reductionism to the debate, the 
actual question is: Is the physical an innate characteristic of the abstract or is the abstract the 
innate characteristic of the physical. In essence the question becomes: Is the abstract in the 
physical or is the physical in the abstract and if one or the other is the case then why is it true? 

Modern day philosophers lean toward discussing the abstract in terms of the question: Is the 
abstract an innate characteristic of the physical. Modern day philosophers are in essence 
attempting to understand the relationship between the two: the physical and the abstract. 
Contemporary philosophers remain perplexed by Zeno and his identification of multiplicity and 
seamlessness. 

Philosophers, scientists, and theists do not understand how seamlessness can coexist with 
multiplicity and as such are baffled by the concept regarding classification: 
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Graphic description #1: 



Void Knowing 



Matter 



Energy 



Existence 



Innate Knowing 



Abstractual Knowing 



'being' 



'Being' 



Plant 



Animal 
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Graphic description #2: 



Awareness of awareness 
Knowing 




Graphic description #3: 



being 
Active verb 

The 
Action 



Science 
Observation 




Being 
Passive verb 

The 
Physical 



Through 



Philosophy 
Reason 



Innate-ness 



Science 
Observation 



Ontology 
Faith 




Through 



Philosophy 
Reason 



'being' 
noun 

The 
Sub-unit 
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Are we any further than we were since Zeno initiated the debate regarding the duality of the 
physical and the abstract, multiplicity and seamlessness? 

The previous ten tractates examined fundamental paradoxes, which existed as paradoxes in the 
past and continue to exist as paradoxes today. Contemporary philosophy remains steeped in the 
discussions of the past: 

1 . Monism: Is consciousness an innate characteristic of the physical? 

Or 

2. Dualism: Are consciousness and physicality separate entities? 

The discussions of contemporary philosophers have advanced the great debate no further then 
Zeno's suggestion that the physical and the abstract are two separate entities. Zeno's classical 
paradoxes initiated the modern debated regarding the very existence of monism and dualism. 

It was Kant's work, which inadvertent suggested that Aristotle's perception regarding passive 
consciousness existing within the universe should in actuality be a passive universe existing within 
the confines of active consciousness. 

It was Hegel's work, which took Kant's work to a higher level and inadvertently suggested Kant's 
passive universe existing within the confines of active consciousness should actually be an active 
universe existing within the confines of active consciousness. 

In essence, it is the examination of all three, Aristotle, Kant, and Hegel, which contemporary 
philosophy must examine in the attempt to bring order to the great debate modern technology 
brings to the discussion of ethics: bioethics, religious ethics, social ethics, judicial ethics, corporate 
ethics, environmental ethics, personal ethics, parental ethics, matrimonial ethics, etc. 

Contemporary philosophy senses ethics to exist in the form of equally important ethical debates 
encompassing their own form of subject matter: biological, religious, social, judicial, corporate, 
environmental, personal, parental, matrimonial, etc.. Such a perception of ethics is in fact simply a 
reformulation of the monist/dualist debate. To view ethics as being divisible is to view the 
consciousness as an innate characteristic of the physical. To view ethics as being indivisible, all 
ethical problems being simply a restatement of the separation of consciousness and the physical, is 
to view consciousness and the physical as separate entities. 

But how can this be? Wouldn't the reverse of each statement be the case? Wouldn't viewing ethics 
as being divisible into an endless array of independent 'situations' evolve from the perception that 
consciousness and the physical are separate one from the other? If the physical is endlessly 
divisible and if the action of intentionality is simply an innate characteristic of 'complex' 
physicality, then ethics can rationally be applied as a 'situational' application appropriately 
applied to the particular sequencing of 'actions' generated by specific complex arrangements of 
atoms, molecules, compounds, cells, tissues, organs, systems, life forms, and social settings. 
Regarding ethics, the scenario of ethics being situational is simplicity, which in turn begets 
complexity. The simplicity of the monist lies in the complexity of both the intra-actions and inter- 
actions emerging from the 'situational' applications listed previously. 

It is the dualist approach, which leads to the simplification of ethics through the perception that 
individual consciousness once formed is independent of the physical. It is the dualists who lay the 
groundwork regarding multiplicity of individuality having equal rights from which emerges the 
uniformity of ethics. Thus the uniformity of ethics emerges from a universal fundamental 
foundation of ethics, a universal philosophy acting as the very foundation from which all ethics 
emerges. 
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It is just such a perception, the understanding regarding the significance of the individual 'being' 
to not only the whole but to itself, which initiates the simplicity of ethics. 

On the other hand, the monists view consciousness as an innate characteristic of the physical, and 
the physical, thanks to Einstein, being what it is, being capable of relativistic scientific 
'prioritization,' consequently becomes subject to 'apparent' infinite/eternal sub-sectioning. As 
such the physical becomes capable of being 'prioritized' relativistic ly not only in the scientific 
sense but in the ontological and metaphysical sense. Such 'prioritization' leads to the evolution of 
multiple forms of ethics, which take on a 'life' of their own. Such new 'life' forms then begin to 
initiate their own natural process of Darwinian principles of which 'survival of the fittest' becomes 
the leading motivator, much to the detriment of the individual itself. 

But to what 'individual' are we referring? Are we referring to the individual form of ethics such as 
bioethics and environmental ethics or are we referring to a more fundamental form of ethics? 

In the short term, centuries, we are referring to the individual form of ethics: bioethics, 
environmental ethics, corporate ethics, etc. In the more protracted term, millennia, we are in 
actuality referring to the individual itself. Over the span of a millennia we are referring to three 
forms of individuality: 

1. 'Being'/the whole/singularity exists 

2. 'being'/the part/individuality exists 

3. Z>ez'«g-/action/process/reality/the universe/action exists 

What viewpoint do ontology, cosmology, and metaphysics take when referring to a model of 
reality upon which their particular form of ethical perceptions emerge? 

There are presently three forms of perceptions in place. The three perceptual models vary for each 
of the three means by which we examine the whole of reality. In spite of the three forms of 
perception of the whole, however, one argument remains in common for all three perceptions. The 
commonality of each perception which remains in place: Each model is divided into two groups: 
The monist and the dualist. 
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Ontologically: 




The Ontological Dualist 
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Cosmologically: 



The Cosmological Monist 



being 



'being' 
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Metaphysically: 



The Metaphysical Monist: 




The Metaphysical Dualist: 



being 
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The commonality, which emerges from the schematics: 

Within the monist models: 

Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as 'the 
individual' is not a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique form of 
individuality. 

Within the dualist models: 

Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as 'the 
individual' is a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique form of 
individuality. 

Within the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being' both the monist and 
dualist models are fundamental to the system. Within the new metaphysical perceptual 
model: 

a. Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as 'the 
individual' is not a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique 
form of individuality. 

and 

b. Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as the 
individual is a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique form of 
individuality 

But how is it possible for both to be the case when each statement contradicts the other? 

Contradiction occurs only because the two statements are examined through the understanding of 
two and only two existing metaphysical systems. Elimination of the contradictory clash of the two 
statements occurs only if one reexamines the two statements in light of a new, a third, 
metaphysical model. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue regarding the conflict between homogeneity and diversity 



Introduction 



To understand the simplicity regarding the solution to the perceived complex paradox generated 
by the monist/dualist debate, one must model the third metaphysical system. Once having modeled 
the third metaphysical system, one must reexamine the issues surrounding contemporary 
philosophy, ontology, and cosmology in light of the new system. It is the issues, which are 
important in such a reexamination of the monist/dualist controversy not the philosophers, theists, 
and scientists themselves 



We have spent ample time within tractates one through ten dealing with great thinkers. In terms of 
contemporary thinkers who is to say for certain which contemporary thinkers will be included as 
the 'great thinkers of the past'? Each great thinker, regardless of subject orientation, has failed to 
advance the basic Aristotelian and Kant/Hegelian systems to a higher level of development. 

Therefore, rather than concentrate upon specific contemporary individuals, we will examine the 
concepts of contemporary monists and dualists. We will examine the shortcomings of 
contemporary thought and we will examine how such shortcomings are resolvable through the 
application of the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being'. 



Metaphysical System Number Three 



The model: 



Singularity of the whole 
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Adding multiplicity: 
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Adding universes/realities of the physical or whatever other realities may emerge within which 
virgin awareness may develop into unique entities of individuality: 




Singularity of Multiplicity 

Within the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being', monism or dualism, the 
physical or the abstract, the material or the spiritual, becomes monism and dualism, the physical 
and the abstract, the material and the spiritual. The new, the developing third metaphysical model 
causes the 'either/or' position to be replaced by the 'and' position. 

Such a change could be perceived as a compromise but in fact such a development is not a 
compromise but rather the new outcome is a total fusion of both the monist perception and the 
dualist perception. The concept 'a total' does not apply to every aspect of all debates but rather 
applies to all aspects of the fundamental metaphysical arguments both monists and dualists rely 
upon when taking their more detailed stands. 

Abstractionism (metaphysically speaking), spiritualism (ontologically speaking), dualism 
(cosmologically speaking) is not a function of monism for the model monism relies upon, 
perceives, 'knowing' or 'knowing of knowing' for that matter to be 'innate' characteristics of the 
physical. As such monism proclaims awareness, knowing to emerge from the mystical 
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combination of random Brownian permutation combinations of subatomic, atomic, molecular, and 
systematic forms of physicalness. 

Sensory data awareness may evolve from just such a mystical combinations of random Brownian 
permutation combinations of subatomic, atomic, molecular, and systematic forms of physicalness 
but what of the very knowing of one's knowing? Does awareness of awareness, knowing knowing 
also emerge from permutation combinations of complex physical configurations? The monists 
would say 'Yes' to both questions. The monist would view abstractual knowing as an outcrop of 
physicalness. 

The dualist, on the other hand, perceives a distinct separation of physicalness including all forms 
of innate characteristics physicalness generates from abstractual existence. 

It is the dualists who are ahead of their time for as much as the dualist would like to think they 
understand such a dualistic existence; no fundamental metaphysical 'system' developed through 
1995 explains such a concept. 

Does this work suggest the monists are obstructionist to the concept of understanding reality? 
Quite the contrary, this work suggests the physical exists independent of the abstract yet 
dependent upon the abstract and in conjunction with the abstract. 

Dose this work suggest the dualists are obstructionists to the concept of understanding reality? 
Again, quite the contrary, this work suggests the abstract exists independent of the physical yet 
dependent upon the physical and in conjunction with the abstract. 

The physical, however, is limited by its universal fabric. In the case of our personal universe the 
universal fabric is space and time. The universe therefore is limited by the very infiniteness of 
space and time. As such time is limited by its very self. Our universe is thus limited by the 
endlessness of time itself and may very well dissolve, as the Hindus believe. The physical itself 
may dissolve only to be potentially replaced again by the physical. 

What then of the limits of the abstract? Is the abstract also limited by time and space? The abstract 
is not limited by time and space for time and space are not 'external' universal fabrics of 
abstractual purity; rather time and space are the universal fabrics of the physical, the material. The 
abstract is, however, limited by its universal fabric, the universal fabric of the abstract, knowing. 
Within the new model of a third metaphysical system, duality becomes infinite in its multiplicity 
yet the whole remains the whole and as such it is the whole which lends credence to the validity of 
the singularity of monism. 
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Monastically singularity exists: 



Filled with the extreme of duality: 



1 = The whole = 1 



00/ 1 



00/1 



(_ + _ ) = 1 



1/00 



Quantity of unique Universes 
Capable of providing unique 
experiencing 



Quantity of unique experiences within a 
Universe 
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Simplified the model becomes: 



Entities of knowing 'becoming' 

Entities of unique abstractual knowing 'becoming' 




□ 





The Physical 
Universes 



Entities of knowing 

Entities of unique abstractual knowing 



The whole of knowing as a whole in 
and of itself 



The question then becomes: Would the abstract then be destined to 'dissolve', dissipate into non- 
existence, as may be the case of the physical? The abstract would not be subjected to dissipation 
into non-existence for time is not an element of the fabric within which knowing lies. What type 
of limit then applies to knowing, if indeed any limit exists at all? Knowing lies within the fabric of 
knowing, awareness, and as such is limited by the whole of what the whole of knowing knows. 



What then of the whole? Does the whole lie within a 'universal fabric' of its own? In a sense the 
whole is the ultimate element to which Russell referred. The whole becomes what Russell referred 
to as the element, which is not a member of the set composed of numbers which are members of a 
set. 



In addition: If the whole did lie in a universal fabric the whole would not be the whole. If the 
whole does not lie in a universal fabric then the whole is the element 'one' in the equation: 
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By definition one cannot divide by zero. Metaphysically it is also irrational to divide by 
zero, however metaphysically one can begin to understand the rationality of the statement 
that although one cannot divide by potentiality, dividing by zero represents a region of the 
whole of reality being able to be divided by itself for the whole of all reality includes 
potentiality: 

1 00/ 1 

The whole = E + E +1 

l/oo 1 



The implication: 

The whole is greater than the sum of its parts for the whole is equal to the sum of 
its parts plus itself/the whole. 

The whole is an entity in itself as a summation of all its parts. 

Likewise one, a whole part is a summation of its parts unable to be its complete self if any 
part of itself, if any experience of itself is missing. 

*From Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein 



The model implies a need for vast forms of diversity by the whole itself. 

Coming back home to the realm of our physical universe itself and then returning to our home 
planet and our personal species, Homo sapiens: Where does this model lead us in terms of our 
unique species and our selves personally as unique forms of individuality found within our 
species? 

The quagmire of diversity 

Humanity has lost its way in the quagmire of diversity. 
The quagmire of religious diversity: 

1 . Buddhism 

2. Islam 

3. Hinduism 

4. Judaism 

5. Zorasticism 

6. Christianity 

7. ... 

8. ... 
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The quagmire of cultural diversity: 



The qua; 



1. 


Asian Indian 


2. 


American Indian 


3. 


Incan 


4. 


Eastern 


5. 


Western 


6. 


T phanese 


7. 


Greek 


8. 


Italian 


9. 


Hispanic 


10. 


African 


11. 


African American 


12. 


Sudanese 


13. 


Egyptian 


14. 




15. 




miire of biodiversity 


1. 


Male 


2. 


Female 


3. 


Rain Forest 


4. 


Desert 


5. 


Fresh Water 


6. 


Salt 


7. 


Mountainous 


8. 


Tundra 


9. 




10. 





The quagmire of philosophical diversity: 



1. 


Reductive Materialism 


2. 


Functionalism 


3. 


Eliminative Materialism 


4. 


Sense-Data Theory 


5. 


Positivism 


6. 


Neo-Kantianism 


7. 


Dilthey 


8. 


Phenomenology 


9. 


Analytical Philosophy, Logical Positivism/Logical empiricism 


10. 


Pragmatism 


11. 


Popperism 


12. 


Transcendentalism 


13. 


Existentialism 


14. 


Hermeneutics 


15. 


Neo-Thomism 


16. 


Transcendental Thomism 


17. 


Philosophy of Ciphers 


18. 


Philosophy of Transfiguration 


19. 


Philosophy of Disproportion 


20. 


Philosophy of Obedient Potentiality 
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21. Philosophy of Courage To Be 

22. Philosophy of Religious Acts 

23. Philosophy of Silence 

24. Philosophy of Maturity 

25. Philosophy of the Concrete 

26. Philosophy of Interpretation 

27. Philosophy of Infinity 

28. Neo-Marxism Humanistic Neo-Marxism: Early Manifestations 

29. The Frankfurt School and Neo-Hegelian Marxism 

30. Existential and Phenomenological Marxism 

3 1 . Althusser and Structualist Marxism 

32. French Feminist Philosophy 

33. Post Structuralism 

34. ... 

35. ... 

The quagmire of ethical diversity: 



1. 


Medical ethics 


2. 


Cultural ethics 


3. 


Religious ethics 


4. 


Political ethics 


5. 


Bio ethics 


6. 


Ecological ethics 


7. 


Moral ethics 


8. 


Social ethics 


9. 


Corporate ethics 


10. 


Business ethics 


11. 


Historical ethics 


12. 


Pragmatic ethics 


13. 


Marxist ethics 


14. 


Liberal ethics 


15. 


Conservative ethics 


16. 


Classical ethics 


17. 


Contemporary ethics 


18. 


Mainstream ethics 


19. 


Biotechnoco ethics 


20. 


Ethics of the Radical Right 


21. 


Ethics of the Radical Left 


22. 


Ethics of the Living 


23. 


Ethics of the Dying 


24. 




25. 





Ad Infinitum 

At first glance it may appear diversity is a negative aspect of human perception, which generates 
conflict from the close proximity acquired through the increase of our species' population density. 
Such is not the case, however. 

Diversity, whether it be religious, cultural, genetic, geographical, perceptual, philosophical, or 
ethical is what protects our specie from the onslaughts of annihilation which homogeneity imposes 
upon any entity. 
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In addition, diversity exists, exists for a reason. Diversity exists as a process by which the very 
expansion of the whole becomes the whole from existing solely in a passive state of existence into 
the whole existing in both the passive state and existing in the active state simultaneously. 

Humanity has found itself in a bitter and vicious conflict since humanity's history first began. The 
conflict has been intense between those seeking to impose the conformity of homogeneity upon 
our species and those attempting to impose diversity upon our species. The conflict is a war 
wherein the principles of homogeneity act as the foundation motivating those supporting racism, 
elitism, sexism, generationalism, culturalism ...and the principles of diversity act as the 
foundation motivating those supporting civil rights, equal opportunity, equal justice for all . . . 

The desire to generate homogeneity was perhaps the greatest internal threat Nazism placed before 
our species. Nazism attempted to establish conformity, the perfect race, as the 'sole' representative 
of the human race. 

If Nazism represents the zenith in humanity's monistic attempt to establish homogeneity as 'the' 
characteristic of the human specie, then doesn't 'a' universal philosophy fall into the same 
classification as Nazism in terms of attempting to create 'a' single form of metaphysical 
perception, homogeneity of perceptual understanding? The answer to the question is: Yes a 
universal philosophy is a means of creating homogeneity of metaphysical perception if the 
metaphysical perception embraces only monism or if the metaphysical perception embraces only 
dualism. That is the very reason monism and dualism are at odds with each other. Monism refuses 
to give itself, allow itself to be eradicated for the good of dualism. Likewise dualism refuses to 
give itself, allow itself to be eradicated for the good of monism. The result has been the long and 
traumatic conflict to determine who will win the battle for 'survival of the fittest', monism or 
dualism, homogeneity or diversity. 

The battle between monism and dualism has been waging for over twenty five hundred years and 
continues today. The battle will not end if the battle solution remains an either/or scenario. 

A universal philosophy embracing either the physical as its foundation or the abstract as its 
foundation will find itself eternally at odds with its counterpart. Resolution to the conflict between 
monism and dualism thus appears to lie in the establishment of a universal philosophy, which 
embraces both the monist and the dualist perception. 

But how can such a foundation exist? One cannot simply decide to embrace both monism and 
dualism simultaneously. A foundation is a foundation and as such must be defensible by all three 
means of developing perceptions: What we see - science/measurability, what we believe - 
religion/faith, and what we reason - philosophy/rationality. 

The new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being', is immersed within the concepts of 
monism and dualism in the form of 'and' rather than rather than in the form 'either/or'. The new 
metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism/'being' being 'Being' embraces diversity over 
homogeneity. 

The relative ugliness of monistic homogeneity does not give the edge to dualism. Dualism is as 
susceptible to perceived inhumane actions as monism. 

While a universal philosophy of monistic homogeneity may lead to actions epitomized by the Nazi 
Master Race and the Japanese Unit 731, a universal philosophy of dualistic homogeneity leads to 
actions epitomized by the Spanish Inquisition and genocide of the North and South American 
Native Indians. 
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Dualism would seem to imply diversity for dualism implies more than one, dualism implies two or 
more, diversification. Dualism, however, applies relativistic value to the parts and as such it is the 
apex of a value system wherein one level takes on a 'greater' significance than the lower tiers. The 
result of such a ladder, a ladder of value based upon relativism, is that the top of the tier becomes 
what it is the rest of the tiers strive to emulate. The result of such emulation is the same as that of 
the monistic homogeneity represented by a Master Race. 

A truly 'universal' philosophy is not the attempt to create conformity through homogeneity and 
thus the elimination of its counterparts but rather a universal philosophy is an attempt to preserve 
diversity beginning with an understanding that philosophical universality lies not in the 'choice', 
lies not in the either/or scenario, but rather a universal philosophy builds a rationality for diversity 
itself and as such provides the rationale concerning the validity regarding the concept of equal 
application to all, lies in the application of the term 'and' rather than the term 'or'. 

It is not 'x', which exists as opposed to 'y', but rather both exist: 

With the metaphysical model of 'being' being 'Being': 

1. A 1 st truth does not exist but rather three 1 st truths exist simultaneously: I/you exist, the 
universe/universes exist, the whole/singularity and individuality/multiplicity exists. 

2. There is not either an 'outside' to the universe or no outside to the universe but rather 
both exist. 

3. It is not morally wrong to kill or not morally wrong to kill but both positions are correct. 

4. It is not either the physical or the abstract but both simultaneously. 

5. It is not either a closed system or an open system but both simultaneously. 

6. It is not a case of Centricism or non-Centricism but both 

7. It is not a case of free will reigns or determinism reigns but both. 

8. It is not either monism or dualism but both simultaneously. 

The question then evolves from being 'which' to becoming 'when' and 'where'. When does one 
become perceptually, morally, culturally, ethically, ontologically, medically, politically, 
metaphysically, correct and when does the other become correct. Actually the process becomes a 
case of establishing a model which rationally accounts for the significance of diversity, embraces 
diversity itself. 

Such a pluralistically system would appear to be nearly impossible to establish for such a system 
must not only rationally embrace human diversity but it must rationally, consistently, honestly, . . . 
embrace all diversity in a manner which reinforces said diversities. That's not, however, why such 
a model is called a universal philosophy. If the universal philosophy embraced human diversity 
alone it would be labeled 'human philosophy'. A universal philosophy is called a universal 
philosophy because it applies equally throughout the universe. Actually the last statement is also 
incorrect. A universal philosophy is universal because it applies universally to all universes. 

A universal philosophy is a philosophical perception that develops intra and inter universal ties. 
To develop inter and intra universal ties the universal perceptions must reach 'through' what lies 
between universes and thus must respect the very 'region' it passes through as it leaves one 
universe and proceeds to enter another universe. In short a universal philosophy must address the 
issues regarding the physical and the non-physical. 
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Either/or 

Black is black white is white, and gray is gray becomes black or white is an 'either/or' scenario 
and gray is an 'and' scenario. How can two apparently opposite scenarios both be 'right'? On a 
black and white printing scale, black is the absence of white and white is the absence of black. 
Gray on the other hand is a blend of black dots and white dots. Gray is both. Gray is the 'and' 
scenario. 

To clarify the issue, let's take an apparent black and white situation and examine how the gray 
emerges as the acceptance of both scenarios. Perhaps the starkest example we can use deals with 
the extermination of life, deals with life and death. Does society have the 'right', have the moral 
obligation, to end a life if life is metaphysically speaking a piece of total experiencing, 
ontologically speaking a piece of total omniscience, cosmologically speaking a piece of total 
consciousness? 

Within the metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being' the answer to the question is both yes 
and no. In tractate 6: The Error of Kant, the 1 st and 2 nd categorical imperatives emerged from the 
metaphysical model 'being' being 'Being' as: 

Let us never forget, it is, probability speaking, inevitable that we shall someday be the 
'weaker of the two'. Therefore, it is inevitable that we would one day be the beneficiaries 
of having established just such an unselfish metaphysical system. 

We can now begin to understand 'why ' the two categorical imperatives are listed as they 
are: 

1. The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one 's self and 
others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 
To journey unimpeded 

As such the moral obligation of society becomes: 

Within certain scenarios, it is not only the 'right' of society and the individual to 'kill' but 
it becomes the 'moral' obligation of society and the individual to kill. 

And 

Within certain scenarios, society and the individual have no 'right' to kill and in addition 
society and the individual have no 'moral' foundation to kill. 

How can both be the case? It would appear the 'and' should be 'either/or'. Within the 
metaphysical model of 'being' being 'Being' however it is not 'either/or'. It is 'and'. 

If the individual is a piece of omniscience, a piece of total consciousness, a piece of total 
experiencing the first categorical imperative would mandate the individual and society do all they 
can to protect the journey of each unit experiencing to experience in their own unique manner. The 
result: All journeys must be protected equally. Such protection may be the extreme action of 
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termination if there is no other means of protecting said journey than to terminate 'a' (singular) 
journey attempting to 'end' the journey of others. 

The desire for Homogeneity 

There is an endless array of seemingly 'righteous', 'reasonable', and 'observable' reasons to 
impose one's own perception upon another. Religious, economic, cultural, ethical, and sexual 
reasons appear to dominate contemporary arguments to impose homogeneity upon others. But 
perhaps the most fundamental tool used to impose homogeneity upon others is guilt. 

The role of guilt 

I have money and I think you should also have money. Now I don't want to give you all 'my' 
money so will alleviate my guilt by giving you a little of my money and to further alleviate my 
guilt, I will take some money from others and give you their money. 

The end result is an attempt to establish a form of financial homogeneity. 

If I'm this way, I 'owe' you being the same. It's my duty to make you as 'happy' or unhappy, as I 
am - homogeneity. 

I am heterosexual so you should be heterosexual also - homogeneity. 
I am 'saved' and I have the obligation to 'save' you - homogeneity. 

Within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' what is 'owed' is equality of opportunity 
to reach all levels, all forms of diversity whether it be sexual diversity or religious diversity. 

This does not imply discussions and debates should not take place between individuals and groups 
within society. Quite the contrary, debate and discussion is a process of educating. Actions 
imposing the 'an' result, is, however, a violation of the 1 st categorical imperative: 

1. The first (categorical imperative) responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one 's self and 
others equally) to journey unimpeded 

A gift of reforming someone into being what they are not is not a gift given 'to' that individual 
but rather making someone what they are not is a gift to yourself given by yourself in the attempt 
to alleviate one's own guilt. Such action actually leads to the destruction of the very individuality 
of the recipient. 

Imposing your journey upon the journey of another is the simple transposition of your journey 
upon the independent journey of another and as such imposing your journey upon the journey of 
another is nothing other than a form of abuse. 
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Being 'right' 

Which is right and which is wrong. 'Right' and 'wrong' are measured by 'infringement' upon the 
three 1 st truths: Individuality/I/you exist, Singularity/the whole of society/the whole of 
government/the whole of the nation/the whole of the whole exists, Action/process/reality /the 
universe/the planet exists. 

But society is not an entity; society is the summation of individual entity actions. The same applies 
for governments, cultures, religions, .... 

So what is it that is termed a 'quagmire' when we refer to the 'quagmire of diversity'? Our present 
day perception that 'diversity is a quagmire' exists because we are bogged down in trying to 
resolve the differences when we should be attempting to respect the differences since differences 
create the very advantages we profess to acknowledge: Diversity begets a greater degree of 
security regarding the preservation of our specie, regarding the preservation of all species be they 
terrestrial or extraterrestrial. 



Homogeneity 

Understanding the danger regarding homogeneity begins with the concept of the 'master race'. 
The understanding regarding the significance of WWII cannot be reached without applying 
Husserl's reductionism to this traumatic event in human history, an event which lead to the death 
of over fifty million individual humans and lead to the emotional scarring of countless more 
individual journeys. 

The metaphysical system supporting the concept of 'a' perfect race leads to the natural outcrop of 
action facilitating the establishment of 'a' race labeled 'the' race whose purity would most 
efficiently be protected from contamination through the elimination of potential sources of 
contamination and corruption. 

The process of eliminating the contamination and corruption begins at the far extreme and works 
towards the other extreme. The process begins with the elimination of perceived defective sources 
be they mental, physical, or both. The Nazi process began with the handicapped and the mentally 
retarded. Identification of said corruption and contamination must then be defined in order to gain 
the confidence of the masses. Definition lulls the masses into believing they are not the targets and 
more importantly gaining the confidence of the masses requires convincing the masses they will 
never be the targets. 

The mental contamination barrier is thus logically established as all 'profoundly retarded', anyone 
with the IQs less than 20, and all cases of Hydrocephalus. The goal is to eliminate the extreme 
fringe. Once accomplished the next step is to move the bar of definition for once the first objective 
is reached no one is left beneath the bar. Thus once all people with IQs less than 20 are eliminated 

the extreme fringe becomes those with IQs less than 30 and those who may have some other 
extreme form of physical appearance, religious belief, and/or cultural uniqueness. 

Eventually the IQ bar is raised to the level of definition desired but capable of being manipulated 
by those in 'power', the man made 'gods' of perception. In the case of the Nazis the ultimate goal 
was healthy, well-formed, uncircumcised bodies sporting blue eyes and blond hair and the 
Japanese ultimate goal was geographical purity, racial purity. 
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Was such a goal 'wrong', immoral, unethical? The Nazis had put into place a metaphysical system 
which provided the foundation for such action. Metaphysical systems by definition do not deal 
with concepts of 'moral verses immoral, ethical verses unethical, good versus evil. Metaphysical 
systems simply model the whole of reality and it is humankind which moves such a discussion 
into the realm of moral and immoral, ethical and unethical, good and evil. 

As such the metaphysical goal of the Nazis was not 'wrong', immoral, or unethical, it simply was. 
Metaphysical systems act as the foundation and the rationale for action. One cannot condemn the 
metaphysical system for the results of WWII for just as the Nazis had the system they used to 
justify their acts, the rest of the world had its own metaphysical system which it used as the 
rationale for countering the Nazi goals. 

Once reduced to its ultimate simplicity, the Axis' metaphysical system reduces to the concept of 
homogeneity. The system based upon homogeneity was symbolically represented by the Axis' 
two main armies, the Germans in the West and the Japanese in the East. 

Once reduced to its ultimate simplicity, the Allies' metaphysical system reduced to diversity. The 
system itself was symbolically represented by the vast diversity of races, cultures, and religions, 
etc. represented by the vast diversity observable within the single united army of the Allies. 

The Axis fought for the superiority of homogeneity. The Allies fought for superiority of diversity. 

But is one 'right' and the other 'wrong'? Metaphysically the answer is: Neither is 'right' and 
neither is 'wrong'. How then are we to 'decide' which position to take, which action to initiate? 
Are we to initiate the action of 'preserving the 'superiority' of individual diversity or are we to 
initiate the action of preserving the superiority of homogeneity. 

In essence that is the very argument of the past twenty- five hundred years found within the 
metaphysical debate begun by Zeno himself. Zeno elucidated the paradox regarding the physical 
and the abstract and the debate exploded in an exponential manner from there. 

Today's debate regarding monism and dualism is no less than an extenuation of Zeno's paradox. 
Zeno suggests the existence of two forms of existence, the physical and the abstract. The monists 
suggest one existence, physical existence/homogeneity, exists. The dualists suggest two 
existences, the physical exists and the abstract exists, diversity exists. 

This is not to say that all monists are Nazis nor is it to say that all monists would take the same 
form of extreme action as did the Axis powers. Rather what is being suggested is that the Nazis 
were in essence advocating the advantages of homogeneity and acting upon their beliefs while the 
Allies were in essence advocating the advantage of diversity and acting upon their beliefs. 

But is bio-homogeneity a 'positive' for the human race. Examination of 'lower' life forms 
suggests such is not the case. The book, 'The Coming Plague', gives an excellent overview of the 
world of the microorganism. The world of the microorganism is filled with diversity and the 
organisms, which find themselves mired in the purity of homogeneity, find themselves unable to 
'adapt' to natural changes that occur within the world of nature and thus find themselves 
eventually confronted with a change, which leads to their annihilation as an organism, as a specie. 

What does the examination of the world of microorganisms have to do with our species, Homo 
sapiens? There is only one form of our specie left upon this planet. That is the specie, Homo 
sapiens. If we insist upon reaching consensus, homogeneity, regarding all issues, which presently 
provide us with a rainbow of biological, religious, and philosophical diversity, we will find 
ourselves in the inevitable position of all entities, which cannot adapt to change. The result of 
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immutable homogeneity is the same for all physical objects be they a star, a mountain, or a 
biological species: eventual eradication. 

Again the question surfaces: What of the development of a universal philosophy? Wouldn't the 
development of 'a' universal philosophy be simply another form of homogeneity? 

The historical conflict expanded 

Homogeneity does not apply to just world conflict as epitomized by the event of WWII. Genocide, 
slavery, exclusionism, domination, ... all exemplify the concept of homogeneity. 

Perhaps one of the least understood forms of homogeneity lies in the form of slavery. Slavery is 
not an issue of color. Slavery is not an issue of simple physical enslavement of one person by 
another, but slavery reaches into the realm of psychological dependence, intimidation, addiction, 
stalking, etc. Slavery is an issue of monistic perception. Slavery, regardless of the 'color' of the 
enslaved, at first glance, may be perceived as a form of dualism, a 'we and they' scenario. Slavery, 
however, is a monistic scenario for slavery like genocide aims at preserving the 'elite', the 
'owner', as the viable entity. The purpose of the slave is to preserve the 'elite' status of the 
'master'. The only reason the slave is allowed to 'exist' by the owner is for the owner's personal 
status level self-preservation. 

One of the most blatant forms of genocide emerging from the latter part of the second millennium 
was the desecration of the American Indians by the European Colonialists. The Native Americans 
were not sold into slavery by their own brothers as was the case of the Africans nor were the 
Native Americans forced into slavery as was done by the European Colonialist to the Africans. 
The Native Americans were not needed for the self-preservation of the European Colonials. The 
European Colonials perceived themselves needing the natural resources and the land itself. The 
process of obtaining the perceived needed resources was the process of genocide. 

The means of rationalizing the morality regarding the genocide of North American Indians lay in 
the metaphysical perception of monism. The monistic perception in essence allowed the European 
Colonialists to view the Native Americans as, animals, 'heathens', and entities lacking souls. 

True the church viewed the Native Americans as having souls, but the church perceived the souls 
of the American Indians to be predetermined to 'burn in hell' unless they converted to 
Christianity. Although such a rationalization by the church appears to have been an acceptance of 
the concept of dualism, such a perception, in essence, was/is not a form of dualism but is rather a 
modified form of homogeneity, monism. 

How can the religious perception of a soul existing separate from the body be a form of 
homogeneity, be a form of monism? It is not the church's concept of soul and body existing as 
separate entities which is a form of homogeneity but rather it is the church's perception that all 
souls must act, believe, rationalize in a specific fashion which is the fundamental form of 
homogeneity. Religious homogeneity is not unique to Christianity. Religious conformity is an 
expectation most major human religions impose upon their converts and attempt to impose upon 
their desired would be converts. 

Although most religious organizations refuse to grant the soul the independent status of 
uniqueness rising to the level of equality one to another, the religious concepts, fundamentals, 
principles upon which the organizations are founded do set the foundation for such a principle. 

Philosophical monism views the soul as an innate characteristic of the physical, as an extension of 
the physical. Philosophical dualism views the soul, consciousness of consciousness as a separate 
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entity of the physical, which emerges not from the physical but rather becomes aware of the 
physical through its own ability to sense the physical. 

The monists would say the physical may become 'attained consciousness' through the physical 
itself reaching a complexity capable of conscious action. Monists would declare such a state 
emerges as an innate characteristic of the physical and thus inseparable from the physical, a 
monistic state. 

The dualist would say approximately the same, however, the dualist would say there is an even 
more complex relationship, which can occur. The physical can reach a level of development where 
consciousness of consciousness itself can occur. The dualist, however, would say that 
consciousness of the physical and the conscious ability to respond to stimuli within the physical 
are not the same as knowing consciousness of one's conscious action. Dualists would say the 
conscious knowing of one's conscious actions and desires generated by physical stimuli are 
altogether different concepts from 'conscious' action. The second is physical and the first is non- 
physical or as Zeno would say abstractual. 

The disadvantage working against the dualist arguments, before the Kant/Hegel model was 
established, was that the preponderance of the observable, the measurable, and the preponderance 
of rationalization worked to support the monist position. Thus the Aristotelians and 
phenomenologists appeared to have the stronger argument. 

With the advent of Kant/Hegel, arguments steeped in rationalization began to equalize the 
dualistic arguments with the monistic arguments, however, the observable and the measurable still 
leaned heavily towards the monists. 

The metaphysical understanding of the monist/dualist debate remained intensely ambiguous. 

Again and again war erupted between those striving to develop their personal forms of 
homogeneous purity for our species and those wishing to preserve the uniqueness of individual 
diversity. 

The sins of the father in regards to the son 

Perhaps the most insidious perceptual effect generated by the monist position is the perception that 
future generations must shoulder the burden regarding rectifying the atrocities of previous 
generations. The monistic approach regarding homogeneity shackles future generations to the past 
rather than frees their energies for improving the future. The 'sins of the father' attitude keeps the 
generations operating in the present from concentrating upon changing the future since most their 
efforts must be concentrated upon rectifying the past 

But aren't individual souls, individual entities, obligated to correct the actions of past generations? 

The monist point of view would suggest the' sins of the father' are to be born by the future 
generations because the offspring are in fact nothing other than innate products of the father's loin 
and the mother's womb. The shame of the Nazi genocide machine, the attempt to suppress the 
history of area 731, the desire to suppress the American Indian tragedy, the atrocities of the 
crusades, the Armenian genocide, the exploitation of humanity by humanity, ad infinitum become 
our closeted secretes examined only when there is no other choice but to do so. Rather than learn 
from the past we hide from the past because we are afraid we are responsible for the past. 
Monastically we perceive ourselves as physically tied to the past and thus responsible for the past 
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The contemporary dualist point of view is very similar to the monists point of view regarding 
responsibility for the 'sins of the father' for contemporary dualists are not true dualists. 
Contemporary dualists believe we are responsible to make restitution for the past for just as they 
perceive the parent and society to be responsible for the past, these proclaimed dualist perceive we 
must provide restitution for the past, pay for our father's sins. Contemporary dualists perceive our 
father's sins to be our sins. 

Neither the contemporary monists nor the contemporary dualists are capable of 'letting go' of such 
concepts. 

Within the metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being', we are neither monistically nor 
dualistically responsible for the actions of our fathers for we are separate entities from our fathers 
and as such we are responsible for our personal actions and lack of actions. 

Sociologically 

Sociologically the monistic and dualistic debate comes down to: Who owns the body? Does 
society own the body? Does the entity of singularity/individuality/the knowing element of the 
whole of knowing own the body? Does the entity of singularity/summation of multiplicity/the 
whole itself own the body? 

In essence, does the body belong to the individual or does the body belong to the whole? The 
answer to such a question in more generic terms establishes the concept: Does homogeneity or 
diversity win the war human kind has been conducting since written history began to record 
humanity's actions? 

Some professed monists and professed dualist would suggest the whole owns the body, has the 
right to tell the individual what and how to treat their bodies. For the monist the whole may be 
labeled with names such as 'the' Government, 'the' Judicial System, 'the' Internal Revenue 
Service, 'the' Church, 'the' Teacher, 'the' Police Person, 'the' Priest, 'the' Supreme Court, ... 

Some professed dualists and professed monists would suggest the individual owns the body, has 
the right to tell itself how to treat their personal body. 

The monist and dualist are intertwined in a chaotic debate filled with contradictory positions 
inundating the ranks of both because the monists and dualist are fundamentally both right and 
fundamentally both wrong in their perceptions of reality. 

Where is the monist wrong and where is the dualist wrong in their perceptions? The monist and 
the dualist are both wrong in their perception as to where it is the conflict between them actually 
lies. The conflict between the monistic positions and the dualistic positions lie not in the reality of 
closed Cartesianism, lies not in the physical as defined by contemporary philosophy but rather the 
conflict lies in the in the open non-Cartesianism aspect of the new metaphysical model of reality. 

Where then are the monist and the dualist correct? The monist and the dualist are both correct in 
sensing they, monistic perceptions and dualistic perceptions, have their own unique invaluable 
contribution to make to the system. They are both, monist and dualist, correct in sensing that their 
positions are what makes the system what it is. In short the system cannot be what the system is in 
terms of the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being' without the simultaneous 
existence of both the monistic perceptions and the dualistic perceptions. 
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Monism: the sub-element of 
knowing is an innate 
characteristic of the whole of 
knowing 




What was 
What is 
What will be 



Dualism: the whole of the 
sub-element of unique 
knowing is developed 
through the sensory data 
machine of the physical 



The dualism lies not in the knowing of the individual lying separate from the physical but rather 
dualism lies in the knowing of the individual existing in its separateness from the whole itself. 

In short multiplicity of individuality, multiple existences of unique entities of individuality 
comprising the whole must exist for the whole to have its own distinct individuality from its sub- 
elements. 



Monism on the other hand lies not in the knowing being an innate development of the physical but 
rather monism exists in the knowing of the individual 'being' being an essential part of the 
knowing of the whole for without any of the individual entities of knowing, the whole of knowing 
could not be what it is, the whole of the knowing of knowing. 

In short the sub-elements of the whole are innate characteristics of the whole of knowing itself. 
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The monist is wrong but the monist is right 

The monist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of self- 
preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the monist works 
feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which undermine monistic 
positions. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions of: 
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What the third metaphysical system suggests is: 



There exists a 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are innate 
characteristics of the physical 



No 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are 
innate characteristics of the 
physical 



The abstract: 
May become 

Has potentiality to become 
Could become 



The abstract: 
Was 
Is 

Will be 




The Whole 
The Abstract 



The monist is right for reason suggests 
the whole is abstractual in nature and 
the physical is an innate characteristic 
of the abstract 




The universe 
The physical 



The abstract becoming 
through sensory data 
input 



The monist is wrong for reason suggests 
there is a duality of existence here as 
demonstrated in tractates 1-10 



With the advent of the new metaphysical system of the non-Cartesian open system being powered 
by a Cartesian closed system, 'being' being 'Being', the monists appear to have had the concept 
regarding 'a' whole, intuitively correct. The Monist debated incorrectly regarding the singularity 
of the whole metaphysical picture. 
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The whole appears to be abstractual in nature and as such the physical becomes what is innate 
rather than the whole being physical and the abstractual being innate. 

The dualist is right but the dualist is wrong 

The dualist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of self- 
preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the dualist works 
feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which undermine dualistic 
positions. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions of: 



The monistic/dualistic debate: 
Self-Preservation 



Columbia History of 
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What the third metaphysical system suggests is: 



There exists a 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are innate 
characteristics of the physical 



No 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are 
innate characteristics of the 
physical 



The abstract: 
May become 

Has potentiality to become 
Could become 



The abstract: 
Was 
Is 

Will be 




The Whole 
The Abstract 



7 



The dualist is wrong, for reason 
suggests the whole is abstractual in 
nature and the physical is an innate 
characteristic of the abstract 




The universe 
The physical 



The abstract becoming 
through sensory data 
input 



The dualist is right for reason suggests 
there is a duality of existence here as 
demonstrated in tractates 1-10 



The whole and its parts exist in a symbiotic relationship of expanding knowledge. The result: A 
permanent existence of a dualistic relationship of the whole to its parts and the parts to the whole. 

The relationship existing between the abstract and the physical maintains a dualistic form only as 
long as the physical can sustain itself. Once the physical dissipates, the relationship only exists as 
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an abstractual existence between, once again, the singularity of the abstractual whole and the 
multiplicity of its abstractual parts 

As such, with the advent of the new metaphysical system of the non-Cartesian open system being 
powered by a Cartesian closed system, 'being' being 'Being', the dualists appear to have had it 
intuitively correct. The dualists had it incorrect in terms of which aspects of the system were 
dualistic in nature. The dualism exists not in the form of the abstract and the physical, but rather 
the dualism exists in the form the existence of singularity and multiplicity. The error of 
contemporary perception emerged from the incomplete view the dualist had regarding the total 
metaphysical picture. 

It is not the whole of the abstract, which exists 'within' the physical as perceived by contemporary 
dualists, but rather the whole of the physical appears to exist within the whole of the abstract. 

Examination of Contemporary thought 

In the section, 'The monist is wrong but the monist is right', the primal action of the monist was 
stipulated as: 

The monist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of 
self-preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the monist 
works feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which 
undermine its position. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions raging 
between the monist and the dualist. 

In the section, 'The dualist is right but the dualist is wrong', the primal action of the dualist was 
stipulated as: 

The dualist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of 
self-preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the dualist 
works feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which 
undermine its position. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions raging 
between the dualist and the monist. 

With the advent of the new metaphysical model regarding an open non-Cartesian system powered 
by a closed Cartesian system located 'within' the open non-Cartesian, 'being' being 'Being', 
primal action turns from one of self preservation of one as opposed to the other to primal action of 
both oneself and others. 

Within the new metaphysical system, the physical concept of oneself 'and' others as opposed to 
'either/or' moves philosophically to being: one's ideas 'and' the ideas of others as opposed to the 
choice of either this idea or that idea but not both. As such, all contemporary philosophical 
positions become not only viable but critical from the point of view of the new metaphysical 
perception. 
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The problem of other minds 


Analytic philosophy 


The introspection argument 


Popperism 


The discernibility argument 


Pragmatism 


The cartesian argument 


Existentialism 


The platonic argument 


Continental theistic philosophy 


The parapsychology argument 


Philosophy of: 


The ontological argument 


Religious Acts, Silence, Mutuality, 


Cosmology and God 


The concrete, Interpretation Infinity 


Ethics 


Neo Marxism 


Evidentialism 


Feminist philosophy 


Empiricists 


Poststructuralism 


Skipticism 



turns the debate regarding 'which' is correct into the debate being how is it that both positions are 
correct. 

The chart is composed of contemporary philosophical positions obtained from two references. A 
relatively brief demonstration regarding the philosophical validation regarding the pluralistic 
characteristic of the new metaphysical perception as opposed to the exclusionary either/or 
philosophical approach of the two existing metaphysical models of the Aristotelian Cartesianism 
and the Kant/Hegel non-Cartesianism: 

The new approach would proceed as follows: 

Due to limited space the vast array of complex topics mentioned in the chart cannot 
possibly be explored in detail. The examination regarding the vast array of complex 
topics and the impact of the new metaphysical perception has upon such topics of debate 
will need to be restricted by: 

1 . Using extreme reductionism in the discussion 
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2. Using a selective choice of concepts 



> As stated by the text: Columbia History of Western Philosophy: 1999 

Reductive Materialism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Reductive Materialism asserts that mental states are physical states of 
the brain. P 658 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The mental 
state may be a physical state of the brain but awareness of such states 
of awareness, consciousness of one's consciousness is not a state of the 
physical. 

Eliminative Materialism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Eliminative Materialism ... is thus trying to do the impossible, to 
reduce nothing to something. P 662 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The 
perception that the eliminative materialist is attempting to reduce 
nothing to something is a misperception be it on the part of the one 
analyzing the eliminative materialist or the eliminative materialist 
themselves. 

Eliminative materialism is a viable concept if one attempts to reduce 
something to nothing and then begins to understand how, through 
reversing the process, nothing, through symmetry, evolves into 
something. Something, every'thing', can thus logically be reduced to 
nothing, and from nothing, something, every'thing' can emerge. 

The concept of everything being reduced to nothing implies a purity of 
nihilism from the viewpoint of the monist. However, from the point of 
a third and new metaphysical model vying to replace Kant/Hegelian 
non-Cartesianism and Aristotelian Cartesianism, the reduction of 
everything to nothing leaves what is not a 'thing' but rather leaves the 
nonmaterial, leaves the nonphysical intact, leaves knowing, Knowing, 
and knowing intact, leaves 'being', 'Being', and being intact in the 
form of 'being' being 'Being' as well as in the form of 'Being' being 
'being' the two states which exist in both the active form as well as the 
passive form. 
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Functionalism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Functionalism... What do two neuropsychological states have in 
common if they are both the same mental state? His answer (Putnam) 
was that they serve the same function in a human organism. P 659 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: There are 
two forms of consciousness, awareness. There is the consciousness of 
sensory data and there is the consciousness of one's consciousness. 

A computer may be developed which becomes aware of its actions, 
consciousness of action, internationality, may be innately characteristic 
of complex nuclear, atomic, and molecular functions but being fully 
aware of just what that means is another question altogether. 

If one builds a machine capable of conscious action it may in fact 
advance to the next level, that is the machine may eventually 'become' 
accessible to the purity of abstractual understanding of just what the 
machines intentions are. As such man could conceivable create a 
mechanism capable of acting as a conduit for virgin consciousness 
development. In essence abstraction becomes bridged with the 
physical. Awareness thus would find itself capable of 'receiving' 
information from the physical through a form of synoptic connection 
where the two never truly touch in the normal sense of physical 'touch.' 
Such a connection is not a foreign concept to the physical for within the 
realm of the physical itself nothing actually 'touches' but rather 
proximity of location becomes registered through other means. 

Sense Data Theory 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

The issue arises primarily for various forms of realism that hold that 
the world contains mind-independent entities: the question is whether 
visual access to them is mediate or immediate — that is, whether it is 
conditioned by the intervention of mental entities or even by certain 
physical factors. P 663 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The concept 
of mediate or immediate becomes a concept of mediate, immediate, and 
identifiable. 

As such the concept becomes immediate between body and brain, 
mediate between brain and consciousness, and identifiable between 
consciousness and consciousness of consciousness. 
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Nihilism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Nihilism: ... everything that exists - the soul, God, other minds, and 
external objects are dissolved into nothingness . P 522 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: . . . 
everything that exists, - may well be reducible to nothingness but 
nothingness itself exists not as a 'the' totality but rather exists as a 
'part' of the whole - 'Being'/singularity/God and 
'being'/individuality/the soul. 'Being' and 'being' exist as abstractual 
forms and not a 'thing'. Thus 'being' and 'Being' may be a 'part', be 
'within' every'thing' but 'Being' and 'being' are not a part of the 
summation of 'every'thing. 

The result; 'Everything' may be reducible to nothingness but 'Being' 
and 'being,' not being 'things' would remains as they are, abstractions 
outside the fabric of time and space. 

Hermeneutics 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

... Hermeneutics effectively breaks with the main concerns and 
problems of modern philosophy, in particular with those having to do 
with attempts to explain how an isolated, wordless subject can ever 
break out of itself so as to achieve knowledge of the external world. 

... All of this could be summed up by saying that under philosophical 
hermeneutics to understand is to interpret and to interpret is to 
transform. P 706 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The 
wordless subject exists in a parallel form with the external world. Both 
exist, the wordless subject as a form of active existence and the external 
world as a form of a passive existence. 

The passive exists as a function of time as long as time exists. 

The active exists functionless of time, independent of time but formed 
by the limits of time itself. 

In summary the abstract, the active, evolves from the 'virgin' to being 
what it is through interpretation of the physical, the passive. 

Existentialism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Significantly, it is our embodied consciousness that affords us this 
evidence. Sartre never was a non-body dualist, even though he sharply 
distinguished between being for-itself (roughly, consciousness) and 
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being in-itself (the non-conscious). The contrast is not between 
substances - only being in-itself is 'substantial ' - but between two 
manners or functions of being. Sartre's basic dualism is one of 
spontaneity and inertia. It occurs at ever stage of his thought. P 699. 

From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: Dualism is 
dualism. Multiplicity of being in-itself is no less dualism than Zeno's 
acknowledgement of multiplicity and seamlessness. 

If, however, dualism recognizes the whole for what it is, the whole, 
than whether the whole is a form of singularity or a form of multiplicity 
composing singularity, singularity of 'Being' as the summation of 
'being' becomes a form of monistic entity composed of infinite 
elements of 'beings'. The net result is the incorporation of monism as 
the product of dualism. 



Continental Theistic Philosophers 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

During the twentieth century, many philosophers offered modern ways 
of conceiving our knowledge and understanding of God and our 
relation to the divine. 712 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The sub- 
element, knowing, is a part of the whole of Knowing. The sub-element, 
'being', is a part of the whole of 'Being'. In addition no part exists 
without purpose. In the case of the sub-elements of knowing, and being 
the function of knowing and being is to make Knowing and Being what 
they are in the ultimate of their being the whole of Knowing and the 
whole of 'Being'. As such, Knowing/'Being' and knowing/'being' take 
on both the active and passive states of the verb - being 

Feminist Philosophy: 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Subjects exercise this freedom through a confrontational imposition of 
meaning upon themselves and their situations, a process which other 
persons become one 's object or Other. Such 'objects ' acquire meaning 
not through their own power but only in relation to the subject who 
observes them. Because a subject is the author of this situation, she or 
he must claim entire and unmitigated responsibility for it. It is, 
however, possible to reject this responsibility. To do so is to live in 
'bad faith, ' knowing one 's freedom and responsibility, yet refusing it in 
favor of being reduced to an Other for other subjects. P 730 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: Feminist 
Philosophy attempts to elevate 'we,' the deemed inferior, to the status 
of 'they', we/they - dualism 
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Feminist Philosophy will never get women and others deemed inferior 
where they want to 'go' for Feminist Philosophy starts from the 
perception of perceived inferiority and attempts to move the position of 
perceived inferiority to the level of equality. The result: The goal is 
therefore to get women and others deemed inferior 'there'. 'There' 
being where others perceive them not to be. 

In addition, Feminist Philosophy begins in the realm of the physical 
and attempts to build physical equality first and then develops 
abstractual equality. 

The only thing that will work to shift women and others deemed 
inferior to the 'there' location is to initiate an entirely new 
metaphysical perception, initiate an entirely new point of perception 
which launches women and others deemed inferior from the 'there' 
location at the outset. 

Such is the result of the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 
'Being'. 

In addition, the new metaphysical perception initiates the process 
regarding the understanding of equality in the realm of the abstract and 
then develops the rational for the physical equality arguments. 

Analytical Philosophy: 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

If there is a single feature that characterizes analytical philosophy, it is 
probably its emphasis on trying to articulate clearly the meaning of 
concepts such as 'knowledge, ' 'truth, ' and 'justification. ' This project 
is guided by the assumption that proposed thesis cannot be assessed 
judiciously until it and its constituent concepts are understood plainly. 
P 605. 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The 

articulation regarding the meaning of concepts such as 'knowledge,' 
'truth,' and 'justification' remains in a state of confusion due to the 
inability of philosophy to develop a consensus regarding the resolution 
to the eternal debate regarding the legitimacy of monism versus 
dualism. 

Monism would suggest the terms of abstraction are innate emergences 
of complex physicality. Dualism would suggest the terms of abstraction 
are independent of the physical. 

The new metaphysical perception suggests the simultaneous existence 
of the monistic and the dualistic concepts exist as viable necessities 
emerging from the model of an open non-Cartesian system powered by 
an internal closed Cartesian system. 
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The debate then moves from: Which is correct, monism or dualism? to 
becoming: Why are both a necessity. The debate is initiated, examined, 
and primitively resolved in the three volumes of this work. 

❖ As stated by the text: Philosophies of Dummies: 1999 
Monism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Monists are philosophers who believe that all of reality, everything that 
exists, falls into one and only one basic category of being. There is, 
according to every form of mohnism, only one fundamental sort of 
substance in existence. Everything is therefore somehow a 
configuration of this one substance. P 155 

❖ From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

'being' being 'Being' is monism for within this new perception, 
everything can be reduced to the state of knowing, the whole of 
Knowing. 

However, without the physical, the material, the universe, the 
abstractual takes on the verb state of passivity only and thus loses its 
most irreplaceable characteristic, which gives it its own uniqueness, the 
ability to grow, 'active action' versus 'passive action'. 

Thus the new metaphysical perception incorporates the physical and the 
abstractual as vital elements of its being and as such incorporates both 
passive and active action simultaneously. 

Dualism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Dualists believe that there are two basic kinds of substance in 
existence. There are minds as well as bodies, mental properties as well 
as physical properties. There is spiritual stuff as well as material stuff. 
P155 

❖ From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

'being' being 'Being' is dualism for within this new perception 
multiplicity of 'being' creates 'Being'/the whole/singularity. 

Interactionism: 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Interactionism is the most common version of mind-body dualism. It is 
the metaphysical view that most people take for granted before they 've 
ever been introduced to philosophical reasoning and speculation. The 
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interactionists holds that minds and bodies exist as separate sorts of 
entities and that they both can and do casually interact with each other. 
Some bodily events cause mental events. And some mental events cause 
bodily events. P 159 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

Interactivism is a part of the new metaphysical system, however, the 
new perception generates the understanding that the physical is only 
temporary and provides the sensory data mechanism by which virgin 
consciousness becomes a completed entity in terms of physical sensory 
input. 

The physical being temporary, limited by the limits of 
time/matter/energy interrelationships in essence is a 'limited' existence 
in terms of physical existence but becomes an 'eternal' existence in 
terms of the abstractual existence. 

Epiphenomenalism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

On this philosophical view, the mind is an epiphenomenon, a byproduct 
of the body and its processes that itself plays no causal role to 
initiating any bodily events whatsoever. According to an 
epiphenomenalism, bodily events can indeed cause mental events, but 
the converse is never true. Mental evens do not and cannot cause 
bodily events, all appearances to the contrary notwithstanding. P 160 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

The physical is an epiphenomenon, a byproduct of the whole of 
Knowing, a byproduct of singularity itself as itself. The physical 
reaches into being the epitome of sub-elements (and perhaps the whole 
of the physical as well) capable of providing a means by which 
abstraction moves from being 'virgin' in terms of what the physical has 
to offer to being 'complete' in terms of what the element of multiplicity 
associated with 'a' particular element of physicality has to offer. 

Parallelism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Some few dualists have cut the causal cord more completely. They have 
denied not just that mental events could cause physical events, but that 
physical events can cause mental effects. This highly unusual position 
maintains not only that no thoughts, decisions, or intentions cause 
bodily movements, but also that no physical injuries actually cause 
pain... They allow only that there is a harmony, pre-established by 
God, or concurrently maintained by a divine power, between the 
physical and the mental. The events involving these two different 
substances run in parallel, but never, on this view, interact. P 161 
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• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

Such a view is totally conceivable but not necessarily critical to the 
new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being.' There is much 
room for debate regarding the perception of parallelism but the new 
metaphysical perception is neither nullified by parallelism nor is the 
new metaphysical perception supported by such a perception. 

Man-is-an-animal 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

It's a simple set of contentions that, first, we evolutionarily arose from 
animals, and therefore we are animals,. , Matter gives rise to matter. 
Dust to dust. Ashes to ashes. If anything remotely like evolutionary 
biology is true, we are nothing more than highly evolved biological life 
forms. P 164 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

We may have 'evolved' into highly evolved (relatively speaking) 
biological life forms and then again we may not have evolved at all. 
The argument regarding our 'evolutionary' history is not the point of 
metaphysics. The argument regarding our 'evolutionary' history is an 
internal debate involving the science of biology, genetics, 
anthropology, chemistry, meteorology, astronomy, geology, 
paleontology, etc. 

Metaphysics is only concerned with the question regarding the 
existence of the physical and the abstract, the existence of knowing and 
unknowing, consciousness of the abstract and lack of consciousness of 
the abstract, monism and dualism, Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism, 
and now with the introduction of this new metaphysical perception, the 
existence of Cartesianism located 'within' and powering non- 
Cartesianism located 'beyond'. 

From the point of perspective of the new metaphysical perception: Man 
may be an animal but does such a complex animal have the ability to 
develop units, entities of knowing unique to the whole of knowing? 

From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception, the answer 
is: Most probably. 

Artificial intelligence 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

A closely analogous argument to the man-is-an-animal reasoning goes 
as follows: We are building more and more complex computers, some 
of which are now capable of learning, changing their own 
programming to response to changing information. We can clearly 
imagine a super computer in the future, utilizing the ultimate in 
parallel processing, along with the right sorts of sensors, mimicking the 
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human brain to such an extent that its behavior is indistinguishable 
from a highly intelligent human being with conscious experience. The 
computer will obviously be a merely physical entity. Therefore because 
we exhibit all the same 'mental' traits, we must be merely physical 
entities as well. P 166 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

Until we find a means, establish an understanding, regarding the 
metaphysical inter and intra relationships as well as establishing an 
understanding regarding the passive and active dynamics existing 
between the physical and the abstract, we will remain confused by the 
issue of artificial intelligence. The two metaphysical positions we have 
presently established regarding the physical and the abstract leaves us 
in a precarious position as a species. 

Looking long term: We will inevitably either 'create' a sensory data 
mechanism capable of acting as a mechanism for virgin consciousness 
to develop into its own unique entity of 'being' or we will encounter 
such a sensory data mechanism be it 'natural' or 'artificial'. 

Looking even further into the future: If we maintain our present rate of 
technological advancement, we will inevitably either 'create' a sensory 
data mechanism capable of developing into a 'more advanced' form of 
unique entity of 'being' than ourselves or we will encounter a sensory 
data mechanism 'more advanced' than ourselves be it 'natural' or 
'artificial'. 

Presently we are ill equipped to philosophically rationalize why such a 
'being' is morally or ethically obligated to allow us to continue as a 
species rather than replace us as 'the' apex of the intelligence pyramid. 

It is only the new metaphysical system being proposed which provides 
the model needed to argue the rationale which favors our personal 
species' survival in face of such a development. 

As such the new metaphysical system must be given serious 
consideration. If that is not to be allowed then at the very least, we as a 
specie need to develop a metaphysical system which will provide us 
with the rationale for such an understanding . 

Brain chemistry argument 

♦♦♦ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

The brain chemistry argument for materialism contends that our 
increasing knowledge of the brain and its functions leads us to treat 
mental conditions that had once been viewed as purely psychological, 
as rather physiological, states of the brain. We are making inroads 
year after year into the treatment of formerly recalcitrant psychological 
conditions by means of drugs and other physical therapies. If a 
person 's mood, emotional disposition, and cognitive functions can be 
influenced by the amount of sleep that yet, the food they eat, and 
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whether their bodies are producing just the right amounts of various 
hormones and other chemicals, then the materialists conclude, our 
minds themselves must be nothing more than electrochemical systems. 
P 167 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

It is neither the mind, nor the functioning of the mind which the new 
metaphysical perception addresses but rather it is the purity of 
abstraction, seamlessness, itself which becomes the issue. 

Imaginary numbers and the interrelationship existing between 
imaginary numbers and the physical is not a matter of the mind but 
rather is a matter of abstractual understanding, which the brain has the 
ability to grasp. 

Consciousness and consciousness of the abstract, consciousness of 
one's own consciousness, knowing of knowing are what separate the 
monists and the dualist. 

Superfluidity argument 

• From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

This argument alleges that dualism is 'explanatorily superfluous, ' or 
unneeded for a full intellectual explanation and understanding of the 
behavior of human beings. The argument continues on the contention 
that any explanatory theory that is superfluous, or unneeded, is to be 
rejected. It then concludes by rejecting dualism as false. P 168 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

It is not just human abstractualism which needs reconciliation with the 
physical, it is abstractualism itself. The major paradoxes introduced 
over the last twenty-five hundred years by Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, 
Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Einstein, Russell, and Heidegger as 
well as many others, cannot be resolved through the understanding of 
physical monism in spite of the fact that most of these paradoxes do not 
deal with human abstractual understanding but rather deal with 
paradoxical conditions of the physical itself. 

It is therefore not just the dualistic understanding of human beings, 
which needs to be explained, but also the dualistic characteristic of the 
physical itself that needs to be reconciled with physical monism as well 
as with abstractual monism. 

It is only the third metaphysical system introduced as a new 
metaphysical system by this work which addresses the inter and the 
intra relationship and dynamics of the physical, human behavior, 
abstraction, and nothingness. 

Thus both physical monism and abstractual monism become equally 
important to understanding 'the' 'whole' of 'Reality' versus 



431 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

understanding 'the' 'whole'/the universe/'reality.' 

The mystery objection 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

The second negative argument presented by the materialist alleges that 
we cannot understand two things about dualism: 

The fundamental dualistic relation whereby one particular body and 
one particular mind together comprise one person. 

Dualistic interaction causation - how things so different as immaterial 
minds and material bodies could possibly interact: How mental things 
can cause physical effects, and physical things cause mental effects. 

And what cannot be understood cannot be believed. Therefore, at the 
heart of dualism is a stubborn chunk of mystery that renders it, 
ultimately, literally incredible. Therefore, it must be rejected. P 170 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

The physical and the abstract exist. The physical provides the means by 
which virgin consciousness can become what it is: conscious of its 
being what it is. As such the conscious of the individual physical being 
controls the physical being through the process of abstractual 
awareness of itself and what it perceives to be 'moral', ethical actions. 

The process is one where the abstract joins with the physical sensory 
data mechanism through the means of the physical having evolved to 
the point of having gained the innate capacity to 'grow' awareness of 
awareness. 

The process may appear to be one of monism but the abstract is as 
distinct from the physical as is the expanse between neurons. Like 
neurons there is no direct contact of the physical to the physical. Unlike 
neurons there is also no contact similar to the contact found existing 
between the physical to forms of energy, space, or time. 

Such a lack of familiar contact between the abstract and the physical is 
not to be unexpected since the abstract, from the perspective of the new 
metaphysical model, is distinctly unique from the physical. 

The connection, however, remains regardless of present day science's 
ability to measure such a connection. The connection is on the edge of 
being 'created' through complexity by science itself in the form of 
'artificial intelligence' via cloning, androids, super computers, etc. 
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Who owns the body 

If the physical provides 'a' means by which 'virgin' consciousness moves to 'complete' 
consciousness, the question becomes: Who owns the body. This is not a rhetorical question. This 
is a literal question. Is the body, the sensory data machine, 'owned by the individual entity of 
multiplicity or is the body owned by the whole, owned by singularity of purpose, owned by 
ambitions for homogeneity. 

The two 'ifs' 

If the unit of multiplicity owns the body, then the body is a personal possession of the individual 
unit of knowing and as such has a specific function to that unit and must be released by society to 
perform its function as it applies to that unit of knowing. In such a metaphysical model society 
becomes the facilitator of the individual. 

If the body is an implement whose function is the preservation and evolution of society than it is 
society, which has the 'right' to control the body, and it is society, which may dictate the 
parameters regarding the journey of the body. In such a metaphysical model, the individual 
becomes the facilitator of society. 

It may be metaphysically argued that it is the individual entity of knowing which has the rights to 
the body and as such the fetus is to be protected by all means. The question emerging from this 
scenario becomes: When does the unit of knowing becoming knowing entity? Is knowing initiated 
with the advent of the brain wave or is the unit of knowing initiated at the age of one year? Since 
the answers to these questions have not yet been established, one has little choice but to allow the 
unit of knowing to control its own sensory input mechanism if diversity is to be recognized. 
Religion, philosophy, and science may enter the decision making process as sources of perceptual 
enlightenment but the final decision must be left to the entity of knowing which controls the 
sensory data input mechanism, the body. 

The war regarding access to the chemical RU486 is as much the epitome of such logic as is 
abortion. 

What then of Singer's suggestion regarding infanticide up to the age of one year? Since the 
sensory data unit is a potential mechanism of development of virgin consciousness and since we 
have not established when it is knowing itself begins as opposed to neural function, we have little 
choice at this point in time to decide the issue on the side of potentiality of knowing having 
already been initiated, since the unit of knowing cannot speak for itself. 

What then of partial birth abortion? Partial birth abortion, turning the baby in the womb to cause 
the feet to emerge first and then forcing the head to remain in the vaginal canal while a hole is 
created in the base of the skull in order to facilitate the procedure of allowing the brain to be 
suctioned out of the skull through the use of a vacuum pump while the head remains in the vaginal 
canal, would become illogical. 

What then of the viable fetus the mother wishes to abort. So be it, the mother makes the decision 
for the mother's body is owned by the unit of knowing. If, however, the fetus is salvageable with 
no more trauma to the mother than the abortion process then the choice is the same as above. 

What then of the chemical Ru486? The choice to use or not to use the drug Ru486 is the choice of 
the mother, the choice representing diversity of individuality. 
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Where does society then enter the scenario? Society has no choice but to act as the safety net of 
nurturing for the sensory date mechanism and as such provide equal access to opportunity not only 
for the independent entities but for the 'unwanted' viable fetus and the unwanted child. Society 
becomes the facilitator for equal access to opportunity. Society is obligated to become the 
facilitator for equal access to opportunity for all entities for which it has been established. 

Diversity and the disadvantaged 

Material wealth is not an opportunity to eat. Material wealth is 'a' goal. The goal should be 
available to all in equal fashion, obtainable through the process of equal opportunity. Some 
entities may attain the goal through one means of pursuit and other entities may obtain the goal 
through other means of pursuit. 

Happiness, peace, self-acceptance, love... are equal opportunity goals obtainable through one's 
personal pursuit. But happiness, peace, self-acceptance, love are not attained by all. Regardless of 
being attained by all or not abstractual goals remain equal opportunity goals. 

So it is materialism should be an equal opportunity goal. To be an equal opportunity goal requires 
equal access to the means of obtaining such goals. 

Diversity of wellness opportunities, diversity of educational opportunities, diversity of nutritional 
opportunities, diversity of shelter opportunities, and diversity of religious opportunities emerge as 
the product of dualism. Dualism acts as the rational foundation supporting diversity of 
individuality. 

Monistic perceptions, perceptions that consciousness of consciousness is an extension of 
consciousness which in turn is an extension of physicality, provides the rationale for homogeneity. 
Monism acts as the rational foundation supporting homogeneity of the whole 

This is not to say the monists are unethical, nor is it to say the dualists are ethical. It simply says 
both do not recognize the necessity of the other. Without the monistic characteristics of matter, the 
monistic characteristic of the abstract would be significantly different than what it is. 

But just what is 'it'? What is the nature of abstraction itself? That is the true debate for we already 
have an elementary understanding of the physical void the independence of abstraction. And we 
have an elementary understanding of the abstractual without the physical, ontologically speaking. 
What we do not have is the elementary understanding of the abstract independent of the physical 
and we do not have an understanding regarding how the abstract and the physical can interact 
independent of each other while simultaneously being dependent upon each other. It is not 
surprising therefore that we do not have a more complete rationale regarding the ethical and moral 
understanding of such an interrelationship 

It is this work, The War and Peach of a New Metaphysical Perception, which initiates just such a 
discussion and analysis. 
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Minimalism of support 

What does society, a non-knowing entity created by knowing entities 'owe' units of knowing? 
Under the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being', society 'owes' each unit: 

1 . Equal access to opportunities to travel unimpeded 

2. Equal access to vast diversities of opportunities 

The diversity of opportunities is limited only by the sensory data mechanism itself. 

Should the entity of knowing occupy a sensory data mechanism with an intelligence quota of 
twenty; the entity of knowing will obviously not be capable of traveling its physical journey as a 
neurosurgeon. Although the entity of knowing may not be 'able' to experience the journey of a 
neurosurgeon, the entity of knowing should not be denied the opportunity to make the attempt to 
become such. 

Should the entity of knowing occupy a sensory data mechanism void established wealth, the entity 
of knowing will obviously not be able to experience instantaneous extreme forms of materialistic 
gratification. Although the entity of knowing may not be able to experience instantaneous forms of 
extreme materialistic gratification, the entity of knowing should not be denied the opportunity to 
attempt to accomplish such a feat. 

Obviously there is a significant difference between being allowed equal access to the opportunity 
and accomplishment of such a feat. 

The responsibility to protect the right of the entity to journey unimpeded lies with the society 
created by entities of knowing. Entities of knowing find themselves immersed within the society 
they created. As such society has the obligation to facilitate equal opportunity as opposed to 
accomplish such opportunities for the entities of knowing society finds immersed within itself. 
Creation of equal access to opportunity is the function of society while accomplishment of the 
accomplishment is the function of the entity of knowing. 

What minimalist obligation other than facilitating equal access to travel unimpeded and facilitating 
equal access to the vast diversity of opportunities does society have regarding the life 'safety net' 
for the knowing entity and the knowing entity's sensory data mechanism? Society has the 
obligation of ensuring a spartan dignified life style from which the entity of knowing may spring 
on its journey towards completion. What that spartan life style may be is as diversified as the 
diversity of cultures, societies, religions, climatic conditions within which entities of knowing may 
find themselves immersed. Such diversities are as specialized as the human species itself has 
allowed itself to become. One society may decide 'spartan' is the type of life style as established 
by the Saudi Arabian Government for its people or as spartan as the Hindu concept of the 
'outcasts'. 



Our point of departure lies 'in' the heart of metaphysics itself 

So what is illness? Illness occurs when entity 'a' is invaded by entity 'b' and 'b' then proceeds to 
use 'a' for its own means which in turn compromises "a's" attempt to reach for its own sense of 
purpose, reason, goal in life. 
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Illness is an extremely important concept and as a concept it's cure cannot be fully integrated into 
society until it is understood metaphysically. Once illness is understood metaphysically it is an 
awesome tool for understanding the ethics of behavior beginning with the individual and 
expanding to the concept of intra-galactic as well as inter-galactic interactions be the interactions 
in the form of individual interactions or whole societal interactions. In fact, once understood 
metaphysically, illness becomes the means for understanding intra-universe as well as inter- 
universe interactions of knowing be it in the form of individual interactions or whole societal 
interactions. 

How can such extremes of universal rationality regarding micro and macro universal ethics 
emerge? Universal, literally universal ethics seems so alien to us, so hugely impossible a task to 
undertake let alone accomplish. Such a development seems alien to us because our direction 
regarding ethical rationalism has been headed in an different direction. Our present direction of 
ethical development has been headed in the direction of ethical metaphysical diversity rather than 
ethical metaphysical homogeneity. The direction of metaphysical diversity of ethics would appear 
to support the embracement of diversity itself. 

Metaphysical diversity generating the diversity of ethics does not support diversity of perceptions. 
Our present trend toward ethical diversity undermines diversity of individuality through the 
fragmentation of rationalization itself. In essence diversity of ethics emerging from our species is 
the product of conflicting metaphysical models we embrace as a specie. As long as the 
metaphysical models we embrace remain in conflict, conflict resolution regarding social issues 
will, by necessity, a process of compromising one's principles, 

Only when the most basic, primal forms of conflicts are brought to a close, metaphysical conflicts, 
will social conflicts be resolvable. 

Society has developed its own form of long standing perceived irresolvable paradox regarding 
social perceptions. Society perceives the accomplishment of developing a universal philosophy as 
a 'huge' task because society views the 'whole' from which a universal philosophy emerges to be 
'enormously' expansive and diverse. It is because of this viewpoint, the perception of enormity, 
which causes us to shy away from the task of developing a third metaphysical system from which 
a universal philosophy emerges. 

The paradox remains a paradox because we have not applied Husserl's reductionism and 
Ockham's Razor to the problem. Once applying such techniques, however, metaphysics will find 
the problem involves three basic concepts: singularity, multiplicity, and nothing. 

This 'fear' of undertaking the seemingly impossible task of 'covering' our universe, 'covering' 
other universes of which we are not even yet aware, with a 'universal' ethic, a universal 
philosophy which generates a 'universal' ethic, keeps us from coming together to work on such a 
project. We will expend enormous quantities of effort to leave our footprint on the moon yet 
relatively no time understanding what it is we are doing ethically or what impact we are about to 
leave when our footprint remains once we have left. 

We will spend countless hours to send our signature into the realm of space no longer 
'significantly' influenced by the sun's gravitational pull, but we shy away from understanding our 
'place', our 'rights' as a conscious 'being' existing within the very universe we find ourselves 
'confined' within. 

We shy away and therein lies the laughable, the full comedy of the situation. The paradox of 
Zeno's distance once again confronts us and we perceive distance to 'be' rather than simply not 
being. 
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As such we view the enormity of space as 'enormity' itself rather than simply being. 

Now what does this seemingly misplaced discussion mean? The apparent misplaced discussion is 
not misplaced but rather a prelude to the understanding that we no longer need be afraid. Even the 
seemingly enormous task of developing a universal philosophy, which covers the whole of the 
universe, covers the totality of all universes, is simply a task of Husserl Reductionism applied to 
metaphysics, ontology, and cosmology. 

So just where is it we begin the development of a universal philosophy from which a universal 
ethic of pluralism evolves. Our point of departure lies in the heart of metaphysics itself. We begin 
with a simplistic model of 'what is' and proceed from there to the concept of understanding the 
error of either/or perceptions. Such a development will naturally lead us to an understanding 
regarding the physical in terms of the inner space of the individual - the inner space of the 
physical body, understanding the whole of the mind itself. Understanding the mind will in turn 
lead us to an understanding regarding the inner space of the mind, understanding the whole of 
individual consciousness of consciousness/the whole of individual knowing 
knowing/understanding the individual soul/understanding a complete unit of multiplicity. 

Not only does the development of a relatively more sophisticated third metaphysical model, as 
opposed to the two metaphysical models presently established, allow us to examine the micro but 
such a model allows us to examine the macro in a new light. This new metaphysical model allows 
us to 'look' outward from the physical, the body to understanding the outer space of the 
individual, understanding the universe itself. Understanding the whole of the universe will in turn 
lead us to an understanding regarding the outer 'space' of the universe, understanding the whole of 
summation of consciousness of consciousness/the whole of summation of Knowing 
Knowing/understanding the whole/understanding complete singularity. 

The process not only allows us to look inward but to look outward. The process not only allows us 
to resolve internal conflicts found inside the individual but allows us to resolve external conflicts 
found outside the individual. 

Step one: Expanding metaphysical perceptions into being both the Cartesian and the non- 
Cartesian: 




The diagram leads us back to the beginning of this work, leads us back to Volume I, Tractate 1 : 
The Error of Zeno. 
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Let me buy you a beer 

Having acknowledged the seemingly endless cycle, let us break the cycle with a discussion 
symbolizing commonality. 

Society has a role much like an individual who offers you a beer. Once the offer has been made 
and the gift accepted, it belongs to the new owner. The offer was made with no strings attached. It 
was a gift of friendship, of commonality, an extension of affection, respect, ... It was offered and 
once accepted it no longer belongs to the first party. 

The recipient of the beer now owns the beer. He may decide to do the traditional and drink the 
beer. This pleases the giver. If the recipient, however, does not do what is traditional, if the 
recipient only uses the beer to cool his sweaty hands, uses the beer as an object to manipulate as he 
talks in order to relieve his tensions, uses the beer as a token of friendship, and then leaves the 
beer half drunk, the first party may feel irritation. 

And why is this? No strings were attached to the gift. The gift was a gift. The sense of rejection 
the first party senses comes from the desire to give but with unspoken expectations: If you accept 
this 'gift' you will do what I want you to do with the gift. In short, the giver wants to dominate, 
wants to control the recipient's actions. 

So it is with society. Society does not actually have anything to 'give' for society is not an 
independent entity but rather an entity composed of the powers given to society by the 
collaboration of individuals. These individuals create the entity of society and give society its 
powers. 

In a 'free' society, the ultimate wish of the individuals is said to be the protection of 'free' choice 
as long as it does not interfere with the freedom of others. The statement exemplifying a 'free' 
society': Society's purpose is to 'protect' the 'freedom' of others. But in fact the unexpressed 
desire of the individuals establishing the 'free' society is not 'freedom' but rather 'control' of 
others, dominance of others. It is no different than that of dictatorships. You may live in our 'free' 
society as long as you conform to our opinions, perceptions. 

Now a truly 'free' society would have one rule: You have no right to interfere with the 'freedom' 
of others. 

As such a 'free' society would accept uniqueness within its realms: 
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A truly 'free' society would appear as: 

Graphic I 



Uniqueness 



"O 
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A Free Society 



Professed 'free' societies existing today: 



Graphic II 
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So what is it a 'free' society should be considering in terms of a metaphysical model? 
A 'free' society needs a metaphysical understanding regarding the concept of 'location' . . . 



Graphic III 




Contemporary 'free' societies feel more comfortable with Graphic II as opposed to the Graphic I 
since Graphic I implies society should embrace individuals such as Hitler and Vlad the Impaler. 

The discomfort one feels regarding embracing Hitler and Vlad the Impaler arises as a withdrawal 
from the disgust and abhorrence entities in society 'feel' the actions such individuals have 
committed. 



Metaphysically we are unable to rationalize Graphic II because our two existing metaphysical 
systems cannot resolve the abhorrence's we have for individuals such as Hitler and Vlad. The new 
metaphysical model demonstrated by Graphic III allows us to understand the existence and 
function of Hitler and Vlad within 'a' holistic metaphysical system. Graphic III demonstrates to 
us, how we are to deal with individual entities such as Hitler and Vlad. It is from Graphic III that 
the first two categorical imperatives not only emerge but emerge in order of priority 

We can now begin to understand not only 'why' the two categorical imperatives emerge but why 
they emerge in the order they do: 
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1. The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one 's self and 
others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 
To journey unimpeded 

It is not the actions the individual 'would' commit that are to be embraced but rather the individual 
themselves, the soul itself which is to be embraced. Under the guidance of the third metaphysical 
perception Judas would never have been rejected but rather would have been embraced and joined 
in his moment of sorrow and regret. 

Hitler and Vlad the Impaler would have been resisted beginning with the very first action they 
took which contradicted categorical imperative number one. As such the continuation of their 
actions would never have had the opportunity to accelerate as they did. 

Hitler and Vlad the Impaler succeeded in doing what they did not because we did not embrace 
them but because we had neither the 1 st categorical imperative in place nor believed in the 1 st 
categorical imperative. 

The question becomes: Why didn't we believe in such a principle. Believe in the 1 st categorical 
imperative? We did not have categorical imperative one in place because we as a specie did not 
have a metaphysical model in place which could generate a universal categorical imperative let 
alone generate categorical imperative number one. 

Society can do whatever society wants to do, however, society should consider the bases for its 
action. Society must examine the 'whole' picture and consider how it wants to impact the whole, 
Totality, 'Being', (God if you wish). 

Now a truly 'free' society would acknowledge the impact of the individual, ideas, concepts upon 
the development, the progress, of points of multiplicity and upon the seamlessness of the whole. If 
such were to be the case, a 'free society should 'want' points of uniqueness to remain unique and 
to remain unique points of debate, discussion, . . . regarding just how these points would impact the 
Whole. This is what a truly 'free' society does. 

Granted a 'free' society has rules, categorical imperatives one and two, by which it must abide. A 
truly 'free' society has rules not 'because' rules are important but because each and every 
individual is important. In essence it is not the physical individual that is important but rather it is 
the uniqueness of that individual that is important, the unique abstraction of the individual that is 
important and the unique abstraction of the individual cannot complete its unique development as 
a unit of unique abstraction without a 'free' environment within which its sensory data mechanism 
can operate freely. 

The importance of these points of uniqueness can be better understood should one take one or two 
of these points and examine them in detail. 

Expanding upon Zeno's perception of existence: Abstractual existence, through Zeno, appears to 
become a new and elusive concept of the physical - 'multiplicity' 'containing' abstraction - 
'seamless ness.' As such 
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Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
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Becomes: 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 



The Universe Grows: 
The Physical 



The Abstract 



© 



As such, the 'size' of the universe appears to grow in order to accommodate, make room, for the 
abstract. However, the apparent growth was not growth in actuality, for 'what is' is. Rather the 
apparent growth was growth in 'our' perception of 'what is'. The concept of the abstract became a 
perceptual concept of location for us to contemplate regarding ourselves and just what it is we are 
and why it is we exist. 
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Reversing perceptions - counter view 

The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion': 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the physical 



The 'real illusion': 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamless ness 




The 'real': 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the abstract 



The 'real': 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamless ness 



The 'real illusion': 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 



So it is: The 'real' and the 'real illusion' become the 'real illusion' and the 'real' as one moves 
from one position to another. What is different regarding this sequence of drawing? In this 
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sequence of drawings, the abstract 'contains' the physical, multiplicity finds itself to be 'within', a 
part of, seamless ness' as opposed to 'seamless ness' being 'within', a part of, multiplicity. 

This brings us back to the twentieth century concept of innate characteristics of. . . Is multiplicity, 
the physical, the concrete, a part of, an innate characteristic of the abstract - seamless ness or is 
the abstract, seamless ness, an innate characteristic of the concrete, the physical, multiplicity. 

In essence, this was the concept being put before us, before humanity, by Zeno. In essence, this 
was the concept of: 

'The scholarly confusion regarding Zeon's Paradoxes: 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is no 
evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were part of a 
program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a seamless whole. 
The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality can be 
successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable paradoxes; so 
you must I think of Reality as a single indivisible One.' ( Cambridge Dictionary of 
Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995)' 

Again we appear to find ourselves returning to Zeno, returning to the beginning of this work. 

Now what does all this apparent 'flip-flopping' have to do with Zeno and his famous paradoxes? 
What does this have to do with Zeno's inference as to the existence of 'multiplicity' and the 
existence of 'seamless ness'? This concept of 'location' of one located 'within' the other expands 
upon Zeno's perception of 'one' location of existence. Such an expansion begins to show itself 
through the graphics: 



Physical Distance - Multiplicity 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 





•* The Universe Grows • 
• The Physical - multiplicity • 
• The Abstract - seamless ness • 



Moves to becoming: a new perception 2000 AD 
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Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 



• The Universe 
.* Grows: 



• The Physical: multiplicity 
The Abstract: seamless ness • 

••• 




This sequence of drawings regarding the existence of abstraction, seamless ness, verses the 
existence of the concrete, the physical is not as simple as first glance may imply. Depending upon 
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where one stands as one addresses the issue, the drawing reverses itself and becomes something 
altogether different. 

All this abstractual meditation may appear inconsequential when one views a small child starving 
in Uganda, but is it? 



The Point - Individuality 

It is the very concept of points in history, the small child starving in Uganda, being accentuated as 
the element of multiplicity this work emphasizes. It is the significance of the part to the whole, the 
significance of the individual to the whole which this work focuses upon. It is the small child 
starving in Uganda this new metaphysical perception embraces as being as much an element of the 
whole as Buddha, Christ, Mohammad, and Moses, themselves 

It is the concept of multiplicity /individuality which this model, a third model of metaphysics, 
rationalizes. It is the concept of the whole being the whole only through a summation of all of its 
parts equally which the third model of metaphysics supports. Without all the parts the whole is no 
longer the whole. Without all its parts, the whole is nothing less than a sub element of 'what could 
be'. 

It is distinct points representing transformational events that stand out in the new metaphysical 
model being presented. It is the significance of the parts providing the characteristics of wholeness 
that allows the whole to accomplish the process of being the whole. It is the process of active 
action found 'within' passivity and passivity found 'within' active action that provides the means 
by which multiplicity stands out as an equal player to the whole, becomes an equal player to 
singularity, itself 

No individual is to be overlooked any more than the whole of the Upanishads, the whole of the 
Buddhists, the whole of the Jews, the whole of the Christians, the whole of the Muslims, the whole 
of the Atheists, the whole of Science events, and the whole of Philosophical events. All have made 
their impact upon the whole in their own unique manner. 



The significance of metaphysics 

As stated by the text: Philosophies of Dummies: 1999 

Scientism, which P.S. Churchland has defined as the notion, that ' in the idealized long 
run, the completed science is a true description of reality: there is no other Truth and no 
other Reality, ' is today widely espoused in epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of 
language, and philosophy of mind. 

... if philosophy ;has a function, it must be something other than trying to give a true 
account of the world. 

...A second, less radical reaction is to maintain that philosophy, when done correctly, is 
just and an extension of science. P 604 



As stated by the text: Philosophies of Dummies: 1999 
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... Finally there is a variety of approaches that reject scientism and in different ways 
defend the autonomy of philosophy: they hold that philosophy has a descriptive function 
and can arrive at nonscientific truths about reality. P 605 

The two quotes exemplify the simple monist/dualist debate draped in the words of contemporary 
history. The debate rages because no one has looked to a third metaphysical foundation. 
Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesianism and Aristotelian Cartesianism historically exist as our only 
means of perceiving the world and as such these two metaphysical systems fuel the debate 
between the eternal combatants: monism and dualism. 

The debate existing between monism and dualism began with Zeno and rages as heatedly today as 
during Zeno's time. The debate keeps us divided and vulnerable as a species. Union through 
intersection, commonality provides the solution to the monist/dualist debate which in turn 
provides the means for our species to prepare itself for joining other intelligent life forms in the 
vastness of space. 




A search for: 
A model of 
A universal philosophy 



As one observes, contemporary principles of metaphysics are misplaced. Metaphysics is not the 
sole possession of philosophy. Metaphysics is a subject area of all three means humanity has of 
developing perceptual understandings regarding the whole of our reality. Metaphysics is the 
theoretical realm of science, religion, and philosophy. 
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Ontology is the commonality of study for philosophy and religion. Cosmology is the commonality 
of study for philosophy and science. What is the commonality of study for science and religion? 
The definition regarding the commonality of study for science and religion has of yet not been 
established. The commonality of science and religion has not been reached due to the antagonism, 
which exists between the two but that is their problem, not the problem of philosophy. 

The process of reducing metaphysics to its most elementary form of existence, non-existence, is 
philosophy's means of removing metaphysics from the realm of science and religion. Limiting the 
scope of metaphysics, regardless of who does it, regardless of how success or unsuccessful the 
attempt is, in fact becomes the problem of not just science and religion but becomes the problem 
of humanity, becomes the problem of all knowing entities located within the whole of reality. The 
process of limiting metaphysics becomes the problem of the whole itself. 

Conclusion 

The physical world may evolve complex molecular configurations capable of responding to its 
environment and may in fact evolve complex molecular configurations capable of complex action- 
reaction events. 

The next level of scientific complexity facing humanity is the physical world development of 
complex molecular configurations capable of absorbing virgin consciousness and allowing such to 
fill itself with abstractual awareness of physical cause and effect events. 

It is possible the universe itself may be a form of individual with awareness of itself. Who is to say 
for certain but the potential for such a concept is no less logical than the concept of molecules 
being capable of acting as a 'nest' for awareness of awareness development. 

Who is to deny any of the four forms of being: 'Being'/the whole/ singularity, 
'being'/individuality/multiplicity, being/action/process/reality, and being/the passive state of 
existence. 

Homogeneity calls for conformity for the four states of being. All homogeneity other than 
homogeneity of the whole as the whole calls for the rejection of diversity. Homogeneity acts as the 
base foundation for actions steeped in exclusionism and inclusionism 

Homogeneity of multiplicity calls for individuals to determine how other individuals must comply 
to personal perceptions of 'good' and 'evil' established by the 1 st party.. 

Some would say: It is a 'higher authority', which has told me what is good, and what is not good. 
It is a 'higher authority', which has told me what is evil and what is not evil. Such individuals 
shirk responsibility for their actions through the process of following a 'higher authority'. 

Relinquishing one's responsibility of action to a higher authority is the 'excuse' used by Hitler's 
henchmen, Vlad's henchmen, the Crusades 'henchmen', the Colonial Power's henchmen, the 
tribal leaders who rounded up their countrymen and sold them to the Colonial Traders. 

To hide behind a 'higher authority's 'word' as interpreted by intellects is no more excusable than 
to hide behind the excuse that one was 'required' to commit specific actions 'because' a higher 
authority demanded one do so. 
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Homogeneity calls for elimination of diversity: 

The physical and homogeneity/the desire for physical conformity: 

Big noses, wrinkles, protruding ears, club feet, moles, birthmarks, circumcision, 
black skin, red skin, yellow skin, slanted eyes, lack of pigmentation, excess hair, 
yellow teeth, bad breadth, small stature, full figures, ad infinitum 

Should we live with this diversity? Those professing homogeneity would, at some point 
in time, say: No, not if we don't want them. Not if they make us unhappy. Not if they 
make us self-conscious. Not if they hinder our physical and mental peace of mind. 

Such attitudes interfere with the 'right' of unique entities of consciousness to journey uninhibited 

Looking into the inner space of the individual, into the mind: 

Mentally, mentally retarded, social phobic, homosexual, pedophile, 
schizophrenic, paranoid, manic, violently inclined, abusive, abused, believer, 
nonbeliever, pacifist, ad infinitum 

Should we live with this diversity? Those professing homogeneity would, at some point 
in time, say: No, not if we don't want them. Not if they make us unhappy. Not if they 
make us self-conscious. Not if they hinder our physical and mental peace of mind. 

But these individuals are not sick individuals; they are uniqueness attempting to function. Should 
we strive to 'change' them? The new metaphysical model would lay the foundation that we allow 
individual to change if the individual, under its own volition, desires to do so. 

The new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being' establishes the understanding that 
people in their uniqueness are not 'ill', not 'perverse', not perverted, they just are what they are. 

The new model establishes the foundation as to why it is we must not allow homogeneity to 
interfere with diversity, 'being' being 'Being' is a model of reality which embraces the four forms 
of existence. Two forms of existence are nouns: 'being'/multiplicity/individuality and 
'Being'/singularity/the whole. Two form of existence are verbs: being/active action and 
being/passive action. 

If homogeneity of multiplicity is to survive, the metaphysical models of Aristotelian Cartesianism 
and Kant/Hegel non-Cartesianism must survive as distinct systems vying for humanities affection. 

If diversity of multiplicity is to survive, a metaphysical model must emerge which respects the 
very uniqueness of both Aristotelian Cartesianism and Kant/Hegel non-Cartesianism 
simultaneously. Such a process goes to the very core principles of diversity itself. 

Diversity calls for acceptance of homogeneity. 

Diversity calls for acceptance of itself. 
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Embracing diversity epitomizes pluralism. Embracing homogeneity epitomizes exclusionism and 
inclusionism. 



\ 



Judaism 



Christianity 



Hinduism 
Buddhism 



Islam Zorasticism 



Zen 



Atheism 
Taoism 




\ 



Topology 



Geology Astronomy 



Physics 
Chemistry 



Ecology 
Anthropology 
Astronomy Biology 



Metaphysics 




Truth 

As best we can define truth to be 
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But what of 'good' and 'evil'? Within a metaphysical model, a universal philosophy is non- 
judgmental. Judgment of action is left to the subject of ontology. Ontology and cosmology emerge 
from metaphysics and as such expand upon the basic model regarding the whole of reality which 
metaphysics establishes. 

Metaphysics examines models of reality as a whole and then examines the rationality of such 
models based upon the impact generated by such models. Metaphysics examines the impact. The 
need for the examination to be a part of metaphysics is fully explored in Tractate 14: Husserl, 
Hawking, and I. 

'Good' - 'evil' - depends upon which metaphysical foundation one wishes to establish: 
homogeneity or diversity: Hitler personified humanities wishes to establish homogeneity 
supported by Heidegger, Husserl's student. As such Hitler represented 'good' in terms of 
a metaphysical system purporting homogeneity. On the other hand, Hitler represented 
'evil' in terms of a metaphysical system purporting diversity. 

'Good' - 'evil' - depends upon which metaphysical foundation one wishes to establish: 
homogeneity or diversity: Lincoln personified humanities wishes to establish diversity 
supported by Husserl, Heidegger's teacher. As such Lincoln represented 'good' in terms 
of a metaphysical system purporting diversity. On the other hand, Lincoln represented 
'evil' in terms of a metaphysical system purporting homogeneity. 

This is not to imply Husserl was a 'good' philosopher nor does it mean to imply Heidegger was an 
'evil' philosopher. Rather the statements suggest Husserl was a rational supporter of diversity 
while Heidegger was a rational supporter of homogeneity. 

We as a species have a choice as to which metaphysical foundation to accept and which to void as 
our fundamental principle of purpose: diversity or homogeneity. We as specie have not reached a 
consensus regarding that decision. 

The decision basically rests upon the concept regarding a choice between two metaphysical 
perceptions: 

Metaphysics is an invalid point of view. There is no more to existence than the physical 
and thus physical hedonism is the most logical reductionist rationale for action. 

So it is society becomes the primary focus of the individual. 

Such a perception embraces the perceptions of homogeneity as epitomized by Hitler and 
Vlad the Impaler. 

Or: 

Metaphysics is a valid point of view: There is more to existence than the physical, there 
is abstraction itself and thus spiritual hedonism, abstractual hedonism is the most logical 
reductionist rationale for action. 

So it is the individual becomes the primary focus of society. 

Such a perception embraces the perceptions of diversity as epitomized by Buddha and 
Ghandi. 
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Again it would seem we have one of two choices before us. Such is not the case however. Until 
recently there were only two metaphysical systems from which to choose. The work, The War and 
Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, provides our specie with a third choice. The new choice, 
the new metaphysical model establishes a pluralistic option. 

If one is faced with the likes of Hitler and Lincoln it would appear pluralism is not an option the 
majority of humanity can, in good conscious can embrace. Such need not be the case, however, for 
we can learn to embrace the individual while rejecting the action such an individual would initiate. 

The ability to embrace and simultaneously reject becomes rationalized by the very categorical 
imperatives established by the new metaphysical model itself. The new metaphysical model 
establishes two categorical imperatives for multiplicity/individuality/'being'/you and I: 



The first responsibility 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one 's self and others equally) to journey 

unimpeded 



The second: Responsibility 

To journey unimpeded 

It is our responsibility as 'beings' to recognize how such categorical imperatives are established 
and then to establish them. 
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1 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 
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ASA 



Symbiotic Panentheism 

Tractate 12 



Symbiotic Panentheism 



'being' being 'Being' 



A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 
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1998 AD Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 



A New Perception 2000 AD 




> The resolution of past errors: the paradox of past paradoxes, paradoxically leading to self- 
resolution through self-generation of a new metaphysical perception: 

> Nothingness is nothingness. It takes up no 'space'. 

> Separation through inclusion once again emerges through the concept of 'nothingness' 
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Tractate 12 

Symbiotic Panentheism 

'being' being 'Being' 
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Tractate 12: 

Symbiotic Panentheism 

'being' being 'Being' 



Introduction 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts of present 
day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow symbiotic panentheism 
takes when integrated with the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three 
fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to 
the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the 
individual. 



The Whole and Panentheism 

1. Reality exists. 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "The Whole." 

3. The Whole is omnipresent; as such, all things are in The Whole, including our known 

reality. 

4. The Whole is bigger than reality. 

5. The Whole is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge. 

6. The Whole is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot create 
new, creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 

7. The Whole is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. Panentheism 
accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time 
acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by 
recognizing The Whole's ability to become even more so. 

The Soul and Symbiosis 

1 . Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 

5. The soul, being within reality, which in turn is within The Whole, is a part of The Whole. 

6. The individual is not The Whole. 

7. The individual is a part of The Whole. 

8. Reality separates the individual from The Whole and lies between the individual and The 

Whole. 

9. Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 

10. Soul separated from direct contact with The Whole can create and experience untainted by 

The Whole's knowledge. 

1 1 . Souls can learn and grow. 

12. The Whole can learn through the journey of souls. 
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Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human species, 
the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of The Whole and given an importance to 
The Whole. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism 
places the soul in a symbiotic relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with The 
Whole. 



Human Significance 

1. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of our 
behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free will to 
assist The Whole in the one thing The Whole cannot do as The Whole - grow. 

6. The soul being The Whole but separated from The Whole (being non-omnipresent, 
non-omniscient, non-omnipotent) has the ability to learn, experience, and create 
isolated from The Whole. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help The Whole, 
ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human significance now 
becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes defined as significant for it 
becomes significant beyond human needs. Human significance now becomes significant to The 
Whole Itself. 



Social Ramifications 

1. The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of The Whole, a piece of The Whole. 

3. All individuals are important to The Whole and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The soul, a piece of The Whole, is important to and needed by The Whole. 

5. The individual, a piece of The Whole, deserves to be treated with the respect due to The 
Whole. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, The Whole, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems and 
perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical 
system created by humankind for humankind - the hierarchy system created between The Whole and 
humans. It eliminates the status levels between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy 
what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of 
The Whole to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the individual and of 
the species to this one way concept of The Whole. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a philosophical, 
perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for humanity, for the 
individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to The Whole. Under symbiotic 
panentheism, it is our job to see that The Whole grows. We have the free will to determine the 
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direction The Whole grows. This is truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for 
humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity will rise to 
the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, families, and 
individuals could use more human, humane, The Wholely compassion in their journeys. To begin to 
understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three 
most universally accepted characteristics of The Whole: omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to The Whole. According to atheism, The Whole 
does not exist and The Whole as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges The Whole's 
knowledge base over atheism. Under pantheism, The Whole and reality are one and the same size. 
The Whole has size and The Whole has knowledge. However, the knowledge has limits. The Whole 
is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, whatever that size may be. Classical or 
traditional theism enlarges The Whole's knowledge base over pantheism. Classical and traditional 
theism, however, hold that The Whole knows everything that has been known, is known or could be 
known. This places limits on The Whole. Since The Whole knows everything, it closes the door on 
the possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what The Whole knows. But 
whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of omniscience and leaves The 
Whole in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes on to expand The Whole's possible 
knowledge base through accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an 
unnatural state - even for The Whole. Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge 
to The Whole. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omniscience to The Whole, for it is the only theism to assign the knowledge of how The Whole 
gains more knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no The Whole. Since The Whole has no size, It 
has no power. The Whole is powerless. Pantheism magnifies The Whole's power over the 
perception of atheism. Within pantheism, The Whole and reality are one. The Whole has all the 
power of our universe and no more, for that is all there is. With the concept that The Whole is 
greater in size than reality, it follows that The Whole's power is greater than in the case of 
pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases The Whole's power by stating that The 
Whole is all-powerful; however, it limits The Whole's power to that of Its total power. Under 
classical and traditional theism, The Whole is all-powerful but is limited, for It is not powerful 
enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies The Whole's power above all theistic perceptions through incorporating the 
concept that if The Whole is truly all powerful, then The Whole has the power to use Its knowledge 
to become even more so. This is not a factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a 
factor of universes and realities - not The Whole. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the 
beginning-end concepts built into universes. On the other hand, The Whole, by definition, has no 
characteristic concept of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete 
characteristic of omnipotence to The Whole, for it assigns the ability and power of The Whole to 
gain more knowledge. 
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Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no The Whole, The Whole is 
omnipresent, The Whole is infinitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. The 
Whole's absence is everywhere. This is clearly the smallest form of The Whole. Pantheism enlarges 
The Whole over atheism by believing there is one The Whole and that The Whole and reality are 
one and the same size. The Whole has size and is limited to the size of reality, whatever that size 
may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges The Whole over pantheism by stating 
that there is one The Whole and The Whole is greater in size than reality. Classical and traditional 
theism imply, however, that The Whole and reality are separate items from each other. The Whole 
transcends reality. The Whole is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges The Whole over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism purports that The 
Whole is omnipresent. The Whole incorporates everything; therefore, The Whole is everything and 
thus, there is no place for reality to be other than within The Whole Itself. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omnipresence to The Whole, for it assigns not 
only an omnipresence incorporating all of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist 
and what lies beyond and between them. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the expansion of the 
very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of The Whole that, in turn, through increased 
awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, in general, wants 
or appears to want to affix to The Whole. Of the four theisms, only panentheism manages to do so in 
total. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the 
"symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that 
accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we have 
assigned to The Whole, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of The Whole's location, is seemingly 
insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts for 
our species, society, the environment, and the individual. Understanding the differences between the 
four basic perceptions of a causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic panentheism in 
particular. 

The Whole 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions around The 
Whole or The Whole. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our knowledge, 
always conceptualized The Whole or a form of The Whole in some sense and, therefore, perhaps 
this small seed, this nugget of the universality of humans, is true. Is The Whole the originator of 
reality? The original force? The source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two 
premises with which to identify: either there is the whole, an originator, an original force, a source 
of a beginning, or there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation 
a this point in time that we cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an origination, and that is 
reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except reality, 
appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have an identifiable beginning and 
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thus, an originator, Creator, The Whole. Another way of saying this is that all things in reality 
appear to be affected by time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in 
essence, most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The second option is 
the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination; in other 
words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that The Whole, an originator, is 
illogical. This thought process would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our 
observations point. It would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that 
there is no The Whole or originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, that there is the 
whole to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct observations and logic. The 
premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no creative originating force, that there is no The 
Whole, is supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the 
concept of reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is 
"possible" but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an original force, a 
source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the concept of reality, where reality fits 
into consciousness, and where humanity, as well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit into 
all of this. In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The picture 
we have of The Whole is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will gain 
greater resolution regarding our observations. In the meantime, keep in mind that the Creator of 
reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through time and 
custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn the Creator to be, 
through time and custom, was what we needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. The 
Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort 
in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully accepted 
the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know how to fuse them 
into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that 
very problem without destroying their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or 
traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our 
planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as knowledge 
grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - three choices we can 
comprehend for the state of The Whole. Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to 
be an unnatural state of being. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent The 
Whole appears to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent enough to 
become even more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. Being tied to the whole 
that exists in a state of decline is not a preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our 
Creator. The only state of being we can comprehend for The Whole is that of a growing The Whole. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship between us and 
our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as well be a mutually destructive 
relationship depending upon the actions we take under free will. This is precisely where our 
responsibility lies. We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of The Whole 
that exists. 
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In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two possibilities that could 
exist between two identities. Understanding our significance in reality and to its Creator would 
definitely help us understand what actions we, humans with freewill, should take while functioning 
within reality. Our actions affect not only The Whole but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can 
diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can 
destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very 
essence of The Whole. 



Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so. 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already exist. 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these paradoxes 
ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate our irrationality 
into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience does 
not alter or call for the elimination of our rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three 
paradoxes expands our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and 
our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, 
and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down the foundations 
of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these 
concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 

A-theism: Our universe, reality, is alone. 

Pan-theism: Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within it. 

Pan-en-theism: Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting for a 
prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, "The Whole 
is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within realities, humanity, the 
individual, is significant to The Whole." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the hierarchical 
and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of The Whole and 
continually contribute to The Whole's knowledge and awareness. We create what we choose to 
create. Indeed, we all have an awesome responsibility. 
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Abstract: 

'being' being 'Being' - Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 



'being' being 'Being' - symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, 
while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we 
have assigned to 'Being', a state we often refer to as stagnation. The foundation of panentheism, 
defining the location of reality in terms of 'Being's' location, doesn't seem to be immensely 
significant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts 
for our specie, society, the environment, and the individual. Panentheism addresses the paradox 
of omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience through accepting the concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time acknowledging the full significance of 
these concepts by recognizing 'Being's' ability to become even more so. Under the symbiotic 
portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human specie - the significance of the 
individual - is placed at the level of 'Being' and given an importance to 'Being'; thus emerges the 
rationality for the respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the soul, 'being', 
in a symbiotic relationship with 'Being'. Under the model of 'being' being 'Being', nothing, not 
even annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. 
Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as 
souls, for they transcend reality itself and embrace - fuse - with the very essence of God. 
Symbiotic panentheism displays its full impact by placing the responsibility for individual actions 
where it belongs - with the individual. Symbiotic panentheism also provides the logic needed to 
dismantle all hierarchical systems and perceptions of relative worth, 'being' being 'Being' 
eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the 
hierarchy system between God and humans. It eliminates status levels between beings, 'being' 
being 'Being' does not destroy what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. 'being' being 
'Being' accepts the significance of 'Being' to the individual and to the species. At the same time, 
it adds the significance of the individual and of the species to 'Being'. God is significant to 
humanity. Humanity has significance to God. 
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On 

'being 5 being 'Being' 

Active Observation within Passive Observation 



Introduction 



In the history of Western philosophy we have established two fundamental metaphysically unique 
and opposing systems: Aristotelian Cartesianism and Hegelian non-Cartesianism. 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception introduces a third fundamental 
metaphysical system. 

The work is intent upon establishing the understanding of a new metaphysical system which 
combines the Aristotelian metaphysical system of Cartesianism and the Hegelian metaphysical 
system of non-Cartesianism into one system. 

The new metaphysical system being put forward is a metaphysical system composed of three 
elements: singularity, multiplicity, and nothingness. The element of singularity is characterized as 
being non-Cartesian in nature. The element of multiplicity is characterized as being Cartesian in 
nature. Within the system as a whole, the Cartesian portion of the system powers the non- 
Cartesian portion of the system. A third element, nothingness, plays an important - but not 
necessarily essential - role within the system. 

All three elements begin in the passive state of being and proceed to the active state of being 
through being - action/process/reality. 



There are four states of being within the system: 



Individuality - existence of multiplicity 

The whole/summation in the form of singularity - existence of 
singularity 

The universe - action/process/reality - the active state of 



1 . 'being '/knowing n. : 

2. 'Being '/Knowing n. 

3 . being/knowing vb. : 
existence 

4. being/unknowing vb.: The passive state of existence 



The understanding of the four states of being can philosophically be described as 'knowing' 
knowing 'Knowing' or 'being' being 'Being'. Cosmologically and Ontologically the description 
might best be described as 'symbiotic panentheism'. 

This new metaphysical system incorporates both a Cartesian and non-Cartesian system where the 
Cartesian lies within the non-Cartesian. Within the non-Cartesian aspect of the system, 'Being' 
and 'being' are abstractions and the Cartesian aspect of the system is not 'something' rather the 
Cartesian aspect of the system, the universe, is a 'process' providing the means by which 'being' 
and 'Being' interact and thus the Cartesian aspect of the system is perceived as 'something' 

The work demonstrates what 'being', 'Being', being, and being are and how it is they interact. 



The work generates an understanding of 'being' being 'Being'. 



The work begins in complexity and ends in simplicity. The reason the work begins in complexity 
and moves toward simplicity originates from the understanding that we live in a complex world 
and it is from the point in time within which we find ourselves that we must begin, since it is 
reality with which this work deals. 

The new metaphysical perception being presented suggests potentially new perceptions capable of 
resolving long-time paradoxes we face. The work does not suggest the philosophical works being 



examined were short sighted.. Paradoxes are paradoxes because the limits of knowledge allow 
them to remain irrisolvabe in nature. 

The metaphysical system is composed of two subset systems existing simultaneously. Each system 
simultaneously operates both independently and dependently one upon the other. The two systems 
are singularity and multiplicity. 

Cartesian system/multiplicity generates a unique perception of 'one follows the other'. This 
Cartesian perception, existing in a vacuum void non-Cartesianism, establishes the perception of 
'relative worth', relative value, which in turn leads to the perception of transcendence, which in 
turn leads to the perception of human purpose being the glorification of. . . So it was, 'being', 
individuality/multiplicity, became subservient to 'Being'/singularity. 

A non-Cartesian system/singularity generates its own unique perception. The non-Cartesian 
perception, existing in a vacuum void Cartesianism, establishes the perception of nihilism, lack of 
purpose, and finally: "God is Dead" - Nietzche. 

The new metaphysical system reverses the negativity generated by the Cartesianism metaphysical 
system and the negativity generated by the non-Cartesian metaphysical system. 

In addition, the new metaphysical system generates perceptions rationalizing actions steeped in 
pluralism as opposed to the presently existing metaphysical systems, which generate perceptions 
rationalizing actions steeped in exclusivism or inclusivism. Much is being said about perception. 
Why is perception important? 

• Perception generates actions 

• Actions generate reactions 

• Reactions generate social ambiance 

• And it is social ambiance which washes over each and every one of us day in and day out 

The work adds a new metaphysical perception to humanities short list of two metaphysical 
systems: Aristotle - Cartesianism and Kant/Hegel - non-Cartesianism. 
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Rationalism / Baruch Spinoza / Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz / Isaac Newton / John Locke / George Berkeley / David Hume / 
Hegel / Soren Kierkegaard / The American & British Idealists / Jeremy Bentham & John Stuart Mill: Utilitarianism / 
Fredrich Nietzsche / Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism/Karl Popper / Ludwig Wittgenstein / 
Symbiotic Panentheism 



Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics - Practical Metaphysics 



Introduction/Regarding Metaphysical Systems/Metaphysical Concepts/Preliminary/Linguistic 
Symbolization: Definitions/Section 1: Metaphysical Systems Twenty-eight Potential Models Of 
Singularity/Section 2: Metaphysical System Of Singularity - #7 - 'being' being - The strange 
attractor and chaos/Section 3: Metaphysical System Of Singularity - #9 - 'Being' being - chaos 
and complexity/Section 4: Metaphysical System Of Multiplicity - 'being' being separate from 
'Being' being - The strange attractor and chaos separate from complexity and chaos/Section 5: 
Metaphysical System Of Singularity - #28 - 'being' being 'Being' - The strange attractor, chaos, 
and complexity/Section 6: Metaphysical System #28 - The Strange Attractor found within Chaos, 
which in In non-technical terms turn is found within Complexity /Section 7: Specifically: The 
Strange Attractor/What is the strange attractor?/Where is the strange attractor?/Why does the 
strange attractor exist?/Complexity/What is complexity ?/Where is complexity ?/Why does 
complexity exist?/Chaos/What is chaos ?/Where is chaos ?/Why does chaos exist?/The Edge of 
Chaos/What is the edge of chaos?/Where is the edge of chaos?/Why does the edge of chaos 
exist?/The Edge of Complexity /What is the edge of complexity ?/Wh ere is the edge of 
complexity?/ Why does the edge of complexity exist?/Innateness/What is innateness?/Where is 
innateness?/Why does innateness exist?/Metaphysics/What is metaphysics?/Where is 
metaphysics?/Why does metaphysics exist?/ Chaos, Disorder, Complexity/Order and Strange 
Attractors 



Terms and concepts: 

Ontological Engineering 
Ockham's Razor 
Practical Ontology 
Purpose 
Responsibility 
Theoretical Ontology 
Understanding 



Metaphysical Systems 



Tractate 13 



Metaphysical 
Systems 



Model Building 
Through 
Metaphysical Engineering 
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o 



o 



Abstraction 
Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 
The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 

An open system 






'Potentiality' 



The Physical Universe is a Cartesian system: 
Free will 

Humankind loses the concept of centricism. 




'Imperfection' loses its perception of 
imperfection 

There are things humankind can never know 
while in the physical but. . . 

Time exists as a physical functionality of matter 
and energy 'within' the concrete/physical but... 

The emergence of 'abstract' hedonism 

The understanding of a non-Cartesian system 
evolves 'powered' by a Cartesian system 

Social turmoil yields to social rationality 

A closed 'system' limited by infinity 




2 



Metaphysical Systems 



Contents: 



Metaphysical Concepts 

Section 1 : Metaphysical Systems 

Of Singularity 
Section 2: Metaphysical System 7: 
Section 3: Metaphysical System #9: 
Section 4: Metaphysical System 

Of Multiplicity: 
Section 5: Metaphysical System #28: 
Section 6: Metaphysical System #28: 



Twenty-eight Potential Models 

'being' being 
'Being' being 

'being' being separate from 'Being' being 
'being' being 'Being' 

Symbiotic Panentheism (the Metaphysics in non- 
technical terms) 



Terms and concepts: 

Metaphysical Engineering 
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The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
Introduction: 

Metaphysical systems are systems reduced to their simplest forms. As a preliminary, we will 
examine visuals of a few metaphysical systems, which could emerge from three basic components: 
individuality, action, and summation. 

We will represent the three through linguistic symbolization and definition as follows: 
Linguistic symbolization: Definitions: 

1. 'being' n: individuality 

2. being vb: action, Process/reality 

3. 'Being' n: summation, totality 

The analysis, which follows, is an examination of individuality and its relationship to the whole as 
well as the whole to individuality. We will not be discussing 'Being's' significance to 'Being,' to 
summation. In essence we will be examining the internal dynamics of metaphysical systems rather 
than the external dynamics of such systems. 

We begin by establishing three potential components for a metaphysical system. Having done that 
we will examine a few potential systems that could potentially emerge from them. 



Regarding the metaphysical systems: 

Building metaphysical systems is the process of moving forward with what theoretical 
metaphysics puts into place. 

Theoretical metaphysics brings to the building site the materials with which the metaphysical 
engineer begins the construction of the model itself. 

As such, let us examine the building materials which theoretical metaphysics has put before us. 
Once we have taken this step, let's examine some of the potential models metaphysical 
engineering could construct. 

Since a relatively large number of models will be presented, we will examine only four in detail. 
We will then take the final model and put it into non-technical language, generalizations. 
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Metaphysical Engineering: 

Metaphysical Concepts: 



You: 'being', Individuality 



\ I / You: 'being', Individuality - magnified 5x 




You: 'being', Individuality - 



Universe: being - action, Process/reality 



The Whole: 'Being', summation, totality 
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Metaphysical Systems: 1 - 26 



Systems limited to one metaphysical concept of singularity: 



System #1: 



System #2: 



System #3: 



The materials: 



'being' 



being 




'Being' 



The system: 

'being' is 



is 



being - action, 
Process/reality is 



'Being' 
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Systems limited to two metaphysical concepts of singularity: 



System #4: 



System #5: 



System #6: 



The materials: 

'being', being 

'Being, 



'being', 'Being 



being, 





The system: 

'being' separate from 
separate from 
being 



'being' separate from 
'Being' 



being 
'Being' 



System #7 System #8 System #9 

The materials: 

'being', being 'being', 'Being being, 

'Being, 




The system: 

'being' being 'being' 'Being' being 

'Being' 
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System #10 



System #11 



System #12 



The materials: 

'being', being 

'Being, 




The system: 

being 'being' 

being 



'being', 'Being 



w 



being, 



'Being' 'being' 




'Being' 
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Systems limited to three metaphysical concepts of singularity: 

System #13 

The materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 




The system: 

'being', separate from 
being separate from 
'Being' 
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System #14 



System #15 



The materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



'being', being, 'Being' 



0 




'being' being separate from 
'Being' 



'being' separate from 
being 'Being' 



System #16 System #17 

The materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 'Being' 




The system: 

'being' 'Being' separate from being 'being' separate from 

being 'Being' 
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System #18 



System #19 



The materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 




The system: 

'Being' being separate from 
'being' 



'being', being, 'Being' 




'Being' 'being' separate from 
'Being' 



System #20 



System #21 



The materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 




The system: 



'being', being, 'Being' 




'Being' being separate from 
'being' 



'Being' 'being' separate from 
'Being' 
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System #22 



System #23 



The materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 




The system: 

'Being' being separate from 
'being' 



'being', being, 'Being' 




= O 



'Being' 'being' separate from 
'Being' 



System #24 



System #25 



System #26 



The materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 
'Being' 




The system: 

'Being' being 
separate from 
'being' being 



'being', being, 'Being' 





o 





'Being' 'being' 

separate from 
being 'being' 



'being', being, 




'being' 'Being' 
separate from 
being 'Being' 
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System #27 System #28 System #29 

The materials: 



'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 

'Being' 




The system: 



'Being' being 'being' being 'Being' 'being' 'being' 'Being' 

being 

System #30 System #3 1 System #32 

The materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 

'Being' 




The system: 

'Being' 'being' being being 'being' 'Being' 'being' being 'Being' 
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Now concepts of singularity are quite complex enough for this examination of metaphysical 
systems. Concepts of multiplicity are no doubt just as much a possibility as concepts of singularity 
and thus cannot be ignored. 

To consider the concept of multiplicity however, would go against the parameters set out by 
Husserl. Reductionism can only be ignored at the expense of confusion. It is for this reason the 
concept of multiplicity will be ignored at this point in time. 
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The 

Analysis 



Application of Ockham's Razor 
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Metaphysical Systems #7 
'being' being 

'b' is 

being - action, Process/reality is 
'B' is not 

'b' c Process/reality 
'B' = {<H 

Metaphysical System #7 
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Metaphysical Systems #7 

Idividuality as 'the' entity 
'being' being 



Synopsis: 

'being' being establishes a metaphysical system, 
'being' exist 

being - action, Process/reality - exists 

'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (being 'Being) takes when 
examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions 
or philosophies. 

'being's' relationship to being - action, Process/reality 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. Process/reality has no initiating force, causative factor. 

iii. Process/reality is omnipresent; as such, everything that is, is in Process/reality. 

iv. Process/reality is omnipotent. It contains all power. 

v. Process/reality is omniscient. It contains all knowledge. 

Knowledge: 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. 'being' exists. 

iii. 'being' may be Process/reality. 

iv. 'being' may be 'within' but separate from Process/reality 

In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to Process/reality for there is only 
'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality 

'being' being, even if it is Process/reality itself, is within Process/reality for there is 
nowhere else to be. 

being - action, Process/reality, provides the understanding regarding the significance of 
'being'. 
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'being's' significance: 

i. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many or as singular 

individuality determines its action. 

ii. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its 

action towards itself as well as towards other 'beings'. 

iv. 'being' is a part of Process/reality 

v. Within this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself as existing 

vi. Within this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is to exist. 

The significance of 'being' now becomes defined, 
'being's' defined significance: to exist. 
Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of all 'being' is existence. 

ii. Continuation of existence is success. 

iii. Termination of existence is failure 

iv. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

v. Philosophical label: Physical Hedonism 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) provides the logic needed to prioritize all 
action. 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) establishes the status levels between 'beings' 
themselves, 'being's' existence takes precedence over all else including the existence of 
other 'beings' 

Through the metaphysical system of (being 'Being), we form an understanding regarding 
the interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality. Under 
the metaphysical system of (being 'Being), it is the responsibility of 'being' to manipulate 
action - Process/reality in order to extend 'being's' existence in time, in order to extend 
'being's' existence in Process/reality. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three characteristics 
of being - action, Process/reality, within which 'being' is: 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) assigns a location within which the 
summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of being - action, 
Process/reality. 

Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) implies a location within which the 
summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of being - action, 
Process/reality. 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation 
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of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. 
Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' itself. 

Process/reality, being -action, is confined 'within' itself because there is 'nowhere' else to 
be. 

Impact regarding 'being', individuality: 

being - action, Process/reality, defines the location of 'being'. The location of 'being' is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral 
actions 'within' Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between 'being' and being 
- action, Process/reality, establishes the foundation for the examination of the 
metaphysical system of (being 'Being) in particular. 

Process/reality, action, being: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1 : Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Reality, Process/reality has always 
existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is 
supported by nothing we have observed - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an option to 
consider.' However, the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to 
consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, 
therefore Process/reality, action, being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, 
an originator, Creator. Since there are only two factors involved in this metaphysical 
system, Process/reality would have to be the creator of its own 'being'. 

Assuming we accept the premise of Process/reality, action, being, being an originator, the 
original force, the source of the beginning of itself, we can then move on to examine the 
concept regarding 'being', and its function within this metaphysical system. 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) provides a well-structured understanding as to 
the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational interrelationships between 
'being' and its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 
'being's' environment: 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) establishes: 
In essence, 'being' becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of being, which in this particular 
metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this metaphysical system 
establishes is decay. Permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state presently found 'within' 
Process/reality. Timeless growth of individuality, any individuality, contradicts what we 
observe around us. 
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The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) offers us the 'hope' of being able to exist a 
'limited' time. It offers us the despair of certain termination. 

As such, 'being', has no universal responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality defines 
actions 'being' initiates while functioning within the concept of Process/reality, action, 
being. Under the metaphysical model of (being 'Being), the annihilation of being - action, 
Process/reality's mechanism, destroys not only our 'being' but the home of 'being', 
destroys being - action, Process/reality itself. Under a metaphysical perception of (being 
'Being), the annihilation of Process/reality itself would destroy our actions, our 
'accomplishments, as 'beings', for action exists 'within' Process/reality and without 
perceived Process/reality, action - being, there is no perceived 'being'. 

Is the metaphysical system of (being 'Being) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is 
completed through the process of identity. And why is such a system paradoxical? It is 
paradoxical for being - action, Process/reality creates 'being', but without 'being' no 
action can take place. 

Under the metaphysical system of (being 'Being): 

i. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

ii. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

iii. There is no higher directive than 'to exist' 

'being's, individuality's main directive is physical hedonism: to exist for its own self. 
'Being's , main directive is nonexistence for 'Being's' being is not. 



Type of metaphysical system: 
A 

Cartesian Metaphysical system 

Metaphysical System #9 
being 'Being' 
'B'is 

being - action, Process/reality is 
'b' is not 



being - action, Process/reality <z 'B' 

'b' = {<)>} 
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Metaphysical System #9 



o 
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Metaphysical Systems #9 

Summation, Totality as 'the' Entity 
being 'Being' 



Synopsis: 

being 'Being' establishes a metaphysical system. 
'Being' exist 

being - action, Process/reality - exists 
being - action, Process/reality - exists 'within' Being' 
Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (being 'Being') takes when 
examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions 
or philosophies. 

'Being's' relationship to being - action, Process/reality 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. Process/reality has an initiating force, causative factor. 

iii. 'Being' is omnipresent; as such, everything that is in Process/reality is in 'Being'. 

vi. 'Being' is omnipotent; It contains all power. 

vii. 'Being' is omniscient; It contains all knowledge. 

Knowledge: 

i. 'Being' exists. 

ii. Process/reality exists. 

iii. Process/reality may be 'Being'. 

iv. Process/reality may be 'within' but separate from 'Being' 

In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to 'Being' for there is only 'Being' - 
what is and being - action, Process/reality 

Process/reality, even if it is 'Being' itself, is 'within' 'Being' for there is nowhere else to 
be. 

'Being', provides the understanding regarding the significance of being - action, 
Process/reality. 



Process/reality 's significance: 

i. Process/reality has no perception of itself. 

iii. Process/reality is a verb as such it does not exist in and of itself. 
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iv. Process/reality is a verb of action 

v. Process/reality is a part of 'Being' 

vi. Within' this metaphysical system, Process/reality, action exists, period. 

Within this metaphysical system, Process/reality has no ultimate goal for itself for 
Process/reality is not. Process/reality is action not 'something'. 

The significance of Process/reality now becomes defined. 

Process/reality's defined significance: Expanding 'Being' beyond the point of simple 
existence. Providing a means of action for 'Being' 

Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of Process/reality is action. 

ii. Continuation of action, Process/reality, is active existence. 

iii. Termination of action, Process/reality, is permanent equilibrium. 

iv. There is no higher directive than continuation of Process/reality, action. 

v. The essence of 'being' does not exist 'within' Process/reality, action. 

vii. All action within 'Being' is controlled by 'Being', is 'Being'. 

vii. 'being' is simply a perceived existence established by 'Being' 

viii. 'being', and 'Being', are not in a hierarchical relationship to each other for all 

actions of 'being' are actions of 'Being' itself. 

ix. All hierarchical relationships derive their template from the 'being'/'Being 

relationship 

x. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

xi. Philosophical label: Determinism 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) provides the logic needed to prioritize all 
action. 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) establishes the status levels between 'beings' 
themselves, 'being's' existence is a 'ruse', a false perception of individuality for in truth it 
does not exist independent of 'Being'. Rather 'being' simply exists as a 'controlled aspect 
of Being, 'being', individuality, is a creation of 'Being's' and as such all of 'being's' 
perceived actions are predetermined by 'Being'. As such, the interactions between 
'beings' is but a preconceived scenario developed by 'Being' 

Through the metaphysical system of {being 'Being), we form an understanding regarding 
the interrelationship between 'Being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality. 
Under the metaphysical system of {being 'Being), it is the responsibility of 'Being' to 
manipulate action, Process/reality, in order to act, to function, to expand itself beyond the 
simple state of existing. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three characteristics 
of 'Being', within which being - action, Process/reality is: 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) assigns a location within which the 
summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being'. 

Omnipotence: 
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The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation 
of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being'. 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation 
of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. 
Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' 'Being'. 

Process/reality, being -action, is confined 'within' 'Being' because there is 'nowhere' else 
to be. 

Impact regarding 'being', individuality: 

'being's' nonexistence initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' 
Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between 'Being' and Process/reality, action 
- being, establishes the foundation for the examination of the metaphysical system of 
Process/reality and 'Being' in particular. 

Process/reality, action, being: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1 : Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had no 'originator'. Action, Process/reality has always 
existed. 

The premise that being - action, Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative 
originating force is supported by nothing we have observed - no observations and no logic. 
Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is 
an option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to 
consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, 
therefore Process/reality, action, being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, 
an originator, Creator. Since there are only two factors involved in this metaphysical 
system, 'Being' would have to be the creator of its own being - action, Process/reality. 
Assuming we accept the premise of 'Being' being an originator, the original force, the 
source of the beginning of its own being - action, Process/reality, we can then move on to 
examine the concept regarding 'Being', and its function within this metaphysical system. 

In terms of understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Beings', there is no 
interrelationship that occurs 'between' since 'Being' is the whole, summation, totality and 
as such 'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's since in this system there is only 
one 'whole', totality, summation. In terms of the understanding the rational 
interrelationships between 'Being' and 'Being's' environment, there is none since 'Being' 
is the whole and thus has no environment, 'outside' itself, in which it is immersed, with 
which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) provides a well-structured understanding as to 
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the rational interrelationships between 'Being' and its own 'Being'. 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) provides a well structured metaphysical 
system of {being 'Being): 

In essence, 'Being' becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of 'Being', which in this 
particular metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this 
metaphysical system establishes: Permanent equilibrium. Timeless decay implies the end 
to the whole, to totality, to the concept of existence without time. Timeless growth 
contradicts what we observe around us. 

{being 'Being) offers the understanding of 'being' not being. It offers us the understanding 
of 'being' having no self-existence, self-control, independence, free will. It offers us the 
understanding regarding 'being' being a non-entity, 'being' being something other than 
what it had considered itself to be. It offers the understanding that all 'beings' will 
experience finality. 

Upon further examination, {being 'Being) offers us the understanding of 'being' having, in 
truth, no finality for 'being' is not. 

As such, 'being', has no universal responsibility, 'being' has no responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality defines 
actions 'being' initiates while functioning within the metaphysical concept of {being 
'Being). What are the initiated actions on the part of 'being' within the system of {being 
'Being')? There are none, for 'being's' actions are not its own but rather they are the 
actions of 'Being'. 

Under the metaphysical model of {being 'Being), the annihilation of being - action, 
Process/reality's mechanism, destroys not only 'being' but the home of 'being', 
Process/reality. Under a metaphysical perception of {being 'Being), the annihilation of 
Process/reality would reduce 'Being' to the simple state of existence. . 

Is the metaphysical system of {being 'Being) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is 
completed through the process of identity. And why is such a system paradoxical? It is 
paradoxical for had being - action, Process/reality not always been a part of 'Being', 
'Being would have had to 'originate' being - action, Process/reality without the aid of any 
being - action, Process/reality. 

This is not to say such an event 'could not' have occurred on the other hand it may say 
something about the reality of very reality itself. This in itself presents a very interesting 
topic of discussion in terms of reality being an illusion as opposed to a 'real illusion' 

Under the metaphysical system of {being 'Being): 

i. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. There is no higher directive than to exist 

'Being's , main directive is determinism: to exist for its own self. 
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'being's, individuality's, main, directive is nonexistent for 'being's being is not 



The metaphysical system: 
A non - Cartesian Metaphysical system 
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Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 

As Opposed To 
Any of the Systems 1-32 
Metaphysical Systems of Singularity 



'being' being 

Separate from 

being 'Being' 



'b' is 

being - action, Process reality is 
'B' is 

'b' cz being - action, Process/reality 
'b' <2 { 'B' } 



being - action, Process/reality c 'B' 
'B' <2 { 'b' } 



'B'n'b' = {0} 
'b'n'B' = {0} 



Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 



o 
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Note: 

The concept of Multiplicity is not the existence of 'a' Metaphysical concept being in two 
'locations' at the same 'time' but rather the concept of Multiplicity is the concept of the 
existence of "a' whole' Metaphysical concept existing in two separate 'locations' at the same 
time. 

Such a perception takes on the appearance of rationality when it is a verb of action being 
examined, for example being - the verb. We recognize being - action occurring in more than 
one place at time. Now granted time has just been interjected into the equation, but one can 
just as readily extract time and the concept of multiplicity of action remains. The debate 
concerning the interconnection of time and action is not what is being addressed here, nor is 
the rationality of the multiplicity of action itself being debated. Such examinations are 
entirely different topics. 

The voluminous material, On 'being' being, is an exercise in Husserl's reductionism and 
basic Metaphysics and as such, complexity of argument must be set aside for a later date. 
Without setting such debate aside, the trilogy moves from being a single set of three books to 
being many multiple sets of three books. 

The perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of action may take on a sense of rationality but 
the perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of 'a' 'being' takes on an appearance of 
irrationality. 

As such, to prevent confusing the issue, we will, in this section of this chapter, examine the 
Metaphysical multiplicity of action rather than other forms of Metaphysical multiplicity. 
This in turn will lead us back to the concept of Metaphysical Singularity. A little patience is 
needed at this point. 
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Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 

'Identity' through the separation of entities 
'being' being separate from being 'Being' 



Synopsis: 

'being' being separate from being 'Being' establishes a metaphysical system, 
'being' exist 

being - action, Process/reality - exists 
'Being' exists 

'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 
being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 
'being's' being - action, Process/reality exists separate from 'Being' 
'Being's' being exists 'outside' of, separate from 'being's' being 
'being' exists separate form 'Being' 
'Being' exists separate from 'being' 
Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being separate from 
being 'Being') takes when examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by 
today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

("'being' being) 's relationship to (being 'Being') - summation, totality 

i. 'being', individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. 'being', individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists separate from 'Being' 

v. Process/reality exists as a part of 'Being' 

vi. 'being' and 'Being' have commonality 

vii. 'being' and 'Being' find commonality in being - action, Process/reality 

viii. 'being' and 'Being' are mirror images through commonality 

Knowledge: 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. 'Being' exists 
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iv. 'being' may be a part of Process/reality 

v. Process/reality may be a part of 'Being' 

In this metaphysical system, there is an 'outside' to Process/reality for there is 'being' 
'within' being - action and there is being - action, Process/reality 'within' 'Being. The 
two beings - actions, Process/realities, established by this particular metaphysical system 
are non-adjacent, separate from each. The non-adjacent characteristic created by this 
particular metaphysical system, creates the need for a void to act as a buffer between 
them. The purpose of such a buffer is to keep the two beings - actions, Process/realities 
separate from one another. 

'Separation' 'within' the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 
'Being',) provides the understanding regarding the significance of 'being'. 

'being's' significance: 

i. 'being' exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. 'being' exists 'outside' 'Being' 

iii. 'being' exists separate from its 'creator' 

iv. 'being' perceives itself as 'less' than its 'creator' 

v. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'beings' or 
as individuality determines its action. 

vii. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its 

action towards itself as well as towards other 'beings'. 

viii. 'being' perceiving itself as 'less' than, see itself as 'imperfect' 

ix. 'being' perceives other 'beings' as having varying degrees of 'imperfection' 

x. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself as existing 

xi. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is 'raise' itself, 'raise' 

other 'beings' to the level of 'perfection'. 

The significance of 'being' now becomes defined. 

'being's' defined significance: 'perfection', attaining the 'level' of 'Being', and if that is 
unattainable, than as a minimum 'earning' the 'honor' of 'standing' next to 'perfection'. 

Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of all 'being' is existence 

ii. Elevation of existence is perceived as possible 

iii. Elevation of existence is success 

iv. Demotion of existence is failure 

v. There is no higher directive than to reach 'perfection' 

vi. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality; being - action, Process/reality 

generates 'being' 
viii. Philosophical label: Transcendence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') provides the 
logic needed to prioritize, categorize, establish a hierarchy for all action. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being) establishes the 
status levels between 'beings' themselves, 'being's' attempt to commune with 'Being', 
attempt to attaining the 'level' of 'Being', attempt to 'stand' 'next' to 'Being', attempt to 
gain 'access' to 'Being', takes precedence over all else. 
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Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being'), an 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - 
action, Process/reality as well as the interrelationship between 'being's' being and 
'Being's' being. Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 
'Being'), it is the responsibility of 'being' to manipulate being - action, Process/reality, as 
well as manipulate other entities' being, manipulate other 'beings' being - action, 
Process/reality in order to acquire 'perfection' for perfection is viewed as the 'ideal' way 
to 'gain access to 'Being's being - action, Process/reality. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how 'being' 
perceives 'Being's' being - action, Process/reality. As such it will help to examine three 
characteristics such a metaphysical system could generate from the perspective of 'being' 
as it functions 'within' being - action, Process/reality. 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') assigns a 
'location' 'within' which the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' 
the totality of 'Being', the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. 

Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being) implies a 
'location' 'within' which the summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the 
totality of 'Being, the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. . 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') implies a 
'location' 'within' which the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, 
Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' itself. 

Now it would appear such a system would lead to the perception that 'being' is 'within' 
omnipresence itself but under such a metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from 
being 'Being') a second perception arises. Because 'Being' is perceived as 'perfect' and 
'being' is perceived as 'imperfect', 'being' finds itself in a paradoxical dilemma, 'being' is 
unable to rationalize 'imperfection' being 'located' 'within' 'perfection'. As such, 'being' 
solves the dilemma by developing a model wherein 'being' is placed 'outside' of 'Being', 
omnipresence. 

Since this contradictory Metaphysical perception takes on a perception of 'greater' relative 
worth, greater relative 'value', over that of the contradiction of existing 'outside' 
omnipresence, separation from omnipresence, is accepted over imperfection within 
perfection. 

• 

Impact regarding 'being', individuality: 

('being' being separate from being 'Being') establishes a metaphysical model based upon 
separation, 'being's' location with respect to 'Being's' location seems insignificant, but 
the subtlety leads to enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts. 
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'Being's being - action, Process/reality being separate from a portion of itself, separate 
from being - action, Process/reality, places both a portion of Process/reality and 'being' 
'outside' 'Being'. As such, Process/reality becomes separates from, split from 'Being'. 
Likewise, 'being', being a portion of Process/reality, which is separate from 'Being', is 
separate from 'Being'. With the concept of 'Being' being 'outside', transcendent to a 
portion of Process/reality there emerges the rationality for respect due 'Being' through a 
concept of hierarchical relationships via relativistic perceptions. 

'being' being separate from 'Being', rationalizes the hierarchy system between 'Being' 
and 'being', which in turn creates the impetus to establish and then to maximize social 
hierarchy systems of 'being' to 'being'. 

'Being' becomes defined as 'the whole', as the omnipresent 'Being' existing. As such 
'Being' is identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'outside' 'Being', omnipresence. 
Thus, 'being' takes on the perception of 'needing' 'Being', while 'Being' takes on the 
perception of not 'needing' 'being' or being - action, Process/reality for that matter. 
'Being' takes on the perception of not needing 'being' for 'Being' is all present - 
omnipresent, all knowing - omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

'being' being separate from 'Being's' being, defines the location of 'being', 'being is 
'outside'. The location of 'being' is seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations 
enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' Process/reality. 

Process/reality, action, being: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1 : Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is 
supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the 
concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an 
option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to 
consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, 
therefore Process/reality, action, 'being's' being, itself must have an identifiable beginning 
and thus, an originator, 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separated from being 'Being') provides a well- 
structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', between 
'being' and one's own 'being', and between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The Metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') provides 
something the Metaphysical system of ('being' being) and ('Being' being) did not. It 
provides an alternative for 'being's' location, 'being' could: 

1. remain 'inside' Process/reality 

2. enter a 'region' between Process/reality and 'Being' 

3. enter 'Being' 

Now two possibilities open up for 'being'. Access to Process/reality is an undeniable 
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option for 'being' is already there experiencing Process/reality, manipulating 
Process/reality. 

In fact 'being' is 'affecting' Process/reality and 'being' understands its ability to do so, to 
'affect' Process/reality evolves from the very fact that it, 'being', understands that it exists 
'within' Process/reality. 

At the same time, 'being' understands it does not 'affect' 'Being' for it does not lie 
'within' Being'. 

With 'being;s' realization of the reasonableness regarding its ability to 'affect' 
Process/reality while not being able to 'affect' 'Being', comes the realization of the 
reasonableness that Process/reality most likely did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous 
generation does not correspond to the observed laws of Process/reality. 

As such, 'being' looks to 'Being' as the 'creator' of Process/reality. This generates the 
concept of 'Being' possessing the capacity for action. So it is the metaphysical system of 
('being' being separate from 'Being') naturally evolves into the metaphysical system of 
'being' being separate from being 'Being'. 

As the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being',) unfolds, it 
leads 'being' to the understanding of 'Being' being the 'creator' of 'being'. 

In terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Beings' there is none 
since 'Being' is the whole, totality and 'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's 
since in this system there is only one 'whole', totality, summation. In terms of the 
understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Being' and 'Being's' environment, 
there is none since 'Being' is the whole and thus has no environment, 'outside' in which it 
is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system component of the system, (being 'Being), provides a well- 
structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'Being' and its own 
'Being'. 'Being' is alone. 'Being' seeks interaction but only the interaction it desires to let 
'into' itself. The rejected 'being' and being - action, Process/reality, the portion unwanted, 
must remain 'outside' 

The metaphysical aspect of the system, {being 'Being), provides a well-structured 
understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational 
interrelationships between 'being' and its own 'being', and to the rational 
interrelationships between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') establishes: 

In essence, 'Being' becomes the focus, the level 'being' attempts to attain. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'relative value', 'comparison of one to 
another'. 'Relative value', 'comparison of one to another', once established, permeates all 
of being - action, Process/reality. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of 'Being'. The rational choice 
this metaphysical system establishes: being - action, Process/reality 'within' which 
'being' is 'located' is decay. On the other hand, 'Being' 'within' which being - action, 
Process/reality is located takes on the aspect of - Permanent equilibrium. 
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Where then can growth be understood to be? With the understanding of 'Being's' 
omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is relegated to 'being' and as such 
takes on the same lack of significance as 'being' itself, relative to 'Being'. Therefore, just 
as 'being' has no significance to 'Being', growth has no significance to 'Being'. 

('being' being separate from being 'Being') offers the understanding of 'being' being 
'less' than 'Being'. It offers the understanding of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the 
understanding that all 'beings' will experience timelessness either 'within' the being - 
action, Process/reality located 'outside' 'Being', 'within' the 'location' between being - 
action, Process/reality 'within' 'Being', or 'within' 'Being'. 

As such, 'being', has one responsibility, 'being's' responsibility is to be 'with' 'Being', 
gain access to 'Being', gain 'entrance to 'Being'. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance found 'within' Process/reality 
defines actions 'being' initiates while functioning within the concept of Process/reality, 
action, being. Under the metaphysical model of ('being' being separate from being 
'Being'), the annihilation of 'being's' being - action, Process/reality mechanism, destroys 
not only 'being' but the home of 'being', the portion of Process/reality found 'outside' 
'Being'. Under a metaphysical perception of ('being' being separate from being 'Being'), 
the annihilation of Process/reality would destroy actions, 'accomplishments, of 'beings', 
for action exists 'within' Process/reality and without Process/reality, action - being, there 
is no perceived 'being'. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') a complete 
system? Yes, paradoxically it is completed through the process of separation. 

And why is such a system paradoxical? It is paradoxical for two reasons. 

First: It is paradoxical for being - action, Process/reality creates 'being', but without 

'being' no action can take place. 

Second: It is paradoxical for had being - action, Process/reality not always been a 
part of 'Being', 'Being would have had to 'originate' being - action, Process/reality 
without the aid of any being - action, Process/reality. 

Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being'): 

i. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality; being - action, Process/reality 

generates 'being' 

ii. There is no higher directive than submission, obedience, compliance, 

capitulation, surrender, acquiescence, duty, conformity 

Regarding 'being': 

'being's, individuality's, main directive is 'entrance' into 'Being' by whatever means 
possible. 

Regarding 'Being': 

'Being's main directive is transcendence: 'judgement' being the means, the being - 
action, Process/reality by which it will 'allow' 'being' to enter or not enter its self, 
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The metaphysical system: 
A Cartesian Metaphysical system existing 
Separate from 
A non-Cartesian Metaphysical System 
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Metaphysical System #32 
'being' being 'Being' 
'b' is 

being - action, Process reality is 
'B' is 

'b' <z being - action, Process/reality 
being - action, Process/reality c 'B' 

Metaphysical System #32 
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Metaphysical System #32 

Identity through union 

'being' being 'Being' 



Synopsis: 

'being' being 'Being' establishes a metaphysical system, 
'being' exist 

being - action, Process/reality - exists 
'Being' exists 

'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 
being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 
'being' 'within' being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 

Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being 'Being') takes 
when examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. 

("being's relationship to 'Being',) 

i. 'being', individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. 'being', individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 

v. 'being' exists 'within' 'Being' 

Knowledge: 

i. Process/reality - action, being exists. 

ii. Individuality, 'being' exists 

iii. Summation, totality, 'Being' exists 

In this metaphysical system, there is a perceived 'outside' to 'being', there is a perceived 
'outside' to being- action Process/reality, but there is no perceived 'outside' to 'Being'. 
This metaphysical system provides no alternative to 'being's' location, 'being' is 'inside' 
'Being' for there is 'nowhere' else to be, to go, to be sent. 

As the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') unfolds, it leads 'being' to the 
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understanding of 'Being' being the 'creator' of 'being'. 

'Union' 'within' the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') provides the 
understanding regarding the significance of 'being'. 

'being 's ' significance: 

i. 'being' exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. 'being' exists 'within' 'Being' 

iii. 'being' perceives itself as a 'critical aspect of 'Being', totality, summation for 

totality cannot be totality without all its parts. 

iv. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'beings' or as 

individuality determines its action. 

v. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its 

action towards itself as well as towards other 'beings'. 

vi. 'being' perceiving itself as a part, a portion of 'Being', perceives itself as 

'significant' 

vii. 'being' perceiving other 'beings' as a part, a portion of 'Being', perceives others 

as significant 

viii. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself, perceives other 

'beings', being 'significant' to 'Being' itself 

'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is accept its 'potential 
significance' as it, 'being', perceives it to be on an individual bases. As such, 'being' 
strives to fulfill that potential in its own unique, individualistic manner. 

'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is to accept the 'potential 
significance' of other 'beings' on an individual bases. As such, 'being' strives to fulfill 
that potential through the action of granting the individual their own unique individuality, 
granting the individual their own unique uniqueness. 

The significance of 'being' now becomes defined. 

'being's' defined significance: strive to reach its own unique potential in its own unique 
manner. 

Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of all 'being' is 'Being' 

ii. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

iii. 'being' has 'significance' 

iv. 'being' through being - action, Process/reality understands that it has potential 

'significance', meaning, importance to 'Being' 

v. There is no higher directive than to pursue one's 'significance', meaning 

vi. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality; which generates 'being' 

vii. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality which generates 'Being' 

viii. Philosophical label: Abstract Hedonism 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') provides the logic needed to 
prioritize all action 'within' being - action, Process/reality. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') establishes the rationale for the 
elimination of status levels between 'beings' themselves. The lack of a hierarchical status 
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system between 'being' and 'Being' provides the rationale for the elimination of all 
hierarchical systems 'within' being - action, Procdess/reality. 

Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being'), we form an understanding 
regarding the interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, 
Process/reality as well as the interrelationship between 'being's' being and 'Being'. 
Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being'), it is the responsibility of 
'being' to take control of its own individual potential significance and to fully develop 
such potential significance. Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') it is 
understood, all 'beings' are to control their own potential significance for no 'being' is 
able to understand another 'being's potential significance better than that 'being' itself. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how 'being' 
perceives 'Being'. As such it will help to examine three characteristics such a 
metaphysical system could generate from the perspective of 'being' as it functions 
'within' being - action, Process/reality and 'Being'. 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') assigns a 'location' 'within' which 
the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being', 
the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. 

Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being) implies a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being, the 'creator' 
of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. . 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') implies a 'location' 'within' which 
the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is 
confined. Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' 'Being'. 

The metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' establishes the ultimate form of 
significance to 'being'. Within such a system, 'being' becomes a part of 'Being' and in 
fact adds to 'Being's' being. 

• 

Impact: 

'being' being 'Being', defines the location of 'being', 'being' is 'inside'. The location of 
'being' is seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and 
behavioral actions 'within' Process/reality. 

Process/reality, action, being: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1 : Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Process/reality has always existed. 
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The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is 
supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the 
concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an 
option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to 
consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, 
therefore Process/reality, action, being itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, 
an originator. 

The significance of whether option 1 or whether option 2 is correct loses it importance 
within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. Rather, significance finds its 
own significance in the relationship that exists between both 'being', the noun, and 
'Being', the noun, through being, the verb, action, Process/reality itself. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') provides a well-structured 
understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational 
interrelationships between 'being' and its own 'being', and to the rational 
interrelationships between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') establishes: 

Regarding 'Being': 

In essence, 'Being becomes the focus. 

Regarding 'being': 

In essence, 'being' becomes the focus. 
Regarding being: 

In essence, being - action, Process/reality becomes the means. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'potential significance' for both 'being' as 
well as 'Being'. 'Comparisons of one to another', 'relative values' of one to the other, 
lose their perceived significance through metaphysical system of 'union' as opposed to the 
metaphysical system of 'separation'. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for both the state of 'being' and the state of 
'Being'. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for 'being' is growth for being - 
action, Process/reality 'within' which 'being' is 'located provides a means by which 
'being' can do just that, grow. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for 'Being' is growth for being - 
action, Process/reality which is located 'within' 'Being' provides a means by which 
'Being' can do just that, grow. 

Permanent equilibrium cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 
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Decay cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 

Where then is growth understood to be? With the understanding of 'Being's' 
omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is change and change is generated 
by 'being's' being within 'Being's' being. 

Whether growth is a positive or negative action is relative and up to 'being' itself. Does 
growth become directed, influenced by 'Being'? That is not the question of metaphysics 
that is the question of religion, of Ontology. 

'being's' being - action is a part of Process/reality, is 'within', is a part of 'Being' and as 
such affects 'Being' through being - action, Process/reality. Likewise 'Being' containing 
being- action 'within' which 'being' can be found affects 'being' through being - action, 
Process/reality. 

With the concept of 'being' being 'inside' Process/reality there emerges the rationality for 
respect due 'Being' by 'being' and a respect due 'being' by 'Being'. The 'whole' cannot 
be 'a' whole without all its parts and 'a' part cannot be 'a' part without the existence of 
'a' whole 

'being' being 'Being', rationalizes a non-hierarchical system existing between 'Being' 
and 'being', 'being' being 'Being' creates the impetus to establish social systems void of 
hierarchical concepts. 

'Being' becomes defined as the whole as omnipresent, 'being' existing within 
Process/reality, is identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'inside' 'Being', 
omnipresence. Thus, 'being', through location, takes on the perception of having 
significance to 'Being'. Simultaneously 'Being', through location, takes on the 
perception of having significance to 'being', being - action, Process reality becomes the 
intermediary, the means by which the mutual significance is processed. 

'being' takes on the perception of being a part, while 'Being' takes on the perception of 
being all present - omnipresent, all knowing - omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

Within such a metaphysical system, 'being' 'affects' 'Being' and 'being' understands its 
ability to do so. 'Being' evolves from the very fact that it, 'being', exists 'within' 
Process/reality. 

Along with 'being;s' realization of the reasonableness regarding its ability to 'affect' 
'Being' comes the realization of the reasonableness that the part of Process/reality 
'within' which 'being' exists, most likely did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous generation 
does not correspond to the observed laws of Process/reality. 

As such, within the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') 'being' looks to 
'Being' as the 'creator' of Process/reality. This generates the concept of 'Being' 
possessing the capacity for action, 'Being's' being. So it is through the metaphysical 
system of ('being' being 'Being'), an understanding of 'being' being one of possibly 
many means of being 'Being', naturally evolves into the metaphysical system of 'being' 
being 'Being'. 

('being' being 'Being') offers the understanding of 'being' being significant to 'Being'. It 
offers the understanding of the concept of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the 
understanding that all 'beings' will experience timelessness should they 'exit' being for 
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there is 'nowhere' else to go should one leave being - action, Process/reality than into 
'Being' itself. 

As such, 'being', has one responsibility: to fully develop one's potential significance as 
best one is potentially able, as best one, as best 'being' sees their own individual potential 
to be rather than as developing it as 'others', other 'beings' see it to be. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance through being - action, 
Process/reality which is 'within' 'Being', initiates respect for 'beings' between 'beings', 
initiates respect for 'being' towards itself, and initiates respect for 'beings' toward their 
home, the environment, Process/reality. Within the metaphysical model of ('being' being 
'Being'), the annihilation of 'being's' being - action, Process/reality mechanism, does not 
destroys 'being' but rather simply destroys the temporary, the concept of existence 
immersed 'within' time, the home of 'being', Process/reality itself. Within a metaphysical 
perception of ('being' being 'Being'), the annihilation of Process/reality would destroy no 
action, 'accomplishments, of 'beings', for future action exists 'within' Process/reality, but 
past actions are not 'to be' but rather 'are'. Past actions are actions already taken, they 
exist as nouns rather than verbs. Without Process/reality, action - being, future actions 
may not occur but what actions have occurred are no longer in the Process of becoming 
for they already are. As such past actions have moved from being - action, Process/reality 
into being a part of 'Being' itself. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') a complete system? Yes, is 
completed through the process of union, which in this particular system is absent 
paradoxes. 

Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being'): 

i. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. being - action, Process/reality generates 'Being' 

iv. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

v. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

vi. There is no higher directive than to maximize one's own potential significance as 

one sees it rather than as others see it 

Regarding 'being': 

'being's, individuality's, main directive is abstract hedonism: to exist for 'being's' self as 
well as for 'Being's self. 

Regarding 'Being': 

'Being's , main directive is free will: to exist for 'Being's' self as well as for 'being's' 
self. 



The metaphysical system: 



42 



Metaphysical Systems 

A Cartesian Metaphysical system 
Located 'within' 
A non-Cartesian Metaphysical System 

A non-Cartesian Metaphysical System 
Powered by 
A Cartesian System 
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Metaphysical System #32 
'being' being 'Being' 

A Perceptual Shift for 'being' 

'b' c 'B' 



In Non-technical terms: 

Metaphysical System #32 
Symbiotic Panentheism 

A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 
Understanding: 
Why we exist. 
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Metaphysical System #32 
Symbiotic Panentheism: 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 

Synopsis of the Symbiotic Panentheism Series: 
Volume I. You & I Together: Reality and Existence 
Volume II. In the Image of God: Free Will and Determinism 
Volume III. Stepping Up To God: Knowledge and Prophecy 

by Daniel J. Shepard 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts of present 
day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow symbiotic panentheism 
takes when integrated with the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three 
fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to 
the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the 
individual. 

God and Panentheism: 

1. Reality exists. 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 

3. God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our known reality. 

4. God is bigger than reality. 

5. God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge. 

6. God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot create new, 

creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 

7. God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. Panentheism 
accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time 
acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by 
recognizing God's ability to become even more so. 

The Soul and Symbiosis: 

1 . Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 

5. The soul, being within reality which in turn is within God, is a part of God. 

6. The individual is not God. 

7. The individual is a part of God. 

8. Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual and God. 

9. Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 

10. Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience untainted by God's 

knowledge. 

1 1 . Souls can learn and grow. 

12. God can learn through the journey of souls. 
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Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human species, 
the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God and given an importance to God. 
Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the 
soul in a symbiotic relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 

Human Significance: 

1. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of our behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free will to 
assist God in the one thing God cannot do as God - grow. 

6. The soul being God but separated from God (being non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, 
non-omnipotent), has the ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from God. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help God, ourselves, 
become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human significance now 
becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes defined as significant for it 
becomes significant beyond human needs. Human significance now becomes significant to God 
Itself. 

Social Ramifications: 

1. The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of God, a piece of God. 

3. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The soul, a piece of God, is important to and needed by God. 

5. The individual, a piece of God, deserves to be treated with the respect due to God. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems and 
perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical 
system created by humankind for humankind - the hierarchy system created between God and 
humans. It eliminates the status levels between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy 
what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of 
God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the individual and of the 
species to this one way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a philosophical, 
perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for humanity, for the 
individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to God. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is 
our job to see that God grows. We have the free will to determine the direction God grows. This is 
truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity will rise to 
the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, families, and 
individuals could use more human, humane, godly compassion in their journeys. To begin to 
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understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three 
most universally accepted characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

Omniscience: 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, God does not exist 
and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges God's knowledge base over atheism. 
Under pantheism, God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and God has knowledge. 
However, the knowledge has limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, 
whatever that size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's knowledge base over 
pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold that God knows everything that has been 
known, is known or could be known. This places limits on God. Since God knows everything, it 
closes the door on the possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God knows. But whereas 
classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of omniscience and leaves God in a state 
of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes on to expand God's possible knowledge base through 
accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even for God. 
Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the four theisms, only pane 
ntheism assigns the complete characteristic of omniscience to God, for it is the only theism to assign 
the knowledge of how God gains more knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence: 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no size, It has no power. 
God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over the perception of atheism. Within 
pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all the power of our universe and no more, for that is 
all there is. With the concept that God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's power is 
greater than in the case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases God's power by 
stating that God is all powerful; however, it limits God's power to that of Its total power. Under 
classical and traditional theism, God is all powerful but is limited, for It is not powerful enough to 
become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through incorporating the concept 
that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the power to use Its knowledge to become even more 
so. This is not a factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and 
realities - not God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end concepts built into 
universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic concept of beginning-end. Of 
the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omnipotence to God, for it 
assigns the ability and power of God to gain more knowledge. 

Omnipresence: 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is omnipresent, God is infi- 
nitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. God's absence is everywhere. This is 
clearly the smallest form of God. Pantheism enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one 
God and that God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the size of 
reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God over 
pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is greater in size than reality. Classical and 
traditional theism imply, however, that God and reality are separate items from each other. God 
transcends reality. God is everything except reality. 
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Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism purports that God is 
omnipresent. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is everything and thus, there is no place 
for reality to be other than within God Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the 
complete characteristic of omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence 
incorporating all of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond and 
between them. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the expansion of the 
very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God that, in turn, through increased 
awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, in general, wants 
or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only panentheism manages to do so in total. 
Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the 
"symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that 
accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we have 
assigned to God, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is seemingly insignificant, 
but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts for our species, 
society, the environment, and the individual. Understanding the differences between the four basic 
perceptions of a causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic panentheism in 
particular. 

God: 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions around God 
or god. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our knowledge, always 
conceptualized God or a form of God in some sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this 
nugget of the universality of humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? 
The source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to 
identify: either there is a God, an originator, an original force, a source of a beginning, or there is 
not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation a this point in time that 
we cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except reality, 
appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have an identifiable beginning and 
thus, an originator, Creator, God. Another way of saying this is that all things in reality appear to be 
affected by time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, 
most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The second option is 
the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination; in other 
words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that God, an originator, is illogical. 
This thought process would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our observations point. 
It would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that there is no God or 
originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, that there is a God 
to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct observahons and logic. The premise 
that reality had no beginning, that there is no creative originating force, that there is no God, is 
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supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is "possible." 
But not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an original force, a 
source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the concept of reality, where reality fits 
into consciousness, and where humanity, as well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit into 
all of this. In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The picture 
we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will gain 
greater resolution regarding our observations. In the meantime, keep in mind that the Creator of 
reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through time and 
custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn the Creator to be, 
through time and custom, was what we needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. The 
Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort 
in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully accepted 
the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know how to fuse them 
into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that 
very problem without destroying their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or 
traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our 
planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as knowledge 
grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - three choices we can 
comprehend for the state of God. Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an 
unnatural state of being. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent God appears 
to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent enough to become even 
more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. Being tied to a God that exists in a state 
of decline is not a preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our Creator. The only state of 
being we can comprehend for God is that of a growing God. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship between us and 
our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as well be a mutually destructive 
relationship depending upon the actions we take under free will. This is precisely where our 
responsibility lies. We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of God that 
exists. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two possibilities that could 
exist between two identities. Understanding our significance in reality and to its Creator would 
definitely help us understand what actions we, humans with freewill, should take while functioning 
within reality. Our actions affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can 
diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can 
destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very 
essence of God. 

Three Ultimate Paradoxes: 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so. 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already exist. 
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3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these paradoxes 
ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate our irrationality 
into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience does 
not alter or call for the elimination of our rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three 
paradoxes expands our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and 
our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, 
and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down the foundations 
of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these 
concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 

A-theism: Our universe, reality, is alone. 

Pan-theism: Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within 

it. 

Pan-en-theism: Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting for a 
prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, "God is 
significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within realities, humanity, the individual, 
is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the hierarchical 
and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of God and continually 
contribute to God's knowledge and awareness. We create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all 
have an awesome responsibility. 

This Chapter is intended to lay out the generalities of symbiotic panentheism as seen from the 
viewpoint of Metaphysical perception and Metaphysical Models. In essence it is a brief 
examination of the specialty areas of the broad field of Metaphysics. There is no space for the 
detailed rationality for it, nor is there space for the necessary discussion of present or future 
dialectic examinations needed to substantiate its validity. These items, however, are addressed in 
detail in three published volumes analyzing symbiotic panentheism: 

1 . Theoretical Metaphysics: You & I Together: Reality & Existence, 385 pages, 1996, enclosed. 

2. Metaphysical Engineering: In The image Of God: Free Will & Determinism, 224 pages, 
1997, enclosed. (Twelve present and twenty futuristic social and philosophical dilemmas.) 

3. Practical Metaphysics: Stepping Up To God: Knowledge & Prophecy, 400+ pages, to be 
published in Spring, 1998. (The significance of symbiotic panentheism at this point in time.) 
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Abstraction 
Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 



Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 
An open system 

'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 
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The Physical Universe is a Cartesian system: 
Free will 

Humankind loses the concept of centricism. 
'Imperfection' loses its perception of imperfection 

There are things humankind can never know while in the 
physical but... 

Time exists as a physical functionality of matter and energy 
'within' the concrete/physical but... 

The emergence of 'abstract' hedonism 

The understanding of a non-Cartesian system evolves 
'powered' by a Cartesian system 

Social turmoil yields to social rationality 

A closed 'system' limited by infinity 
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Husserl, Hawking, and I 

Preface: a moment for introspection 

I have run this tractate by a respected friend and trusted critic of philosophy. Upon 
reading the title, 'Husserl, Hawking, and I - a Search for Truth ', he looked up, stated 
simply, 'Intriguing ', and then in his own casual manner, set the article aside until he 
would be able to isolate and immerse himself in the article. I proceeded to then leave him 
in his favorite state, a state of quietude where he is able to turn over ideas and examine 
them as he mixes, churns, brews, and ferments them with the ideas of other philosophers. 
Like a cook, he likes to spice the mix with dashes of his own insights and then upon 
completion, dramatically reveal his response much like a painter dramatically revealing 
his latest creation. 

We as a specie are about to step into a new millennium. As such I have always perceived 
philosophy to be symbolically entering a new age. I have viewed myself as being 
fortunate to be one of but a few philosophers in the unique position of bringing our specie 
into this age. As such I have felt a strong obligation to see that philosophy steps into the 
new millennium on a positive note as opposed to the despairing state of existence it 
appears to be wallowing in at the end of the second millennium AD. Seeing myself as one 
of a new breed of metaphysical philosopher, I must admit I was anxious to listen to his 
thoughts regarding the article. So it was, that six days later, upon my urging, he paused, 
mouth half open, and then, as if to be nonchalant, he casually, slowly, and simply 
drawled with his Irish accent, 'so where is the T part? ' 

Considering myself to be an emerging metaphysicians breaking upon the scene of a new 
age, the age of the human specie emerging into the near reaches of space, one would 
think this would be a rather deflating comment. But that would be the response of the 
'old' age philosophers represented by the last of its bred in the likes of Heidegger and 
Wittgenstein. We new philosophers are Einsteinian relativists rather than Newtonian 
immutables. 

As such we see life to be simply a matter of non-judicable actions. We see life as coming 
from an existence of abstraction and proceeding to pass through the 'non-real ' world of 
a concrete universe as we move to reenter the real world of abstraction once again. The 
new age metaphysicians see this journey as two-fold in nature. First as we move beyond 
'life ', we carry with us what we learned on our journey through 'reality ' and secondly we 
leave our perceptions and results of our actions in 'reality 'for others to 'view '. As such 
we see Einstein as having done the same. We see Einstein as having come from 
abstraction. We see Einstein as having touched the 'unreal ' reality of the concrete and 
then move on once again to abstraction. Having come into this universe, what we 
perceive to be our reality, Einstein touched reality and left it changed by his presence. 
And with his passage he left reality changed forever, which in turn would forever change 
the abstraction into which his eternal essence was about to reenter. Through this process, 
Einstein entered, journeyed, and then left this reality and through this process Einstein 
left behind the concept of relativity. Through this process Einstein changed two 
existences. Einstein changed concrete reality and how we perceived it and Einstein 
changed eternal abstraction and what would forever be impacting it. 

Einstein was perhaps the greatest modern day metaphysician for he left behind not only a 
concept of physics but more importantly, he left behind a perception of life. For we 'new 
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age metaphysicians ', Einstein left behind the concept of one 's life, one 's contribution to 
reality, having no more relative value than another. Einstein left behind the 
understanding that no one is capable of judging the relative value of one principle or one 
life over another for the value of one principle or one life may appear to be of more 
significance than another in the short run but in the long run the most prominent of 
fundamental principles or lives cannot survive without its 'lesser ' components. 

And so it is that I myself have thrown the simple comment, 'so where 's the I", in with the 
title of this article in order to allow it to mix, churn, brew, and ferment with the likes of 
greats such as Husserl and Hawking. It was after the cooking was completed that I 
realized where the T was in all of this. 

The T was in the third fundamental, the third principle: Examine the impact. It was for 
this reason that I have included myself. It was for this reason that I inserted the 
statement, the three principles, of the last paragraph of this article. It is because I feel so 
strongly about the third fundamental, 'Examine the impact, ' that I included myself with 
the likes of Husserl and Hawking. 

This is not to say that I have earned a place with Husserl and Hawking. Whether that be 
the case or not is up to others to decide. Rather it is to say that no one 'knows ' if they are 
or are not at one 'level ' or another. No one 'knows ' just what it means to be at one 
'level ' or another. No one 'knows ' what position one 'level ' or another takes relative to 
the others in terms of 'importance ' in the grand scheme of it all. So it is that Einstein and 
his idea of relativism represents the dawning of a new age in philosophy. 

Einstein introduced one of the most interesting and encouraging perceptions we all can 
embrace with optimism, hope, and comfort. It is Einstein 's concept of relativity that 
allows us all to say with a certain sense of conviction, ' ... and just who is to say for sure 
just how significant or insignificant my life and ideas are compared to someone else 's, 
for all things are relative. ' This new perception brings with it the increased sense of 
'equality of all men '. It is this new perception, which forces us into redefining social, 
environmental, and medical priorities 

It is Einstein I perceive to be the father of a new age of metaphysics, an age of relativistic 
philosophy. It is Husserl, with is ideas of, bracketing, reduction, and intentionality that I 
perceive to be the one who has developed the process for creating a universal 
philosophy. It is Hawking I perceive to be the one who defined the characteristics of a 
universal philosophy. And what of myself? Why I simply wish to state that one must not 
forget to 'examine the impact ' after having created a model of such a concept, a 
universal philosophy. 

With that in mind, I now leave you to the article so that you may decide the relative value 
of such a statement, the relative value regarding the principle, 'Examine the impact! ' 
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Introduction 

If we united religion, science and philosophy, what would it offer us? What would if offer us as a 
species? It may provide us with a means of coming to a consensus regarding what it is we believe 
we are and why it is we believe we exist. It was Carl Sagan who best expressed it when he said: 

"We are privileged to influence and perhaps control our future. I believe we have an obligation to 
fight for others, who came before us, and to whom we are all beholden and for all those who, if we 
are wise enough, will come after. There is no cause more urgent, no dedication more fitting then 
to protect the future of our species. Nearly all our problems are made by humans and can be 
solved by humans. No social convention, no political system, no economic hypothesis, no religious 
dogma is more important. " 

The means of developing such a consensus is through the development of a concept defined by 
Stephen Hawking as a 'universal philosophy.' This 'universal philosophy' could be achieved by 
using a process developed by Husserl: using 'bracketing' and applying the process of 'reduction' 
as outlined by Husserl. 'Bracketing' is the process of eliminating any superfluous and irrelevant 
perceptions that are a part of our everyday lives until one is left with life's primary essentials. 
'Reduction' is the process of examining what remains, the primary essentials - to make sense of 
ones 'intentionality'. In short, it is Husserl's development of process that helps us to develop 
Hawking's concept of a 'universal philosophy'. It is the process of 'bracketing' and 'reduction' 
that helps us to formulate answers to the three basic questions: Where are we? What are we? Why 
do we exist? In essence, it is Husserl who has defined the process and Hawking who has named 
the product of that process. 

A search for purpose is in essence a search for a 'universal philosophy' based upon 'truths'. This 
'universal philosophy' - this means of modeling a 'universal ethic' upon which we and all life 
throughout the universe can agree - needs to be found in order to resolve the many socially 
divisive issues we confront as a species. Perhaps more importantly, we need to develop this 
understanding, this model, before we confront other life forms with which we may have decidedly 
differing views. If our species does not put such a consensus in place, we may once again find 
ourselves divided and in conflict. As history has shown over and over again, we will find 
ourselves at war with each other. Once more, we will find one half of our species attempting to 
dominate the other. We will be a divided species attempting to cully favor with differing 
intellectual life forms which we will undoubtedly encounter as we push the limits of our presence 
beyond our earth, to the far reaches of our solar system, our galaxy, and to the very edge of the 
universe itself. To prevent this, we need to develop a 'universal philosophy' capable of supporting 
and embracing all religions, scientific thought, variety of philosophies, and perceptions that we as 
a species have so uniquely developed. Once we have developed such a philosophy, we will need to 
test it. We need to be sure it embraces the uniqueness of the individual, the uniqueness of 
individual perceptions. We need to be sure it unilaterally encourages the concept of creative 
thought and freedom of action. For if a model of a universal philosophy does not take on this 
characteristic of free action and thinking, it can never be considered 'universal'. Once a model of a 
'universal philosophy' has been developed, it can be tested in terms of its validity as a universal 
philosophy by observing the degree of constraint it imposes upon the individual. The less 
constraining the model, the more universal it will be. 
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This process of building a model of a 'universal philosophy' - that will act as a foundation for our 
present perceptions - is in essence a search for truth. Perceptions are concepts we form regarding 
what we understand to be 'truths'. As a species, we appear to have three means of forming what 
we believe to be 'truths': 

a. We form 'truths' based upon what we 'believe'. 

b. We form 'truths' based upon what we 'observe'. 

c. We form 'truths' based upon what we 'reason'. 

For the purposes of this essay we will attempt to focus in upon the most prominent fields of study 
involved with each of these three means we have of developing perceptions. As such, for the 
process of developing: 

a. What we 'believe': we will examine religions. 

b. What we 'observe': we will examine science. 

c. What we 'reason': we will examine philosophy. 

Due to the enormity of each of these fields, we will focus our attention on a particular branch of 
each one. In terms of what we believe (religion), we will concern ourselves with the field of 
ontology. Ontology is the study of what lies beyond the universe, beyond what we perceive as our 
concrete reality. Ontology is the discussion of God but without the presuppositions of established 
religions. It is the study of religion without the dogma, a study of God - the greater Reality - 
within which our universe and reality exists. It could be argued that the most prominent religious 
figure of Ontology is St. Anselm, once an Archbishop of Canterbury. 

In terms of what we observe (science), we will concern ourselves with the field of cosmology. 
Cosmology is the study of our universe, or what we often call our reality. Cosmology is the study 
of what lies beyond 'time' - the study of our universe that lies within time and why it does so. In 
the case of cosmology, it could be argued that the most prominent contemporary figure is Stephen 
Hawking. It is he who gives us an understanding of both the universe and of a 'universal 
philosophy'. 

And finally, in terms of what we reason (philosophy), we will concern ourselves with the field of 
metaphysics. Metaphysics is the study of three entities: the 'individual being', the universe or 
what we call reality and what lies beyond the universe. Metaphysics is the study of how and why 
the 'individual being', the universe, and what lies beyond the universe interact with each other. 
Metaphysics is the study of whether or not all three, or for that matter if any of the three, exist. 
Metaphysics is the study of how and why the three interact, if in fact they do exist. Metaphysics is 
the pondering over the questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? It could be 
argued that Descartes was one of its more prominent figures with his initiation of the concept of 
'knowing', of existing, when he said 'Cogito, ergo sum' (I think, therefore I am). 

Modeling our present perceptions, that we as a species seem to have accepted, is not a difficult 
task. It is, in fact, quite the contrary. The building of such a model will be the focus of this essay. 
But before we begin building the model, there are two basic fundamentals that need to be clarified 
regarding any religious, scientific, or philosophical model we build as an attempt to clarify what it 
is we believe, observe, or reason: 

a. First, models are not meant to be 'absolutes'. 

b. Secondly, as we pass through existence - to experience and learn the model - four points will 
be noted about the model: 
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1 . It will be reinforced by our three means of perception - by what it we believe, observe, 
and reason OR It will need to be changed slightly OR 

2. It will need to change significantly OR 

3. It will need to be totally dismantled and replaced with another model that fits our 
perceptions more accurately. 

But that's for the future. For the present, lets begin to build our first simple model of 'what is' in 
order to understand three questions: Where we are? What we are? Why do we exist? Let's begin to 
build the model that has never before been built. Without the model, we cannot begin to visualize 
the answers to those three questions. We have tried to find the answers but we have never, as a 
species, come to a consensus regarding them. Perhaps using a model will help us resolve these 
issues. Being a visual creature, the building a model appears to be a logical way to proceed. Once 
having built a rough form of the model, we can begin the process of modifying it. And just where 
does all this lead us? It leads us to the beginning of the process. It leads us to looking for the 
material with which we will build the model. 

Building a 'universal philosophy' or 'knowing the mind of God' requires a willingness to take the 
risk of being considered arrogant. It is this willingness to take the risk that allows this essay to be 
created and presented. But just where does one begin the endeavor of building a universal 
philosophy? One begins by finding 'truths' for it is 'truths' which will act as the building blocks of 
the model. We will begin by establishing 'truths' as best we can perceive them to be. And just 
where does one look for 'truths'? We look to where our 10,000 years of traveling this earth has led 
us. We begin where the rivers of blood, pouring out from the veins of our ancestors, seems to be 
taking us as we ride the rapids of violence, subjugation, abuse, and intolerance. We begin by 
following the rivers of blood in the hopes of finally reaching the quiet pools of understanding so 
that we may rest for a while and enjoy each other's company. So, we will begin this journey with 
an examination of what it is we consider to be 'universal truths' in order that we may use these 
truths to build a 'universal philosophy' capable of supporting each of our own particular religious 
beliefs, scientific observations, and philosophical reasoning. And so it is, that we will begin our 
journey with the search for 'truths', in order to find the answer to our three most perplexing 
questions confronting our species: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? And why is it 
that we should seek answers to these questions? It is the answers to these three questions that hold 
the key to why we are such a violent species. With understanding comes change. With 
understanding, we may find a solution, or a significant partial solution, to the problem of abuse. 
No new solution has been brought forward in recent times to significantly reduce abuse within our 
species. Perhaps the construction of a universal model will provide us with the key to a new 
perception of ourselves. This, in turn, may help us to eliminate the abusive acts we inflict upon 
each other and our environment. 

We begin with the process of finding the material with which we can build a model of a universal 
philosophy. We begin with a search for 'truths' using 'bracketing' - the process Husserl developed 
as he initiated the concept of phenomenology. 'Bracketing' is the process of setting aside 
assumptions about things that stem from scientific thinking.' We begin a search for 'truths' using 
bracketing because, as paradoxical as it may seem, by eliminating our observations of what we 
'observe' - the concrete - we are able to focus upon the abstract. This in turn provides us with a 
unique means to use our most prominent sense - our ability to see - in order to find solutions to 
some of our most pressing social problems. 

Once we 'bracket' off our multiple layers of distracting observations, we can begin to use 
Husserl's concept of 'reductionism'. 'Reduction is the act of identifying your own intentionality 
on the way you see things after you have bracketed out the intentionality of science.' This process, 
as defined, was intended to apply to the 'individual' because it was the individual Husserl was 
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considering. But the concept must also be applied to a species for it is the species as a whole that 
represents the summation of the collective of individuals comprising that species. Likewise, the 
concept of reduction must also be applied to all intelligent life forms within a particular universe. 
They also, as a collective, represent a unique collective knowingness within a particular universe 
immersed within what it is immersed within, or as religions put it, immersed within the total 
omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

And this is exactly where a universal philosophy is intended to go. It is intended to provide an 
understanding of where it is we think we are, what it is we think we are, and why it is we think we 
exist as an entity. The more universal the philosophy, the more encompassing it is in terms of what 
it means by the word 'we'. Husserl would say, 'we' means the individual. Therefore, we need a 
philosophy capable of allowing the individual to understand the answer to the three questions. Carl 
Sagan would say that 'we' means the individual within a species. Therefore, we need a philosophy 
capable of allowing the individual as an entity, as well as our species as an entity, to understand 
the answer to the three questions. Hawking would say that 'we' means the individual within the 
species within the universe. Therefore, we need a philosophy capable of allowing the individual as 
an entity, as well as our species as an entity and other intelligent species in the universe, to 
understanding the answer to the three questions. But I would say, 'we' means the individual within 
the species, within the universe within all universes located within the medium embracing the 
infinite universes yet to be discovered by us. Therefore, we need a philosophy capable of allowing 
the individual as an entity, our species as an entity, other intelligent species in the universe as an 
entity, and the summation of all abstraction capable of contemplating its purpose for existing as an 
entity, in understanding the answer to the three questions. 

Whatever level of inclusion we use, the point remains that to build an understanding of 
'intentionality' as Husserl calls it, is in essence nothing other than building a model of a 'universal 
philosophy' as defined by Hawking. To build a model of a 'universal philosophy', we will need to 
quarry - extract from the superfluous - the building materials for our model. It is this very concept, 
which leads us into the substance of this essay. And just what more relevant building material can 
we use for a universal philosophy than 'truth'? For, 'truths' spill not only beyond our own galaxy 
and up to the very boundaries of our universe, but they proceed to erupt through the walls of these 
boundaries and wash over and through the boundaries of other universe as well. 

And just where do we begin to look for the building materials for our model of a universal 
philosophy? Since this model is going to take the term 'universal' literally, we will begin by 
looking for 'universal truths'. 'Universal truths', in this case, are special 'truths' that will provide 
us with answers to questions such as: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? 

Since we are going to attempt to build a model of a 'universal philosophy' that attempts to answer 
such questions, it may help to first examine what it is these questions orient themselves around. 
These questions deal with abstraction as opposed to the concrete. Therefore, it would appear that 
we should look for building material which itself lies in the abstract rather than the concrete. We 
must find abstract materials with which we can build this model. Since we are going to attempt to 
build a model of what is called a 'universal' philosophy of life - a philosophy that reaches beyond 
humankind - we are going to need to find building materials that embrace, yet transcend 
humankind. 

At this point, questions begin lighting up like stars in the sky. Perhaps the most pointed question to 
be heard above the din of shouts and protests is, 'Just what abstracts can we find which we can be 
fairly certain embrace us as humans yet transcend our species? What 'truths' can we find which 
reach not only to the boundaries of our universe but beyond these very boundaries?' 

Stephen Hawking helped us to understand what we are to look for when he said: 



61 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

'If we do discover a complete (unified) theory (of the universe) it should in time be understandable 
in broad principle by everyone, not just a few scientists. Then we shall all, philosophers, scientist, 
and just ordinary people, be able to take part in the discussion of the question of why it is that we 
and the universe exist. If we find the answer to that, it would be the ultimate triumph of human 
reason for then we should know the mind of God. ' 

This seems to be such an arrogant endeavor. How can we, as mere mortals, ever assume to be 
'able to know the mind of God'? This is what has acted as an invisible barrier separating us as 
humans from what we have always wanted to know. This attitude - this fear of being arrogant - is 
what has always made us shy away from the wonderful potential generated by the building of a 
model of a 'universal philosophy', building a model of the 'mind of God'. So, the question now 
becomes, Can we ever 'know' truths? Can we ever know the 'mind of God? 

We do not know what 'truths' are. This may sound contradictory to what has just been laid out, 
but it is not. Rather it is simply being truthful and after all how could we begin the study of truths 
on a basis of being anything other than that? And so it is that we must begin by conceding that we 
cannot 'know' truth to be 'fact'. Rather, we must concede that we can only define 'truths' as best 
we can and then proceed from there. 

There are three means we use to understand ourselves, our universe, and what lies beyond our 
universe. 



1. First, we form perceptions of what we call 'truths' based upon observation. One of the 
most prominent fields of observation is science. 

2. Second, we form perceptions of what we call 'truths' based upon reason. One of the most 
prominent fields of reason is philosophy. 

3. And thirdly, we form perceptions of what we call 'truths' based upon beliefs. One of the 
most prominent fields of belief is religion. 

Within these three fields, we will attempt to find 'truths' that most of us can agree upon as being 
'truths'. Once we've defined these 'truths' as best we can, we will use them to construct 'a' model 
capable of answering the three questions. We will build this model because it is the model itself 
that will lead us to understanding how we are to interact with each other. It is the model that will 
lead us to the means of solving socially divisive debates. It is the model that will assist us in 
understanding how to assist others as they attempt to defend themselves against abuse from others. 
It is the model that will help us understand how we are to defend ourselves against abuse we allow 
others to inflict upon our own journeys. In fact, it is the model that will help us understand how we 
are to defend ourselves from ourselves - help us to understand how we are to defend ourselves 
from committing abuse to our own bodies and journeys. 

One of the characteristics of a universal philosophy, as defined by Stephen Hawking, is that the 
concepts be understandable by all. As such, we will use the 'bracketing' of Husserl and shuck 
away all the aspects of science, philosophy, and religion until we have nothing left but one truth 
from each means of perception. As we reduce science, religion, and philosophy to their simplest 
single elements, we must be certain to leave standing a truth: 'a' 'truth' that is simple and basic. 
For it is only by keeping the 'truths' simple that we, as a species, will be able to come to a 
consensus as to their being 'truths'. And it is only through consensus that we can declare 'truths' 
to be 'truths' for by definition 'truths' are what we, as a species, perceive them to be. There will be 
no denying that these 'truths' may be refutable. On the other hand, to refute the 'truths' we choose 
would place us into an entirely different mind set than that which we have historically been 
oriented. 
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The truths we use to build a 'universal philosophy' must themselves be 'universal', even inter- 
galactic, if they are to be the building blocks for not only our galaxy but for other galaxies as well. 
As a side point, if we are going to expend the effort to find 'truths' to build a 'universal 
philosophy', we may as well extend our vision of 'truths' to include other universes as well. It 
most likely will only be a matter of time before we conclude that such universes exist. This 
approach may seem to be an unnecessary expenditure of energy at this point but it would save us a 
lot of time and effort later. 

We must remember to keep the number of 'truths' we wish to define to a minimum in order to 
keep the model simple. The fewer the number of 'truths' we use for our model the more basic the 
model will be. Simplicity is the key to building models of anything new and different. 

I. Husserl: Find the materials for a universal philosophy 

> Truths: the building materials for a Universal Philosophy 

From philosophy - what we reason - comes the first building block for the model of a universal 
philosophy: 

Truth One: You Exist 

It is philosophy that leads the way in terms of this 'truth', not religion or science. It is reason, over 
even faith and observation that provides us with the greatest assurance that we exist. Without you, 
without your existence, nothing has relevance to you. This perception applies equally to all other 
individuals as well. Like you, if they did not exist, nothing would have any meaning, any 
relevance for them. Some would say, T can't accept this, God is more important than I am.' This 
is a terrific altruistic position but the fact of the matter is that without your existing, God would 
have no meaning, no relevance for you. Without your existing, for you, God would not exist. 
Without your existing your altruistic defense of God would not even be taking place in terms of 
your participating in this discussion. You come first not because you want it that way but because 
without you God is dead to you. An interesting side point here is that if there is no eternal life, if 
you have no 'soul', which continues after your death, then for you God dies when you die. 

If this concept of God dying is first applied to other individuals before yourself and these 
individual bits of knowing are removed from the whole - one at a time - through death until 
nobody is left but you, then if the fundamental concept of death is applied to you, no knowing or 
knowledge remains. Once this process is implemented, the destruction of all knowing - 
omniscience, God by definition, God by the only means religiously, scientifically, or 
philosophically by which we can understand God - is gone. God no longer exists. 

Your existence is a basic premise of philosophy. This concept is supported by our basic ability to 
reason, the basic premise of Philosophy put forward by Descartes, which says you exist - T think 
therefore I am.' Without you there is no significance to you. 

This concept is supported by basic observations, the basic premises of science, which 
demonstrates to us through what you observe that you can see you exist. Science - a second 
fundamental means we have of developing perceptions - confirms your existing through the 
process of observation. Without you, the study of the universe (science- knowledge) has no 
significance to you. 
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'You exist.' is further supported by our basic beliefs, the basic premises of religion. The 
centerpiece of religion is the interrelationship between you and God: the soul and God. Without 
you, there is no relationship between you and God. Religion, a third means we have of developing 
perceptions, confirms your existence, through the process of faith, to be a 'truth'. 

You play a vital, an irreplaceable role in religious perceptions pertaining to the relationship 
comprised of yourself and God. You play a vital, an irreplaceable role in the scientific 
observations pertaining to the interactions that occur between yourself and the universe. And 
lastly, you play a vital, an irreplaceable role in philosophical reasoning pertaining to the 
reasonableness of it all. 

It would appear that you exist. It would appear that without this 'truth', without this cornerstone, 
nothing would have any significance to you. As such, it would appear that one must start with this 
'truth' as one of the three basic building blocks for a universal philosophy. One must start with the 
concept of self in order for anything, concrete, abstract or otherwise, to make sense to you. 
Without 'self knowing', nothing - not even God - would appear to have any significance to you, 
the individual. Philosophy, science, and religion all confirm the significance of the first 'truth': 
you exist. All three appear to agree with this 'truth'. There is no doubt one could spend hours 
debating whether or not this is the 'first' truth. But, that is not the point. The point is that all three 
means we have of developing perceptions of 'truths' appear to agree that 'you existing' is a 'truth' 
and as such we can now proceed to use this 'truth' as one of our building blocks for a universal 
philosophy. 

From science - what we observe - comes the second building block for the model of a universal 
philosophy, universal ethics: 

Truth Two: The Universe Exists 

It is science that leads the way in terms of this 'truth', not philosophy or religion. It is observation 
over even reason and faith that provides us with the greatest assurance that the universe exists. 
Without accepting this basic truth as a fundamental truth for a universal philosophy, we have few 
building blocks with which to work and an independent location for your existence would be 
questionable. One can build a model using one type of material but it would appear that there is 
more to our existence than just you. 

The existence of the universe is a basic premise of science. We see the universe and we experience 
the universe. Science is unsure of the nature of the universe, but believes the universe exists 
nevertheless. Even if the universe was created out of nothing science would still supports the 
'truth' of 'the universe exists'. Science, through its present day fundamental principles, 
acknowledges the concept of the abstractness of a concrete universe. Science has recently been 
exploring the idea of the universe having been initiated from a 'primal atom' but has not yet 
speculated beyond this point as to the origination neither of the primal atom nor of what it is the 
primal atom would be immersed within. Science has acknowledged the existence of the universe 
by the very fact that it is the understanding of universe - through the process of observation, the 
concept that seeing is believing - for which science was established. It is the fact that we can 
observe the existence of the universe that the existence of the universe appears to be one of the 
most basic 'truths' of science, a 'truth' that may prove to be more illusionary than concrete, but a 
'truth' nevertheless. 

The concept of 'the universe exists' is supported by philosophy - reason - rationality. It seems 
almost as reasonable to conclude that there is a place for your existence, your 'knowing' to travel 
as it seems reasonable that you exist. 
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It is further supported by religions which profess the concept of creation, supports the significance 
of the soul as it travels throughout the universe, journeys, supports the essence of the individual 
and the relationship it must, does, and should have with God. 

The summation of the net forces, the vectors of action, actions and reactions of the universe may 
produce a net summation of '0' with the resultant net effect of reducing the concept of time to 
nonexistence. But who are we to deny the concept of the existence of the universe as a means of 
our existence being able to experience, gain in awareness, expand our concept of 'knowing'? Who 
would be so bold as to deny the belief we have, the obvious observations we make, the rationality 
of, the second apparent 'truth', the universe exists. 

Who would refute what science, religion, and philosophy all appear to agree upon; the universe 
exists. They may not all agree the universe was created, or the universe was formed from 
'nothingness' or the universe will dissolve into 'nothingness'. But they all, for the most part, agree 
that the universe exists. 

From religion, what we believe, comes the third building block for the model of a universal 
philosophy, universal ethics: 

Truth Three: Causation Exists 

It is religion, which leads the way in terms of this 'truth', not science or philosophy. It is what we 
believe, faith, over even observation and reason which provides us with the greatest assurance that 
Causation, God, exists. It is religion which began the process of thinking in terms of the earth, 
man, woman, animals, the firmaments themselves as having been 'created', initiated by a 'force' 
which they proceed to name. 

The existence of Causation is a basic premise of religion. Strip away the dogma of religions and 
they all say basically the same thing. God/Causation/the Causative Force exists. They all embrace 
the concept of creation. They all embrace the concept of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. Some would say atheism rejects this idea, but atheism simply rejects the existence 
of a 'Supreme Being', 'popular' gods, what they call 'superstitions' of religion. Atheism does not 
necessarily disregard the concept of a beginning to the universe as such, to the universe being 
immersed within 'something', there being an outside to the universe. But this is another topic for 
later discussions. The point is that religion leads the way in the perception of their existing an 
outside to our universe - a causation to the initiation to our universe: to Causation. 

The concept of causation for our universe existing is supported by science. Its theories: our 
universe originating from an explosion, our universe originating through the process of the 
'bulging off from the original universe, our universe existing as one of many levels of potential 
vacuums. Whatever the case, the basics are the same - each goes back to an origination or 
beginning. This implies something existed before the origination of the universe. Our universe is 
filled with the concepts of beginning/end. Our universe appears to be immersed within time or 
time within the universe. As such, we are constantly confronted with the concept of all things 
originating at some point. We find it difficult to disregard the implications that 'time' persistently 
confronts us with, what we observe, that the universe had a beginning and as such 'something', we 
will call it 'Causation', exists. 

'Causation existing' is further supported by Philosophy; 'Causation existing' is a reasonable 
assumption. It is so reasonable that to speculate otherwise leaves one at a complete loss as to 
discussing the questions that have been haunting our species since before we can remember. 
Without the concept of the Causation existing, arguments, debate and speculation comes to a 
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standstill regarding any attempt to reason out answers to the questions regarding where the 
universe is, what we are and why do we exist? 

Once one takes away the first 'truth' - the concept of your existence, and takes away the second 
'truth', the existence of our universe, and the third 'truth', the existence of origination, the 
summation of 'knowing, the summation of abstraction, then there is literally nothing left to talk 
about or discuss. Once one eliminates these three 'truths', and the very possibility of the three 
'truths', there is nothing left of which we have any comprehension whatsoever. Once one 
eliminates these three 'truths', all rational, and for that matter irrational discussion ceases. 

Regardless of how many levels of the universe there are, mirror images, parallel or sister universes 
or sets of universes, or dimensions we discover we still come back to the concept of origination, 
causation. Regardless of how many levels of the universe there are, we still come back to the third 
'truth', Causation exists. 

All three of our means of perception appear to be saying the same thing. You exist. The universe 
exists. Causation exists. It is by using these 'truths' that we can find the same answers regarding 
the three questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? 

II: Hawking: Build a model of a universal philosophy using the materials at hand 

> A model of a Universal Philosophy built upon a foundation of truths 

Using the concept of 'bracketing' Husserl introduced, we are able to shuck away the superfluous 
and nonessential perceptions cluttering up our thoughts as we attempt to understand our purpose 
for existing. Through the process of 'bracketing', we have been able to pare down the essentials of 
existing to three 'truths': you exist, the universe exists, and causation exists. We can now use 
Husserl' s process of 'reduction' to examine what it is these truths tell us in regards to our 
intentionality, our purpose for existing. In short we can, using a second process Husserl 
established - 'reduction' - move from these 'truths' to building a concept of Hawking's, that of 
modeling a universal philosophy. In this case, the process follows the progression outlined by 
three questions: Where are we? What are we? and finally, Why do we exist? 

Where are we? Placement: We are 'within' the whole 

There are only three parts of the puzzle we are going to examine in this essay: you exist, the 
universe exists, and the whole, origination, Totality, the initiating force, the causative force, 
causation exists. In the first section, we began with philosophy. In this section, we will begin with 
religion. 

Religion, science, and philosophy all concur with the concept: if the whole exists and the whole is 
the entirety of all things, we and the universe are a part of the whole. We are a part of Totality. 
Since we are calling this 'whole', this Totality, Causation - let's examine the statement that all 
three forms of perception: what we observe (science), what we reason (philosophy) and what we 
believe (religion) concur with the concept that we are inside Causation. As we do so, let's keep in 
mind that Totality is nothing less than what religion defines as 'the' initiating Force, 'the' Creator, 
'the' Causative force of our universe and everything which lies within it, including ourselves. As 
we begin this process, let's not overlook the concept that whatever force created 'our' universe 
would be quite capable of creating other universes. Keep in mind that whatever concepts we apply 
to our universe in terms of 'universal' philosophies, 'universal' ethics are not truly 'universal' 
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unless they apply not only to our universe but to other universes as well. So, let us begin with the 
most obvious, the most vocal, the most influential proponent of the concept of Causation. 

We will begin with the proponent of Causation, which has renamed Causation with a term that has 
become the sore point of both science and philosophy. Let's begin with the field of perception that 
has given Causation the name 'God' and used this name as a rallying cry for impacting the world. 
We will begin with the oldest of the three means we use to develop perceptions of ourselves. We 
will begin developing a model of what we perceive to be, by examining what we believe, through 
faith, through religion to be true. 

Let's examine what appears to be a 'primary' truth of religion, which in turn appears to be 
supported by both science and philosophy. The 'truth': Totality exits. Once we have done this, 
let's examine one of the characteristics of this 'truth'. Let's examine a characteristic of Totality 
that all religions appear to be unwilling to discard, the characteristic of omnipresence. After doing 
so, lets see how science and philosophy both support such a concept through their development of 
the very primary principles, the very foundation upon which they have allowed themselves to be 
built: observation and reason. 

The foremost proponent of the primary characteristic of Totality being omnipresent is religion. 
Religion begins its discussion and definition of a Causative Force as being the three forms of 
omni- (all): the all presence, omnipresence within which all knowledge, omniscience, and all 
power, omnipotence resides. Granted the order of the three Omni's could be debated but that is not 
the focus of this essay. 

If a total summation of presence is later shown to be false, then what? Then religion will tackle 
that problem when it gets to it. If it becomes necessary to change the concept of 'the whole' 
because our understanding of our universe changes - if we 'prove' our existence and the existence 
of our universe is significantly different than we presently perceive it - then at that point we may 
have to alter our model of what we perceive God to be. Our perception, the issue of the existence 
of the 'whole', may in the future prove to be incorrect but this is no reason for our hesitating to 
understand why we exist based upon what we know at this point in time. 

Science supports the characteristic of the first 'truth' - omnipresence tailored by the perception of 
what we believe religion. Our observations indicate there exists a universal fundamental principle 
to our universe. This principle embraces the idea that within this part of our universe, symmetry is 
the rule. As such we assume that this principle also applies to the rest of the universe. By applying 
this concept, to the universe as a whole, one can, through physics, formulate some interesting 
perceptions regarding the composition of the universe in terms of its location. 

Symmetry implies matter has its counterpart, anti-matter, which we know to exist. Symmetry 
implies energy has its counterpart, anti-energy, which we have not yet found to exist. These four 
concepts, matter, anti-matter, energy, and anti-energy allow for the speculation of our being in one 
of four parallel universes. This in turn allows for the scientific speculation of there being a myriad 
of such four leaf clover universes within Totality. The scientific concept of symmetry 
demonstrates a logical means by which the universe could be dissolved into 'nothingness' which 
in turn explains, in simplistic terms, the process of constructing universes from 'nothingness. The 
point is that scientific reason demonstrates that the universe may very well lie within 'something' 
and that the universe may very well have been initiated from nothing by a 'force' of some type 
(science has long ago discarded the concept of creation through the process of 'spontaneous 
combustion'). 
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Science also implies that the summation of all vectors and their opposites equals zero - 'nothing', 
for every action there is an opposite and equal reaction. Once again, science implies a sense of 
'nothingness' to our universe. 

The connection of the universe possibly evolving out of nothingness does not stop here. Science 
speaks using a language we call mathematics. Set theory, one aspect of mathematics, presents 
perhaps the most understandable form of science that we can use to demonstrate the concept of an 
omnipresent existence beyond our universe. By placing a dot, you, within a sphere, the universe, 
and the sphere within a cube, Totality, one can picture omnipresence. But one may argue, 'there is 
an outside to the cube. This is true, but remember the definition of Totality, of God, is simply the 
'greatest thing of which we can conceive'. Since we cannot at this point in time conceive of 
anything beyond the cube, the cube remains our perception of God, Causation, Totality, the 
location within which our universe lies. 

It is science that has lead us to the understanding of an 'outside' to our universe. It is science that 
has expanded our perception of our universe having a limit. It is science that has expanded the 
concept of God from being the whole of the universe to being the whole of all universes and 
whatever it is they lie within. It is science that expands the concept of God as defined by St. 
Anselm, by ontology. It was St. Anselm, a man canonized by the largest religious organization in 
the world, who defined: 

'God is that, the greater than which cannot be conceived.' 

And so it is that science has expanded the size of God, of causation, of Totality to include what 
lies beyond the universe. In fact, it is science that has expanded the concept of Totality to include 
all the universes that exist in addition to what it is these universes lie within. 

If any of these perceptions are ever shown to be false, then what? Then science will tackle that 
problem when it gets to it. Understanding that we may actually learn the laws of nature change as 
one enters different parts of the universe is not perceived by scientists to be a likely event. Should 
this event occur, then science will have to modify its perception of the model of the universe. 
Likewise, we may have to change and modify the model we create of a universal philosophy. That 
is why it is called a 'model. 

Philosophy - reason, also supports the characteristic of the first 'truth' - omnipresence, Totality, 
supplied by the perception of what we believe. 

It is philosophy that takes St. Anselm's definition of God, Totality and expands it even further 
than science. By definition, God is the greatest thing of which we can conceive. What greater 
entity can we conceive of, at this point in time, than the summation of the whole, omnipresent (an 
all present)? As such, it is unreasonable to discuss an outside to an omnipresent entity for by 
definition it does not exist. 

And if there is no 'outside' to this omnipresent entity, it is unreasonable to discuss this entity 
'creating' a 'universe' outside itself. Therefore, there would be no reasonable location to place the 
universe being 'created' than 'within' this entity, this existence defined as an omnipresent being 
for by definition this entity has no outside. 

Reason, philosophy, would say there can be no outside to 'everything'. But reason goes even 
further than this. Reason would say that if we define Totality to be the summation of all things of 
which we can conceive, then this implies there are things of which we cannot conceive. As such, 
we have conceived of the inconceivable; we have acknowledged the inconceivable might in fact 
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exist. Our being able to conceive of this very concept places all inconceivable concepts within the 
definition of Totality, of the summation of all things, of Omnipresence. 

All this implies that we must be a part of the whole or the whole is not the whole. This implies that 
you and I, the universe, has no place else to be but within the whole. In short, religion, science, 
and philosophy all imply that we are within Totality, within God. 

If the perceptual understanding of 'the whole', omnipresence, is later shown to be false, then 
what? Then philosophy will tackle that problem when it gets to it. If philosophy resolves the issue 
by proving the concept of reason and rationality changes as one enters different parts of the 
universe, then philosophy will have to change its understanding of the universe, change its 
understanding of existence, of what it is you and I are located within. At this point, we may have 
to change and modify the model we create of a universal philosophy. That is why it is called a 
'model'. 

Religion, Science, and philosophy: all saying the same thing, that the concept of the 'whole' - of 
something greater than the universe within which the universe could reside, is a believable, 
mentally observable, reasonable concept. 

What are we? - Placement generating definition: We are a part, a piece of Causation, God 

We as a species have never before been able to come to a consensus, religiously, scientifically, or 
philosophically of defining what it is we believe we are. It is for this reason we will place 
philosophy in the position of molding, of defining, what it is we think we are. We will do this in 
the hopes of being able to reach a consensus regarding this question. 

Religions have attempted to find the answer to the question, What are we? but religions have been 
unable to come to a consensus with each other. Science has attempted to answer this question but 
has been unable to come to a consensus with religions and philosophies. 

Philosophy has the ability to use reason to fuse what we believe with what we observe. It is the 
process of using all three of our means of forming perceptions, observations fused with beliefs 
using reason, that creates the potential for this model to be 'a' model of a universal philosophy. It 
is the ability of reason to unite the age-old concepts of faith with our new ability to assess what it 
is we observe that provides the potential for the building of a universal philosophy called 
'symbiotic panentheism'. It is the building of this model that can then act as the starting point for 
the development of a universal philosophy for our species. 

Philosophy, metaphysics, acknowledges the concept of the three 'truths': you exist, the universe 
exists, and Totality exists. The concept of a universal philosophy is no stranger to metaphysics. 
Metaphysics has long sought to bring our species to an understanding of itself through its 
discussion of the individual, the universe, and what lies beyond the universe. 

Philosophy implies that if we can conceive of a 'whole', a summation of everything of which we 
can conceive and of everything of which we believe, we will ever be able to conceive, including 
the summation of independent as well as parallel universes. In addition, philosophy implies the 
whole includes in its summation everything we as individuals will never be able to conceive of. 
This concept is nothing other than what religions have long professed, the concept of the whole as 
described by their use of the terms: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. This concept is 
nothing other than what science has long professed, the concept of the whole as described by its 
use of the set theory term: the universal set. 
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Location provides the means of defining what we are. The rationality of philosophy - 'I think 
therefore I am.' (The first 'truth' - you exist) then moves on to become, 'and if I 'am' then just 
what am I?' 

So far in this essay three 'truths' have been established as the building blocks for our model: you 
exist, the universe exists, and Causation or the 'whole' exists. In this section we will be referring 
to Causation as the 'whole'. We are going to leave the concept of personality and degree of 
interaction often associated with the 'whole' out of this section of our discussion. We are not 
going to discuss the degree of interaction between the 'whole' and it's parts within this discussion 
because such discussions complicate the issue and move us out of Husserl's concept of bracketing. 

If we are within Causation, within God, within the 'whole', then reason would suggest that we are 
a part of the 'whole'. Reason would suggest the 'whole' couldn't be 'whole' without you or 
without me. 

Reason would suggest we are a part of what it is we are a part of. Philosophy gives us a clue: the 
whole is equal to the sum of its parts. Some would contend this is mathematics, but in this case we 
are speaking about a point of perception. There appears to be no other alternative more reasonable 
other than we are a part of the 'whole'. 

Although there may not 'appear' to be a more reasonable alternative for our perception of what it 
is we are, there may be one, and if we are going to build a universal philosophy, a universal ethic 
based upon a model, we must not rush to a conclusion. We have an obligation to closely inspect 
such a model and eliminate all possible and more plausible models before we come to a 
consensus. 

So it is that through philosophy, through reason, we conclude that we are a part of the 'whole'. We 
conclude through reason, philosophy that the whole, Totality, is what it is because we are a part of 
it. Take us away from it, take yourself out of the whole and the whole is no longer the whole, it 
becomes a different entity. 

And just what is so important about our understanding the answer to the question, what are we? 

We are perhaps the only species on earth that is what it 'thinks' it is. We take action based upon 
what it is we think we are. 



1 . If we think we are superior to others we act superior and abuse others. 

2. If we think we are inferior to others we allow others to abuse us. 

3 . If we think we are a superior race we act accordingly as demonstrated by the KKK and 
the Nazis. 

4. If we think we are God's voice, we act as such as demonstrated by the Inquisition and 
Bosnia turmoil. 

5 . If we think we are animals, we act as animals as demonstrated by our actions in the 
Sudan and the settling of the Americas. 



The concept of a model defining what we are, which is part of the process of developing a model 
of a 'universal philosophy', is extremely important. Our history of abusive behavior, of inhumane 
behavior has been long and vicious. Each outbreak of vicious behavior was entrenched within a 
perception we had of ourselves. We may not have verbalized it officially but we believed in our 
perceptions and we acted accordingly. The same is true of our humane behaviors, the ones with 
which we are proud to be associated. 
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A universal philosophy model must not forget to examine both forms of behavior, the 'good' and 
the 'bad'. In the case of the model of a universal philosophy being developed, a model called 
symbiotic panentheism, the model molds itself in such a way that the positive behaviors are not 
excluded by it. On the other hand the negative ones are significantly reduced. (As a side point: it 
must also be recognized that part of the process of defining the terms 'positive' and 'negative' 
behavior are relative terms and a model of a universal philosophy includes an implied definition of 
what 'positive' and 'negative' mean for our species.) 

A universal philosophy we come to accept as individuals within a species and therefore as a 
species, has the potential to generate major repercussions for ourselves as well as others we may 
meet as we begin our exploration of outer space. A universal philosophy has the potential to 
generate major repercussions because it generates perceptions regarding what it is we think we are 
which in turn generate actions, which generates reactions, which generate the social ambiance 
within which we all become immersed. 

Religions lead the way regarding where it is we appear to be located: we are in the whole. Reason 
and observation, philosophy and science appeared to support religion in regards to this concept. 

Philosophy leads the way regarding what it is we are. Reason would appear to imply that we are a 
part of what we are a part of. We are a part of the 'whole', a part of Totality. 

Religion has long supported this concept through its fundamental belief in the idea of 
Omnipresence, the whole being literally the Whole, the total of what is, the idea of Omniscience, 
the summation of all knowledge being within the Whole. This implies that you are within the 
'whole'. After all, how can something be 'all' knowing, be the total summation of knowledge 
without containing your 'knowing', your knowledge, your experiences? This would imply your 
having nowhere else to be but within the Whole and thus a part of the Whole, a piece of the 
Whole. 

If religion stands by its concept of omnipresence and omniscience, then religions and we have 
little option, in terms of reason, but to include ourselves as a part of this whole, a piece of this 
Totality. 

Religions would have to concur with philosophy and conclude that we are a part of the Whole 
regardless of what words you use to name the Whole. 

The concept of our being a part of what it is we are a part, our being a part of the Whole within 
which we lie, is further supported by science. This all sounds so complicated so let's use the 
genius of science, the concept of building models to build several pictures of what this looks like. 
In other words, let's build a picture to demonstrate what it is we are saying up to this point. 

Picture One 

It is science, through the language of mathematics, which stressed the concept that the whole is 
equal to the sum of its parts. 

It is science that now believes our universe is not the 'end all' and 'be all' of the Whole. A model 
of such a concept would place a point representing you or I or anyone for that matter, within a 
sphere representing our universe as we perceive it to be today and as we may in the future perceive 
it to be. The sphere in turn would then be placed in a cube which would representing the Whole - 
everything we can conceive of today and everything we could possibly conceive of in the future 
and everything of which we are incapable of conceiving. 
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With this drawing, we become a part of the 'Whole'. This is a pictorial drawing of the model we 
are building. There is a Greek term for this perception. It is called Pan (all) en (in) theism (God, 
Causation, but in this section we said we would use the word the 'Whole') - Panentheism (as a 
side point: this term is often confused with the term Pantheism but is in fact a radically different 
concept.) 

Picture Two 

It is science, through set theory, which says the element is a subset of the universal set. The 
number three lies within the set of base ten numbers and without the number three many things 
cannot be done. Without the number three: you cannot add two plus one. Without the number 
three you cannot divide six by two. Without the number three, a couple cannot expand to become 
a family of three. 

It is science, through model building, which begins to shed light upon the concept that perhaps we 
are not an insignificant part of reality. It is science that shows us that we may be significantly 
important to what lies beyond our reality. It is science through its ability to build models which 
sheds light upon the idea that there is no such thing as insignificance, that no one of us is 
unimportant to the whole for the whole is not what it is without us. It is science through its ability 
to draw pictures, make models, which begins to help us understand what reason, philosophy, is 
telling us regarding where we are and what we are. And it is the understanding of these questions, 
which will lead us to understanding why we exist. 

Finding the answer to this third question, why do we exist, is the reason for this essay and it is the 
process of bracketing and reductionism developed by Husserl that leads to the answer. It is the 
process of model building which allows us to picture our purpose that in essence is a picture what 
Hawking called a 'universal philosophy'. Once we establish an acceptable answer to this question, 
why do we exist? we will begin to understand the significance of not only ourselves, but also 
begin to understand the significance of those around us. It is the answer to the question, 'Why do 
we exist?' which will provide us with a directional signal our species can use as we disperse as a 
species throughout our universe. 

Philosophy, religion, and Science - what we see, what we believe, what we reason, all appear to 
be saying the same thing 

Philosophy: we are a part of the greater whole - Total abstraction 
Religion: we are a part of the greater whole - Original causation 
Science: we are a part of the greater whole - Climax ecosystem 

It may very well be that universes lie within the total, within the 'Whole'. If this is the model we 
are going to use, we know we are in one of those universes. Interesting questions now surface. If 
our universe is just one of many, than what's in the others? That question is for another time, 
another discussion. Right now, we need to move ahead. We have built a sample model out of the 
three perceived 'truths', you exist, the universe exists, and causation exists. The model we built 
was one of your being within the universe which in turn was within the 'whole'. 

The three truths, you exist, the universe exists, and the 'whole' exists, have lead us to the 
conclusion that we are inside the whole and are thus a part of the whole, a piece of the whole. This 
concept is summed up by the Greek term, panentheism. Where we are and what we are now lead 
us to the third question, 'Why do we exist?' It is here that the model introduces the second 
fundamental implied by it: the concept of panentheism being accompanied by symbiosis. 
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Many exciting and mind boggling questions flood the mind at this point but we are here for a 
reason and that is to examine a 'universal philosophy' model; symbiotic panentheism in particular. 
This essay has a direction and we must stay on task or lose sight of the purpose we have set up. 
The purpose of this essay is to examine the new concept of developing a 'universal philosophy' 
using the process of bracketing and reductionism. Therefore, it is time to examine what this model 
would imply concerning the question, Why do we exist? 

Why do we exist? Definition generating purpose. Parts of the Whole growing the Whole - 
Symbiosis 

Religion took the point position regarding the question, Where are we? 

Philosophy took the point position regarding the question, What are we? 

Science, therefore, will take the point position regarding the question, Why do we exist? 

Science likes to get straight to the point. Since this section will be lead by science lets do the 
same: 



Symbiosis: An interaction between individuals of different species (symbiants) . The term 
symbiosis is usually restricted to interactions in which both species benefit but it may be 
used for other close associations such as 'commensalism. Many symbiosis are obligatory 
(i.e. the participants cannot survive without the interactions: for example, a lichen is an 
obligatory symbiotic relationship between an alga or a blue green bacterium and a 
fungus. ' 

- Oxford Concise Science Dictionary - third edition 

Again questions break out with a flurry, but we cannot address them at this point. We are on a roll 
and must move ahead with all due speed. We are so close to answering the question, 'Why do we 
exist?' 

This particular model takes three truths and then proceeds to use them to define our location, 
Where are we? We are inside the 'whole'. From this understanding of where we are comes an 
understanding of what we are. We are a part of the 'whole'. We are a piece of the 'whole', a piece 
of causation, a piece of abstraction, a piece of the all presence, a piece of the all knowing. We 
might as well say it at this point; the model would say we are a piece of God. 

So what does this have to do with symbiosis? It is panentheism - lead by religion and supported by 
science and philosophy - which defines our location. It is panentheism, led by philosophy and 
supported by religion and science, which defines what we are. 

But it is within the model of 'symbiotic panentheism', symbiosis, and lead by science and 
supported by philosophy and religion that defines our purpose. 

It is appropriate for science to take the lead regarding the question: Why do we exist? This is 
perhaps the most difficult question for a model of a universal philosophy to address. Science, with 
its expertise in creating models, science with its expertise in creating visual depictions of 
interactive dynamics that take place between and within systems, caters to our strongest means of 
understanding. It is sciences, which caters to our means of understanding complex issues through 
the process of drawing pictures and making models we can see, look at, observe. 

We could use any number of scientific fields to help us understand why we exist. For this 
presentation, however, we will use the field of ecology and its process of creating web models. 
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Let's use the example of a wolf. Wolves are predatory animals. They thin out the herds of deer in 
forest biomes. Without them, the deer herds would explode. The overpopulation of deer would 
deplete the food supply for the herd, creating weak animals and the prominence of starvation and 
disease. Other animals: squirrels, birds, mice, etc. would suffer as the seed supplies produced by 
grasses and shrubs were sharply reduced by the overgrazing of populous deer herds. Young trees 
would have very little chance of surviving with the deer foraging for food in record numbers. 
Without the wolf, the balance of the forest would definitely change. A healthy forest with a 
healthy population of plants and animals could become one filled with disease and suffering. 
Without the wolf, the future of the forest could be placed in jeopardy. 

The whole is dependent upon each of its parts. Without each of its parts the whole changes. 
Whether it changes for the better or the worse is subjective. Whether 'better' or 'worse' is not the 
point here, the point here is: If a piece of the 'whole' is removed, the 'whole' changes. 

But science reinforces the concept of the 'whole' not being the same if a part of it is missing, in 
many other ways. Science, using observations we have made regarding cosmology, is now leaning 
strongly in the direction of the universe being created from nothing, being a burp off from another 
universe, being a higher level of potentiality than the least level of vacuum potential, 

It is science that illustrates that the 'whole' would not be what it is without you. It is perhaps 
difficult to understand this in the abstract sense but as we have previously seen, we can examine 
this concept using set and subsets concepts to form a more concrete picture of the concept: you 
and I are a part of the 'Whole'. 

The understanding of symbiosis can be taken to another level by ecology. In an ecosystem, we can 
study the big picture, the physical aspects of the system to understand the smaller aspects, the 
individual living portions, or we can study the smaller portions, the individual living portions, to 
understand the larger picture, the physical aspect, and the biome. 

In terms of our understanding 'why we exist', it is difficult to begin an understanding of ourselves 
by studying the 'whole' since we have no idea what the 'whole' is, other than the 'whole'. So to 
begin understanding our purpose to the 'whole' we must come from the direction of studying 
ourselves in order to understand what our function might be to the 'whole'. 

We can better understand why we exist if we understand where we are and thus determine what 
we are to the whole. As an example, if science had no ways of observing the entire picture of a 
Northern Forest Biome and could only examine the body of a fox and its den it might begin an 
analysis of the biome in which the fox lived by studying the body and den of the fox. The analysis 
might begin in the following manner: 

1 . The long bushy tale would suggest a need for balance and warmth - Conclusion: the 
biome is cold at times and extensive in size and filled with many obstructions that need to 
be maneuvered around quickly 

2. The red color - would suggest a need for recognition - Others of its kind existing hidden 
within its territory - the density of the Biomes plant life starts to expand 

3 . The abundance of body hair would further suggest a need for protection against extreme 
cold - the extremes of cold in the biome expand 

4. The pads on the feet would suggest the need for quiet running and going long distances - 
the size of the biome expands further 

5. Sharp canine teeth - carnivore, binocular vision - predator, long nose, pointed ears facing 
forward 

6. Underground - a need to find protection from what moves upon the surface 
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7. Hidden - the concept of something above ground being threatening expands 

8. The analysis would proceed to studying the organ systems of the fox, to the tissues, cells, 
molecules, atoms, subatomic particles, etc, etc, etc. 

9. All add to our understanding of the larger picture of the forest biome without our even 
needing to examine the forest biome directly. 

The more we study the organism, the fox, the more we can begin to understand the ecosystem 
within which the fox lives without our even seeing this ecosystem. The more we study the 
organism, the fox, the more we begin to understand the function, the purpose of the fox's very 
existence within its biome. 

Because the biome outside our universe is so difficult for us to study directly we have little option 
but use this same technique scientist have used to study systems deep below us in the ocean, and 
far above us in the heavens. We can examine ourselves, in order to understand what we are 
immersed within and thus deduce why it is we think we exist. 

Science strongly suggests that if we are a part of, a piece of the whole, we interact with the whole. 
Science suggests that we have a function. We do not just exist; we are not just a part of the 
universe. We affect the greater Reality that lies beyond our universe. We impact the whole of 
whatever we and our universe lie within. 

It is science, through symbiosis, which gives us a clue. It is science, through symbiosis that asks: 
How can we exist 'within' the whole without changing the whole? How can we exist 'within' the 
whole without affecting the characteristic of the whole itself?' 

Philosophy, reason, reinforces the concept of symbiosis introduced by science. 

You can never take yourself out of the whole. The past, what you have done in life already exists. 
Nothing can be done to change it. The present does not exist for it is simply a point that separates 
what it is you are about to do from what you have already done. It is the future to which we must 
look when we examine where it is we believe our purpose lies. You cannot change the past but 
you can change what it is you plan to do, hope to do, wish to do and as such can do. You affect the 
whole, the ever growing and expanding characteristic of the 'whole', the continuing evolution of 
God. 

It is reason, philosophy, which supports science in the perception that if we do exist within the 
'whole' we are a piece of the 'whole' and as such we add to the 'whole', we affect the very 
outcome of what the 'whole' is. We affect what the whole is in the process of becoming, evolving 
into. 

It is philosophy which would support science in suggesting that you and I are not insignificant but 
rather that we are immensely significant to the 'whole' and thus it is you and I that have a great 
deal of responsibility to live up to. 

Religions reinforce the concept of symbiosis introduced by science. Religions stress the concept 
that nothing exists without a function and purpose. 

Religions support the observations of science through their own means. It was religion that began 
the recognition of the concept of Totality. It was religion that began the recognition of the 
temporary state of the physical. It was religion, which began the recognition of the concept of time 
being only temporary. It was religion, which began the recognition of the concept of eternal 
existence. It is religion that has given us the concepts of: 
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a. God created man in His image and in the image of God created man. 

b. Man can, through his own efforts, rise to the level of being absorbed into the oneness of God. 

c. Omnipresence - all things must be inside God, a part of God. 

d. Omniscience - God has the knowledge regarding how to learn what it does not yet know. 

e. Omnipotence - God has the power to implement this knowledge. 

Science, philosophy, and religion all agree on the basic fundamental concept that we are a part of 
the 'whole'. We are a part of our ultimate climax ecosystem. 

What we are immersed within and what that in turn is immersed within define us. We are 
immersed within our universe and the universe is immersed within the whole. 

It is this model, panentheism joined with symbiosis, which say that we, you and I are not just 
inside God - 'panentheism', we are a part of God, we affect who God is through a process known 
by science as 'Symbiosis'. It is the combination of the two - panentheism and symbiosis - that 
answers all the questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? It is the fusion of the 
two concepts that creates the model called 'symbiotic panentheism'. 

It is because the model implies that we are actually a 'piece of God, and actually impact God, that 
the model of 'symbiotic panentheism' may very well be unacceptable to our society. 

A universal philosophy must be easy to understand. It must be acceptable to the individual. In 
addition, it must provide the type of impact upon the individual, society, the environment, and the 
universe itself which we as a species find agreeable. 

As we have seen, the concept of symbiotic panentheism may very well be unacceptable to the 
majority of individuals comprising our species. As we will see in the next section, the impact of 
the model, 'symbiotic panentheism', produces actions which in turn initiate reactions which in 
turn creates an ambiance for our species, which we may not be willing to accept. 

If the impracticality of the universal model called 'symbiotic panentheism' is recognized as 
possibly being impractical and having little chance of being recognized as 'the' model of a 
universal philosophy, then why should we consider it at all? 

We need to begin somewhere in terms of both understanding what a universal philosophy is and 
what a universal philosophy has to offer us as a species. 'Symbiotic panentheism' is considered to 
be a 'first try' at developing a universal philosophy, a form of universal ethics. 'Symbiotic 
panentheism' is the initial model being placed upon the pedestal to act as the target, the initial 
sample of what it is we are to displace, replace, with a better, more acceptable model. 

It is Husserl's process and Hawking's process which lead us to the idea of beginning to analyze: 
Where it is we think we are? What it is we think we are? Why it is we think we exist? It is this 
process that may finally lead members of our species, lead you and I, into an understanding of just 
why it is we exist. Once we understand the answer to this question, we will begin to understand 
just what types of behavior we are willing to tolerate not only in regards to our individual selves, 
but to our entire species and other species that might exist elsewhere in the universe. 

Philosophy and Husserl's process in particular, are a very important topics for humankind. They 
lead us into understanding what it is we think we are and why it is we think we exist. As we 
discussed before, these concepts generate actions, which generate reactions, which in turn generate 
the ambiance which embraces us and which we in turn embrace. 
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The concept: 'The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways. The point 
however, is to change it.' may be perceived as having generated very negative actions on the part 
of our species. It is not the quote, nor the idea of the quote, however, which generated the 
negativism. It was men using the idea of the quote to perpetuate their own desires for personal 
gain who generated the negativism. 

It is because of this potential for generating negativism that the process, examining the impact of a 
universal philosophy we generate, is a crucial process. As we will see in the third part of this 
essay, the impact of a universal philosophy has great potential for resolving hostilities, abuse, 
confusion, and chaos generated by individuals as entities as well as resolving these issues for our 
species as a whole. The potential of a universal philosophy to resolve issues, brings with it 
solutions some of us may not be willing to accept even though they are reasonable, fit our faiths, 
and produce observable positive results. As such it is crucial we examine the impact of the 
universal philosophy we generate before we decide to use it as 'the' beginning point from which 
we generate a more acceptable universal philosophy. 

There is little doubt that Husserl would have embraced the three truths: you exist, the universe 
exists, and Causation (Totality, God if you will) exists. 

On the other hand, Heidegger, Husserl's student may very well have embraced the concept of 
bracketing and reduction as espoused by Husserl, but he only accepted the concept of you existing 
and the universe existing. The rejection of the third truth, Causation existing, leads to an entirely 
different outcome and allows for the rational acceptance of such perceptions as the validity of 
Nazism along with the negative repercussions generated by such a perceptual political stand. 

The 'negativism' generated by Nazism for certain portion of our society has not gone away. 
Nazism is still a vibrant aspect of our species society. It may not exist as a major 'above ground' 
element but there is no denying it exists as a small seething element of our societies immersed as a 
part of the underground, just waiting to surface and explode once again. 

It is because of this potential negativism that we must never forget to perform the last step in the 
process of developing a universal philosophy. It is because of this negativism that we must never 
forget to examine the impact of any universal philosophy we develop. 

This leads us into the third and perhaps most important aspect of this essay, the impact. 

Ill: The New Metaphysical Perception: Examine the impact the modeled universal 
philosophy generates 

> Use truth to examining the impact the model universal philosophy generates 
Examining the Impact in terms of the past 

In part I of this essay, the search for 'truths', philosophy took the lead. In part II of this 
presentation, building the model, religion took the lead. In this part of the essay, science will take 
the lead. In this section, we are going to examine the impact the model we have generated would 
have upon the individual, upon society, upon the environment and upon other intelligent life forms 
should we encounter them as we extend our presence beyond the solar system. 

It is this section, which will demonstrate the impracticality of the model of 'symbiotic 
panentheism' yet led us to understand why it is a universal philosophy, has such potential for our 
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species. A universal philosophy has the ability to resolve major issues of society and future issues 
of intergalactic proportions. 

As we examine how 'symbiotic panentheism' can act as a problem solver, keep in mind that a 
more accurate model would have even greater benefits for our species. 

We are perhaps the only entity on earth that strives to become what it perceives itself to be, which 
strives to become what it defines itself to be. As we discussed previously, we have three basic 
means of developing perceptions. We develop perceptions regarding what it is we think we are, 
based upon our: observations, based upon our reasoning, and based upon what we believe. 

Keep this in mind as we move into the third and last segment of this essay. 

Universal philosophies are viable models, which fuse ontological, cosmological, and metaphysical 
concepts or put more simply universal philosophies fuse the most fundamental concepts of 
religion, science, and philosophy. A universal philosophy is a model of the interactions, which 
occur between you, the universe, and what lies beyond. And lastly, a universal philosophy 
presents a viable model explaining the concepts of Metaphysics, the process of using reason to 
making sense of Cosmology and Ontology, in terms of the question, 'Why' it all, you, the 
universe, and God, work like they do. 

For a universal philosophy to be 'viable' it must be functional. If a universal philosophy, 'knowing 
the mind of God.' As Stephen Hawking describes it, is truly knowing the mind of God then such 
knowledge would have had, would have, and will have a major impact upon us as individuals, 
upon us as a species, upon the universe, and upon God Itself. As such, the impact of a universal 
philosophy becomes a major issue requiring our most sincere efforts. 

Our species is known for its knee jerk reactions. We think up ideas and then implement them with 
little concern for their impact. The power of an idea is immense and the more universal the idea 
the more powerful it is. A 'universal philosophy', by definition, is as powerful as any idea can 
become. It is imperative, therefore, that before we accept any universal philosophy, we examine its 
potential impact very carefully. 

This type of examination should not only encompass what the model would do to us presently, but 
the examination should encompass what the model would have done to us in the past, as well as 
what the model would do to us in the future. 

With this thought in mind, let's begin the examination all universal philosophies must undergo. 
Let's begin examining the impact of a universal philosophy such as symbiotic panentheism in 
terms of the past. 

The examination of the impact of a universal philosophy is perhaps the most important aspect of 
the process of model building. We must look at the impact the model of a universal philosophy 
would have in terms of several issues. We must consider the impact in terms of the individual, 
society, the environment, other life forms outside our solar system, and in terms of what lies 
beyond the very boundaries of our universe. After we have examined the impact of a 'universal 
philosophy' would generate, then, and only then, can we decide upon the validity of the model. 

We are going to have science take the point position in this aspect of the discussion because 
science is based upon observation, and we can only observe what is and the only part of time that 
is, is the past. As such, we will allow science to begin with the past because it is the past that is 
already over and therefore it is only the past, which we can observe. The past is not 'in the process 
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of being formed', that is the present. The past is not 'what can potentially be formed', that is the 
future. 

If symbiotic panentheism had, in the past, been accepted as the model regarding the reason for our 
existence, then how would it have changed our past actions? 

In terms of the individual: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never have allowed the individual to be tortured by religious organizations during the 
years of the inquisition, for the individual would have been perceived as a piece of the 'whole', a 
piece of 'causation' a piece of 'God'. As such, who would have been so bold as to declare they 
had the right, they had the authority over, and they had the ability to judge another piece of God? 

We would never have allowed Unit 73 1 to proceed with its use of humans for medical research. 
This unit formed by the Japanese would never have been considered as a viable means for 
gathering live human data for wartime purposes. Each of the hundreds of thousands of lives 
brutally murdered for the sake of medical research would have been seen as pieces of God and the 
thought of brutalizing even one piece of God would have been unthinkable. 

In terms of our species: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never have allowed the culture of the American Indians to succumb to the power of 
western religions. The uniqueness of the American Indian Cultures would have been seen as 
examples of the ability of our species to impact the evolution of the 'whole', to impact the 
evolution of causation', to impact the evolution of 'God' Itself. As such we would have done 
everything in our power to protect the rights of the American Indians and allowed them to 
preserve their cultures should they have decided that was what they wished to do. 

We would never have accepted the concept of enslaving a piece of God and using them for our 
own ends. The new metaphysical perception leads to the perception that forcing pieces of God to 
toil for our personal gain and intimidating pieces of God to bow to our personal desires is a 
ludicrous action to perpetuate. 

In terms of our home, the environment: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We never would have allowed the great white pines of the Midwest to be completely cut and 
destroyed for they would have been understood to be a place for contemplation, meditation, and 
connecting with the 'whole', 'causation', 'God' Itself. They would have been understood to be 
resources to be used by future generations, future pieces of God. They would have been seen as 
natural temples built by God for us to enjoy and for those who would follow us to enjoy. 

We never would have hunted the whales to the point of extinction. The point of taking temporary 
wealth for the benefit of a few souls living in the present at the expense of the needs and 
enjoyment of many souls in the future. Irrational actions such as this would have been easily 
identified and prevented before they became a problem. 

Who would have had the courage to do such negative things had they had the type of elevated 
perception symbiotic panentheism would have established. Who would have had the courage to 
subjugate, intimidate, and abuse journeys of their fellow travelers, their fellow comrades, their 
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neighbors once they understood the responsibilities with which symbiotic panentheism would 
have shouldered them. 

Surely people in the field of science never would have submitted other humans to the agonizing 
affects of lobotomies, necklacing, napalming, crucifixion, disembowelment, Chinese water 
treatment, gas warfare, nuclear destruction, fire bombings, electroshock interrogation, and on, and 
on, ad nausea. 

Surely people in the field of philosophy would never have submitted other humans to the 
agonizing effects of philosophical perceptions as embraced by the KKK, the Nazi, the people's 
revolt of China, the after affects of the Bolshevik Revolution, the after affects of the French 
Revolution, the invasion of the Mongol hoards, the march of Sherman, etc. 

Surely people in the field of religion would never have submitted other humans to the agonizing 
effects of the rack, burning at the stake, the 'holy' wars, the inquisition, the annihilation of unique 
cultures within the Americas, Australia, Africa, Tibet, etc. 

Under the model of the universal philosophy, symbiotic panentheism, each individual is in essence 
three in one: 

First: we are the physical. In this aspect we are the same as the rock itself, the mountain itself, the 
lake, river, sand, air, sun, moon, star...). This is called the body. 

Second: we are awareness. In this aspect we have the ability to be aware of our surroundings just 
as dogs, bears, fish, birds, crickets, trees, shrubs, grasses... do. For you and I, this aspect of our 
essence involves the nervous system. 

And thirdly: we are abstraction. In this aspect we have the ability to be aware of our awareness (as 
far as we know for certain, we are the only life form on earth with this ability). The awareness of 
awareness is the ability to understand what it is to love. It is the ability to understand what it is to 
hate. It is the ability to understand the repercussions generated by our acts of love and hate. It is 
the understanding that we are responsible for these acts. We may not be able to control whether or 
not we love or hate, but we can control the actions such emotions generate. This capability is the 
essence of our existence, the essence of our being, what one might call the soul. 

Under the model of the universal philosophy, symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul that is timeless, 
it is the soul that is a part of the 'whole', it is the soul that is abstract, it is the soul that is a piece of 
God. As such, under the model of symbiotic panentheism, the soul can never be destroyed. Under 
the model of symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul, which travels using the vehicle of the body and 
mind. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul that is the awareness of our existence and 
journey within this reality. As such, under symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul that is abused 
when the body and mind are abused. And because of all this, under symbiotic panentheism it is 
understood that the soul, traveling within the framework of the individual, is only to be 
constrained in its journey if it is interfering with the journey of another soul, another piece of God. 

If we had has this perspective in our past history, there is no doubt that our past history would 
have been significantly different. 

Examining the Impact in terms of the present 

Religion, what we believe, gives us the strength in our conviction that we exist, the universe 
exists, and there is more to existence than what the universe shows us. Religions gives us the 
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strength to believe through faith that there is a 'Whole', a summation, and that we are a part of this 
whole. Therefore, it is religion that gives us the strength to go on day after day in our constant 
effort to shape the future. It is religion that gives us the strength to shrug off the negatives of the 
day and bask in the positives believing there is a reason to it all. It is religion, which day after day, 
year after year, millennium after millennium tells us we are responsible for our actions and will 
reap our own just rewards. 

It is religion that will represent the present because it is the present, which has not yet been 
formed, and that cannot be changed. It is the present that is the shortest of the three time frames of 
past, present, and future. It is the present that is the most elusive, for it is gone before it has even 
started. It is the present, which is the most important of the three for it is the present, which forms 
the past, and it is the present, which will shape the future. Since the present is so elusive, yet so 
important, we will let religion take the point lead for it is religion that has the ability to provide 
comfort through faith. And it is only through faith, rather than what we observe or reason, that we 
constantly hope for the best as we face the hardships of life day after day. 

We cannot change the past. The past is done. On the other hand, we are fully aware of the fact that 
we are responsible for the future. Perhaps that is one of the reasons, religion, faiths, what we 
believe, are so important to us as individuals and as a species. We understand we are responsible 
for the future and this responsibility is almost too heavy a responsibility for us to bear. But this too 
is another topic for future discussions. It is time to examine the present and the impact 'symbiotic 
panentheism' would have upon a period of time so short it does not exist. It is time to examine a 
period of time so significant it affects eternity. 

If symbiotic panentheism were presently accepted as the model regarding the reason for our 
existence, then how would it change our present actions? We often think the atrocities of the past 
do not and will not occur in the present. We look at society today as humane and caring. But lets 
be honest about it for a minute and look at our society in terms of what the universal philosophy of 
symbiotic panentheism would say if we considered the essence, the soul of the individual, to be a 
piece of God. 

In terms of the individual: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify the process of sucking out the brains of a baby while its body is held by 
a nurse and the head is forced to remain within the vaginal canal of the mother as is done during a 
partial birth abortion? This process would be looked upon, as the termination of a journey of God 
rather than the simple process of a woman deciding the fate of her own journey. 

How could we ever justify the process of electrocuting, hanging, gassing, injecting a poison into a 
human labeled by society as a criminal? We would no longer be looking upon the capital 
punishment as terminating a man's life but rather it would be seen as subjecting the soul, a piece 
of God Itself to these heinous acts. Who would ever consider being the one to initiate the process 
that would cause the body of a piece of God to be burned to a crisp while strapped in a chair, or 
strangled while dangling from a rope, or convulsing from the effects of cyanide gas. Who would 
even consider initiating the process of putting the body, a soul's vehicle for travel, in a state of 
sleep so deep that the contained soul would never again be allowed the freedom to finalize the 
purpose for which it was injected into this reality. 
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In terms of our species: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify stockpiling weapons of mass destruction intended to annihilate our 
whole species should anyone dare intrude upon our space? Nuclear weapons stockpiles, biological 
weapons stockpiles, chemical weapons stockpiles would have all been looked upon as acts of 
lunacy. 

How could we ever justify the process of incarcerating millions of souls because those souls had 
freely decided to take 'drugs'? Such treatment of one piece of God let alone so many pieces of 
God would be declared ludicrous. 



In terms of our home, the environment: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify the process of cutting down the entire rain forests and eliminate the 
phenomenal benefits it has for us in the present as well as the potential benefits it has for future 
generations to come. Why would we not offer to find the economic means, through organizations 
such as the World Bank, to raise the living standards of the inhabitants within the rain forests in 
exchange for their efforts to care for, protect, and groom this wonderful resource. They have been 
given the responsibility to oversee these lands for their souls were the souls introduced into these 
regions of our universe at this point in time. Who would we find more appropriate to train and 
entrust with this natural resource of humankind than pieces of God. 

How could we ever justify letting HIV contaminated blood be used in the attempts to save lives, 
journeys of pieces of God. The atrocious act of attempting to save a few dollars at the expense of 
completely altering the journeys of souls would be beyond belief with symbiotic panentheism in 
place. 

As the past moves into the present our sphere of influence grows. 

In terms of other galactic life forms: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify sending signals into the far reaches of outer space with the implied 
message that we would find an encounter with other life forms to be a challenge for power we 
would relish. 

How could we ever justify attempting to convert, impose upon, or brainwash other galactic life 
forms to accept our religious, scientific, or philosophical viewpoints? 

How could we ever justify taking a passive position of allowing ourselves to be dominated by a 
more aggressive life form we may encounter in the far reaches of space? If we perceived ourselves 
to be pieces of God journeying with a purpose, how could we ever give up the belief we embraced 
regarding the freedom to journey uninhibited? 

With the universal model of symbiotic panentheism in place, who would have the courage to 
abuse others or abuse themselves if they had the type of elevated perception of their fellow 
travelers, their fellow comrades, their neighbors' symbiotic panentheism would generate. Who 
would have the courage to abuse God or refuse to take responsibility for generating what it is our 
faiths, our observations, our reasoning were telling us should not be taking place. The 
responsibility with which symbiotic panentheism would shoulder us would be forever on our 
minds, forever confronting us, forever reminding us that 'we must never forget'. 
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In fact the concept of punishing pieces of God would be seen for what it was, acts of punishing 
God Itself. Punishment would no longer be considered as a viable action. Termination of any 
journey for any reason would become an archaic act. Incarceration would only be used as a last 
resort to protect the journey of others. Geographical restriction, electronic tethering, community 
service, remuneration, etc. would take the place of the more barbaric forms of punishment. 
Punishment for any action a person freely decided to take, which had no impact upon a soul other 
than their own would be dismissed as an archaic reaction to the inalienable right of a piece of God 
to journey unhindered by others. 

With a universal philosophy such as symbiotic panentheism in place would we ever attempt to 
keep one soul, a piece of God, from acting upon its desire to interfere with other journeys? Yes. 
Would we mentor pieces of God? Yes. Would we provide alternatives for what we perceived to be 
self-abusive actions about to be committed by pieces of God? Yes. Would we offer the necessities 
of life to all pieces of God? Yes. Offer them protection from abuse? Yes. Incarcerated them to 
prevent them from interfering with other journeys? Yes. And on it would go. 

Examining the Impact in terms of the future 

We first examined how 'symbiotic panentheism', a test model of a universal philosophy, would 
impact the past and present. Now it is time to examine how this universal philosophy would 
impact the future. We waited to examine the future impact of a universal philosophy until last 
because if a universal philosophy cannot cope with the past and the present in a manner we find 
acceptable, then how can we expect it to cope with our future? 

And it is reason, philosophy that gives us an assurance we will have an impact upon the future. It 
is reason, philosophy to which we look when we examine the future. It is reason we must use to 
examine the impact a universal philosophy would have upon the future for the future has not yet 
occurred and therefore we cannot yet see it. The future has not yet occurred and therefore we 
cannot believe it will be what we fear it will become. It is reason which gives us the hope we so 
dearly cling to, the hope that through our actions, the future will be better than the present and the 
past. 

For these reasons we have left the examination of the future impact of symbiotic panentheism to 
philosophy. It is reason that will examine what impact a universal philosophy would have upon 
our future as individuals, upon our future as a species, upon the future of other species in the 
universe, upon the universe, and most significantly, upon what lies outside the very boundaries of 
our universe. 

We can outright change actions of the future for they have not yet begun to occur. Termination 
centers, genocide, infanticide, war, famine, poverty can be relegated to the tragedies of the past if 
we chose to do so, if we have the correct perceptual outlook. 

If symbiotic panentheism were accepted in the future as the model regarding the reason for our 
existence, then how would it change our future actions? 

In terms of the individual: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never establish termination centers for the old and dying. We would never encourage 
those we deemed 'nonproductive' members of society to terminate themselves. On the other hand 
we would never judge or condemn pieces of God for having terminated their own journeys. 
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We would never allow pieces of God to suffer in pain because we wished to burden them with our 
perceptions of 'right' and 'wrong' and as such we did not want them becoming 'addicted' to the 
drug of morphine because being addicted was 'wrong'. We would never allow these pieces of God 
to suffer needlessly. 

In terms of our species: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never accept the killing of doctors who perform partial birth abortions. With the 
universal philosophy of symbiotic panentheism in place, we would understand the concept that to 
kill is to end a journey of a piece of God. Under symbiotic panentheism, the individual would 
work within society to change society for it would be understood that society was established by 
free souls as the environment within which free souls may journey freely. 

We would never judge another soul for their personal beliefs. The concept of condemning a soul, a 
piece of God to eternal hell if they did not mouth the words, 'I believe...' would be blasphemous. 
We would never accept the type of action known as exclusivism. 

In terms of our home, the environment: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never accept the idea of poisoning the ground water, secretly dumping toxic wastes, 
marketing fresh foods enveloped with insecticides, or fouling the air with noxious gasses in the 
hopes of gaining a short-term financial gain? 

We would never accept the concept of polluting near space with so much space debris that future 
pieces of God may find it almost impossible to use it for their own benefit and the benefit of those 
to follow them? 



In terms of other galactic life forms: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never attempt to conquer planets belonging to other pieces of God and shackle their 
journeys in order to facilitate our own journey as we did to members of our own species, as we did 
to souls confined within bodies similar to our own. 

We would never, as pieces of God, allow other life forms to conquer our planet or undermine our 
own journeys. 

As the present moves into the future our sphere of influence grows once again. 
In terms of the 'whole' itself: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

Would we ever again interfere with a journey of an individual as long as that individual was not 
interfering with someone else's journey? 

Would we ever willingly accept someone else intimidating us or anyone else, abusing us or 
anyone else, using us or anyone else? 

Would we ever again turn our backs on the needs of others if they were in need of our assistance? 
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Symbiotic panentheism would create a perceptual shift for humanity. The question becomes, 
'Would it shift people away form their religions?' Absolutely not! Rather it would bring them 
closer to their religions. 

A universal philosophy such as symbiotic panentheism is not a belief in something; it is a 
reasoning process. A universal philosophy is not a faith in something; it is a philosophical 
perception that acts as a fundamental perception to be added to the faiths that a person embraces. 
Faith deals with what we cannot prove. Observations deal with something we can measure. 
Reason on the other hand just allows us to make sense of what it is we believe and observe. 
Perceptions are not constants. They change continually. Perceptions change on a moment-to- 
moment basis. They act as the foundation upon which the foundations of our religions and 
sciences are built. 

Would a universal philosophy act as a form of religion or a form of science? No more so than the 
reasonable concept that we exist, or the reasonable concept that the universe exists, or the 
reasonable concept that causation, Totality exists. 

With the concept of symbiotic panentheism in place, would we ever again terminate, abuse, 
subjugate, use, dominate, and intimidate... another soul, the journey of God? Probably, but we 
would never again do so without constantly thinking that we are doing so to God. We never again 
would do so without reflecting upon what it is we were doing, or what we were letting others do, 
to another soul. 

But 'never again' is a long, long time and in spite of symbiotic panentheism's implication that you 
and I are pieces of God, it also implies we are limited by our isolation from God and our humanly 
physical form. With such limitations, does the word never mean the same to us as to the 'Whole' 
Itself? No. The word never to us has the same limitations as the frailties of our own humanness. 

'Never' under the model is a goal set so high it will 'never' be able to be reached, 'Never' is an 
altruistic level of behavior set up as an ideal we 'always' try to attain but 'never' expect to reach. 

With a model of a universal philosophy in place, we would have the understanding to the 
questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? As such, we would have a concrete 
understanding of 'why' it is we should show the utmost respect for the individual and the journeys 
they are taking. 

Conclusion: Free Will vs. Determinism 

Reason, says everything has a purpose (but why couldn't something not have a purpose? That may 
be the case but does it seem reasonable?) Reason would imply: if good is created by us and taken 
into the whole, into causation, into the whole, so too is evil. The model, symbiotic panentheism, 
would suggest we, you and I, are responsible for evil. The whole, causation, the whole is not 
responsible for evil. Just as we can create good, expand the good that occurs within the whole, 
within causation, within the whole so too can we create evil and likewise we, you and I, take this 
very concept of evil into the whole, into causation, into the whole, add it to the whole. This is a 
heavy, heavy burden. Reason would indicate a model such as 'symbiotic panentheism' lays more 
responsibility upon us than we are willing to accept. Responsibility of this magnitude is something 
we most likely would not be willing to embrace even if it proved to be correct. 

This process of developing a universal philosophy is readily accomplished through the processes 
of 'bracketing' and 'reduction' developed by Husserl. The only thing left out by Hawking and 
Husserl was the realization that once we have developed a universal philosophy through 
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bracketing and reduction then we have an obligation to examine the impact such a philosophy 
would have had, would have, and could have upon past, present, and future generations. If we 
determine the impact is not what we wish to generate, we can redefine our perceptions in such a 
manner as to end up with the product, the universal philosophy, which we find acceptable to 
ourselves as specie. 

Reason would indicate it would be much easier for us to create a less serious understanding of 
'intentionality' as Husserl called it than the model of a universal philosophy created by symbiotic 
panentheism. A less serious, less demanding type of intentionality explaining why we exist can be 
created using the same process we used to develop the universal philosophy of symbiotic 
panentheism. On the other hand we may wish to create a more demanding model. Whatever the 
case, we must not use the bracketing and reductionism of Husserl to create a universal philosophy 
and then ignore the impact such a philosophy would have upon ourselves, our specie, our 
universe, upon what lies beyond the universe itself. 

Philosophy now, at the turn of the millennium, takes on its third fundamental principle: 

Principle 1: Husserl: search for 'truths' using the concepts of bracketing and reduction 
and our ability to believe, observe, and reason. 

Principle #2: Hawking: build a model of a universal philosophy using these 'truths' and 
our ability to observe, reason, and believe. 

Principle #3: Shepard: examine the impact of a universal philosophy using our ability to 
reason, believe, and observe. 

These three principles will prepare us to expand our perceptions beyond 'universally' and 
into the heart of what it is we and our universe lie within. These three principles, if used 
universally, will make us ready, acceptable, for our next step, contact with other galactic 
life forms. 

And with this we are ready to enter a new age, a new millennium. With this we are ready to begin 
our journey into the heavens and understand the new and wonderful things to come. 
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Appendix: Appendix: 'Examine the Impact' expanded 

A more in-depth examination of the metaphysical, ontological and cosmological questions are put 
to the new metaphysical perception. 

Three principles emerge from this work: 

Principle 1 : Find the building materials from which to build a model of a universal 
philosophy. 

Principle 2: Build the model from the materials at hand. 

Principle 3 : Examine the impact. 

The impact was examined in brief within this tractate; however, the brevity does not do justice to 
the importance of the principle. Therefore, in order to further explore principle three, a listing of 
questions previously asked of this new perception are listed. The questions come from one of five 
sections found within the book: Cross Reference Guide and Index. Due to the sheer volume of 
questions, the answers are not presented but what is presented are the books and chapters within 
which discussions regarding the particular questions can be found. 
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All questions are put directly to the new metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' 
being 'Being', an open passive system powered by a closed active system wherein the whole of 
the closed system is itself passive and the whole of the open system is itself active. 





'being' being 'Being' 




Cartesianism' powering 
non-Cartesianism 


Symbiotic Panentheism 





The open system the interior 
of which is a passive system 



'Being'/singularity/ 
totality/Knowing 



foe/ng/action/process/ 
reality /physicality 



The closed system the interior of 
which is an active system 



The open system the whole 
of which is an active system 




The closed system the whole 
of which is a passive system 



'being'/individuality/ 
multiplicity/ 'knowing ' 
/abstraction 
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Put more simply: 

All questions are put directly to the new metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' 
being 'Being' 



Symbiotic Panentheism 



'being' being 'Being' 




Questions addressed and reference source where the impact of the system upon the concept in 
question can be found: 
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Volume I - 1996 
You & I Together - Have a Purpose In Reality 

Chapter 1: God 

Why has the question of God, and His relationship to Mankind, always been with us? 
What do we find when we subtract myths and superstitions from our thinking? 
Is it hope, fear or intelligence that drives our belief in God? 
What do we mean by atheism? 
What or who is God? 

Does God conform to the view we have of Him or is He independent of us? 

Is the God of Christianity, Islam, and other religions really that different? Is He everyone's God? 

Why must we be tolerant? 

Who created God? 

Who is the God of God? 

What do we, as a species, need to do to understand God's nature? 

Why do we need to search for the answer to God? 

Should we stop believing in God? 

Are some religions more true than others? 

How does our misunderstanding of God influence our behavior? 

Chapter 2: Quadratic vs. Linear Philosophies 

What is Mankind's purpose? 

What is Quadratic and Linear Philosophy? How do they differ? 
How do contradictions in our thinking interfere with our lives? 
How can we solve the problem of Mankind's existence? 
What form does God take? 

Is our present thinking too simplistic to solve Mankind's problems? 
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What do we need to do to solve Mankind's problems? 
How can we obtain a more cohesive picture of reality? 

Why should we think quadratically? 
Chapter 3: B.E.G.A. Begins 

What does science tell us about the structure of the Universe? 

How is our Universe constructed? 

What prevents our Universe from destroying itself? 

What is symmetry? 

What are the different forms of energy in the Universe? 

What is nothingness and how could it explain God's presence? 

What is omniscience? 

What do we mean by dual universes? 

What are parallel universes? 

How do we obtain an understanding of the true nature of the Universe? 

Chapter 4: Sets of Four Parallel Universes 

What does science tell us about the structure of the Universe? 

How is our Universe constructed? 

What prevents our Universe from destroying itself? 

What is symmetry? 

What are the different forms of energy in the Universe? 
What is nothingness? How does it explain God's presence? 
What is omniscience? 

Chapter 5: The Universe 

What can God know? 
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Can God increase His knowledge? 
What is the soul? 

Is predestination and free will compatible? How could God resolve the issue? 
Where is the Universe located? 

Chapter 6: The Universes 

Does our Universe have a boundary? 

What are the implications for us as a species if the Universe is bounded? 

If the Universe is bounded, and therefore has limits, what is on the other side of that boundary? 

How does logic address the issue of the boundary of the Universe? 

How are the Universe and the new knowledge related? 

What types of knowledge are there? 

What does physics tell us about the symmetry of the Universe? 
What are the implications? 
Why should we be humble? 

Are we the only intelligent species in the Universe? 
Are we replaceable as a species? 

What do we first need to do in order to accomplish our purpose in reality? 
If our Universe has limits, are we also limited? 
Who is God? 

Chapter 7: The Ripple Effect 

What might be Mankind's purpose in reality? 

Understanding and action: how do we resolve the issue of responsibility? 

How are we limited in our efforts to understand? 

What is the Ripple Effect and how can we learn its lessons? 

What consequences, both good and bad, follow from our actions? 
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By taking responsibility, what do we and others need to do? 
What are the consequences of hedonism? 

What role does religion play in our lives? What are its positive and negative consequences? 
What role should society play in our lives? 

If the Universe will destruct someday, can we still have meaning in our lives? 
Chapter 8: The Mechanism 

If the Universe can be destroyed, what purpose do we have in its existence? 

What is the nature of the Universe? 

How do we begin to address the problem of the Universe? 

What is the creation process? 

Why was the Universe created? 

How can Mankind achieve a better understanding of its role within the Universe? 
What is the 'missing link' to Mankind's understanding of itself? 
What is the Creative Force, and what is its nature? 

Does the destruction of the Universe undermine our purpose and value in existence? 
Why do we as a species continue to be violent? Is there a solution to the problem? 

Chapter 9: The Missing Link 

How are religion, philosophy, and science intertwined? 
Are we, as a species, at a dangerous point in our history? 
Why is there now an urgency for change for Mankind? 
Why is there now a greater need for tolerance? 

How can Mankind break the cycle of destruction that has been a significant part of its history? 
What is Mankind's purpose, and what can we do as a species to facilitate it? 
How are Mankind's and God's purposes interconnected? 
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Chapter 10: Omnipotent/Omnipresent/Omniscience 

If one possessed complete knowledge, what would be the consequences? 
What are the three paradoxes of possessing complete knowledge? 

What are the positive and negative aspects of faith and how do they relate to Mankind's future? 
Why must we first take responsibility for our own lives? 

How can Mankind eliminate the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience? 
What does Mankind first need to do in order to change? 
What is the nature of the Creator? Is it compatible with 
Mankind's perceptions? 

What role does Mankind play in the Creator's development and growth? 
Chapter 11: In Summary 

What are the seven basic assumptions of 'the Philosophy'? 
What impact does 'the Philosophy' have? 

How does 'the Philosophy' address the question of Mankind's existence? 
Present and future faith: what will be the effect on our self- perception? 
What is the function of faith? 

Chapter 12: Man's Inhumanity To Man 

What have been the greatest crimes of the 20th century? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect on Mankind's history? 

What is the purpose of Mankind? 

Does life have meaning? 

How could a universal philosophy change our existence? 

What do we need to do in order to attain a universal philosophy? 
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Chapter 13: Man's Good Side 

What does it mean to be 'good'? 

What is Mankind's function in life? 

What can Judas teach us about good and evil? 

How do we begin building a better foundation for Mankind? 

What are the implications of the Ripple Effect? 

How would 'the Philosophy' change our perceptions? 

Does Mankind possess a 'good' nature? 

Chapter 14: Is It Worth It In The End? 

Do heaven and hell exist? 

Is our present conception of heaven and hell an accurate representation of reality? 
Is there life after death? 

What are the implications of accepting life after death? 

What are the consequences for us and God of living a 'good' life? 

Chapter 15: Is There Hope For You As An Individual? 

Is there hope for you as an individual? 

How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of Mankind's purpose? 

Is there hope for Mankind? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 

Why do we need to be responsible for our actions? 

What negative effects have the mass media had on Mankind? 

Does religion have limits? How can it grow and change? 
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Chapter 16: Is There Hope For Mankind? 
Is there hope for Mankind? 

Are we insignificant, or do we possess a higher purpose? 
Do we control our destiny? 

What are the pillars of a society? 

What has history shown us? How can we learn its lessons? 

Chapter 17: Religion Is It: Significant/Necessary? Which One? 

Is religion significant or necessary? 

Which myths do we perpetuate within our society? 

Are myths harmful? 

What does Mankind need to do to reform religions? 

How does Mankind's present perception limit God? 

What do we need to do in order to find our purpose in reality? 

Does Mankind have a purpose? 

Chapter 18: In Summary: The Soul 

What is Mankind's nature? 

What problems continue to plague society? 

Are hierarchy and class distinctions necessary within a society? 

What are the problems associated with hierarchy and class distinctions? Is there a better 
alternative? 

Is there a solution to Mankind's problems? 
What is Mankind's purpose? How can it be attained? 
How are Mankind and the soul intertwined? 
What is God's nature? 
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Chapter 19: Class Status: Social/Occupational/Economic 

Status - social, economic, and occupational - why has Mankind needed such labels and 
hierarchies? 

Are hierarchies and labels necessary? What are the alternatives? 

Why is status an illusion? 

Why are all men ultimately equal? 

Why does everyone make a contribution to life? 

What is Mankind's purpose in life? How can it be best achieved? 

Why must we help others find their purpose in life? 

Should we dismantle status systems? What are the dangers in doing so? 

What is meant by 'the journey of the soul'? 

What can we learn about status and its relationship to the Ripple Effect? 

Chapter 20: Atheism 

What do we mean by atheism? 

Do atheists have a function in reality? 

How do atheists contribute to our understanding and growth? 
Should society discourage atheism? 
Should atheists respect religious doctrines? 

Atheism and the Ripple Effect: What are the consequences for the soul? 
What is psychological violence? 

How can a universal philosophy help solve the problem of psychological violence? 
What does Mankind need to do now? 

Chapter 21: War/Abortion 

Is it right or moral to interfere with another person's life and decisions? 
Why are moral issues so difficult to resolve? 
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How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of moral choices? 

Is war ever just? What are the repercussions? 

Is it ever right to take the life of an unborn baby? 

What can Mankind do to help resolve the issue of abortion? 

Why should we protect the rights of all souls? 

What do we know about the soul and its relationship to the body? 
Why must we have faith? 

Chapter 22: Suicide 

Is suicide ever justified? 

Do we have a right to interfere with another person's decisions about life and death? 
Is suicide a solution to despair and sadness? What are the alternatives? 
Is there an afterlife? 

What are the implications of an afterlife for Mankind? 
How are suicide and the Ripple Effect interconnected? 
How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of suicide? 

Chapter 23: Capital Punishment/Life Incarceration 

Capital punishment or life incarceration? What are the consequences for the soul? 
What is meant by 'debt to society'? 

How has society responded to the question of crime and its punishment? Are there better 
alternatives? 

Does punishment harm criminals or society most, or both? 
What can we do to ensure the safety of other souls? 

How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of capital punishment and life incarceration? 

Capital punishment or life incarceration: how do they relate to the Ripple Effect? 

What can society do, other than enforce capital punishment or life incarceration, to ensure its own 
safety and protection? 
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What can society do to help other souls? 

Do we have the right to end the life of another? 

What are the rights of criminals? Do they outweigh those of victims? 

Chapter 24: Letting Go/Forgiving 

What is our nature? Are we God or are we just human? Are we both? 
What are the repercussions of crime within society? Who are the real victims? 
Why does society need to reevaluate its treatment of both criminals and victims? 
How could a universal philosophy, such as 'the Philosophy', help victims of crime? 
Why must we always accept responsibility for our actions and their consequences? 
How would 'the Philosophy' force us to reassess society's rules and laws? 
What are the responsibilities of parenting? What is meant by 'letting go'? 
How does 'letting go' relate to our behavior within society? 

Chapter 25: Missionary Work/Helping Others 

Are we all missionaries? 

How does 'the Philosophy' relate to missionary work? 
What is the relevance of missionary work? Is it necessary? 
How do we ensure the safety of the soul? 

Is the soul a part of God? Why would He allow the soul to be harmed? 
How does God increase His omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence? 
Does He need the soul to do so? 
What is the purpose of life? 

Is Mankind suffering from an overload of information within society? What have been the effects? 

Why is there a need for a universal philosophy? 

How does 'the Philosophy' relate to religion? 

How does 'the Philosophy' provide a foundation to build on? 
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Why is everyone unique and important? 

Chapter 26: In Summary: Intolerance Is An Outmoded Term 

How does intolerance create social dilemmas? 

Why doesn't society accept differences and unique qualities in individuals? 

Why should people from all religions, races, and genders be given equal respect and 
consideration? 

What is the function of religion? How does it relate to the soul? 
What must society do to become more tolerant? 

What is a universal philosophy? How could it be successfully applied to our present society? 
What is the purpose of the soul? Is society, in its present form, hindering the soul's growth? 

Chapter 27: God/gods 

Does God conform to the definitions we have of Him? 

Why are all religions important? 

Is one definition of God more true than another? 

What relationship does our past history have to our future? 

Why is it so important that we examine our past behavior? 

What lessons can it teach us? 

Regardless of Mankind's origin, why is our future so important? 
What is God's nature? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 

What is the function of the soul? 

Do we have a commonality with our fellow man? 

Chapter 28: Good/Bad: Misnomers 

What function have the concepts of good and evil played in Mankind's history? 



100 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 

Why is it necessary for Mankind to move beyond labels of goodor evil, moral or immoral, right or 
wrong? 

What is sin? 

Why is it necessary for us to take responsibility for our actions? 

What is the Ripple Effect? 

How will our behavior affect the future? 

Chapter 29: Heaven and Hell 

What is heaven and hell? 

How are Mankind's and God's purposes interconnected? 
What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 
Why is it necessary for Mankind to be responsible? 
What are the limits of Mankind? 

What repercussions do positive and negative actions have on the soul? 

Does God punish? 

Does heaven and hell exist? 

Chapter 30: 'God Is Going To Get You For That' 

Why does Mankind believe that vengeance is God's way? 
Why do religions perpetuate the belief that God is vengeful? 
What contradictions are there in the belief that God is vengeful? 
What is God's nature and essence? 

Why do we believe that personal tragedies and dilemmas are God's way of punishing us? 

What do religions need to do to guide Mankind? 

How can 'the Philosophy' provide a foundation for religions? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 

Who are we? Who is God? 
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What does Mankind need to do now? 

Chapter 31: Christianity/Religion 

How do Christianity and 'the Philosophy' differ? 

Are all religions truly religions? 

What is 'the Philosophy'? Is it a religion? 

What does 'the Philosophy' seek to do? 

How are 'the Philosophy' and religion interconnected? 

What do religions need to do in order to maintain their beliefs and traditions? 

What is Mankind's purpose in reality? 

Why should we encourage religious diversity? 

What do religions need to do now? 

Chapter 32: Jesus Christ 

Who was Jesus Christ? 

Why did God send Jesus Christ? 

What did Jesus Christ wish to achieve? 

Are different religions compatible? 

Should we accept and encourage religious differences? 

Why should we be tolerant of other religious beliefs? 

What is the function of religion? 

What does 'the Philosophy' say about the purpose of the soul? 
Do Christianity and other religions have the same purpose? 

Chapter 33: In Summary 

What role do the past, present, and future play in our lives? 
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Why is it important to study the past? 

Why should we maintain and encourage religious traditions and beliefs? 
Why is it important that we now develop a universal philosophy? 
What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect on our souls? 
What is Mankind's purpose in reality? 

What are some of the most important questions facing Mankind? How can we best address them? 
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Volume II - 1997 
In the Image of God 

Chapter 1: To Begin 

How do 'social' and 'moral' laws interfere with making ethical and moral choices? 
In making an ethical decision, what are the three guides available to us? 
What is social morality? 
What is religious morality? 

• 

How can contradictions occur in deciding moral issues? 

Why is Humankind's present understanding of reality inadequate in dealing with moral and ethical 
decisions? 

Are there moral contradictions within religion? 
• 

How would a universal philosophy resolve moral issues? 

What is Humankind's purpose? 

What is the soul? What is its function? 

What is the relationship between the soul and God? 

Chapter 2: Only Words 

What do we mean by the terms 'life' and 'death'? How can we arrive at a clear definition of both? 

Why is the issue of abortion such a controversial issue within society? Who has suffered as a 
consequence? 

When does life begin and end? 

What does science tell us about life and death? 

• 

Why has our present theistic approach to the question of life and death been unsuccessful? 
What does theism tell us about the relationship between God and Humankind? 
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How does symbiotic panentheism differ from theism in its approach to the question of 
Humankind's existence and purpose? 

Does symbiotic panentheism undermine established religions? 

If the basic tenets of symbiotic panentheism were adopted, who would benefit? 

Chapter 3: The Choice 

What can social science tell us about human nature? How would its conclusions influence 
Humankind's self-perception? 

In accepting a limited self-perception, how would Humankind and God lose? 

• 

How does theism define God? 

What is the nature of reality? Is Humankind's present understanding of it accurate? 
What are the dangers of continuing a theistic philosophy? 

• 

If Humankind adopted symbiotic panentheism, what would be the consequences? 

What is God's nature? Why is Humankind an integral part of God's existence and growth? 

Are God and Humankind interconnected? Does Humankind share a symbiotic relationship with 
God? 

Does Humankind have a higher purpose? 
Chapter 4: Slavery Is Slavery 

Is Humankind's belief in its origins accurate? Are we native to the Earth or did we originate 
elsewhere? 

How do our present beliefs limit our freedom and growth? 

What is the nature of slavery? How does Humankind's present self-perception enslave it? 
Why was Humankind created? Does it have a higher purpose? 

• 

If we perceive ourselves to be servants of God, what are the consequences for Humankind? 

How does maintaining a belief in theism limit our growth? 
Would symbiotic panentheism resolve the problem? 
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What is the nature of reality? How do theism and symbiotic panentheism differ in their approaches 
to the question? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism resolve Humankind's greatest challenges? 

How would adopting symbiotic panentheism liberate us from the dangers of slavery? 

In not possessing a universal philosophy, what limitations are imposed on Humankind? 

If Humankind adopted symbiotic panentheism, how would God's omnipotence, omniscience, and 
omnipresence expand and grow? 

Chapter 5: Humanity Sentenced To Life 

Where did Humankind originate? Are we native to the Earth, or were we placed here for a reason? 
How can we explain our propensity for violence and conflict? 
Are we inferior as a species? 

• 

Why does Humankind allow itself to maintain a subservient position to God? 

How can Humankind break free from the stigmatizing, degrading, and shallow-minded philosophy 
of theism? 

If theism places a limit on Humankind's growth, does it also hinder God's growth? 

If Humankind maintains its present theistic beliefs, what effect will it have on the future? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism alter our relationship to God? 
How would a universal philosophy alter Humankind's self- perception? 
Who would benefit from the adoption of symbiotic panentheism? 

Chapter 6: Trapped 

How does the structure of a Klein bottle help explain the structure of the Universe? 

If the Universe possesses a boundary, what does it imply for Humankind's presence and value 
within it? 

In a bounded Universe, could Humankind still have a purpose in reality? 
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How do our present theistic beliefs ultimately limit God's omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience? 

Is Humankind insignificant to God? 

What are the dangers, both for Humankind and God, of possessing a flawed perception of reality? 

• 

In terms of the Universe, what is the difference between emptiness and nothingness? 

How does Humankind's presence within the Universe help increase God's omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience? 

How would symbiotic panentheism alter Humankind's perception of itself? 

In adopting symbiotic panentheism, how would Humankind move from its position of 
subservience to one of magnificence? 

Chapter 7: Collapse 

If the Universe is bounded, what would be the nature of its structure? 

How does the structure of a Klein bottle resemble the structure of the Universe? 

Why does Humankind's faulty self-perception ultimately limit God's omnipotence, omnipresence, 
and omniscience? 

• 

How do theism and symbiotic panentheism differ in their approaches to Humankind's value and 
purpose? 

What is God's relationship to reality? 
How do theistic beliefs limit God's growth? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's future? 

What is the difference between emptiness and nothingness in terms of the Universe? 

If Humankind's future will eventually end, can it still find meaning in its temporary existence? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's symbiotic relationship with God? 

Chapter 8: The Nightmare 

What is the nature of reality? Is it a dream? Is it imagination? 
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If reality is a dream, what can it tell us about Humankind's self- perception? 
Is it possible for Humankind to find a purpose within this reality? 

• 

How does theism lead us to a flawed perception of ourselves and of our purpose in reality? 
How do flawed self-perceptions enslave and limit us? 

• 

Can Humankind attain a higher significance and purpose? 

How does Humankind's present self-perception limit God's omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience? Is there a solution to the problem? 

Who is the Creator? What relationship does the Creator share with Humankind? 
How can we best reap the benefits of symbiotic panentheism? 
How can we attain our true significance in reality? 

Chapter 9: A Toy 

What is the fundamental building block of the Universe? 

If Humankind could create matter, would it then have attained the status of God? 

In creating matter, how would science and religion respond to the consequences? Would 
Humankind be elevated as a species or would it be undermined? 

• 

Is Humankind God's toy? Does it have a higher value and purpose? 
Is Humankind a servant of God? 

How would our present theistic beliefs limit Humankind's and God's growth and development? 
How would religion, in its present form, perpetuate the problem of Humankind's status with God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of Humankind's purpose within the 
Universe? 

How does symbiotic panentheism elevate Humankind to an equal status with God? 
Why is Humankind so important to God? 

In adopting symbiotic panentheism, what benefits would there be for Humankind? 
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Chapter 10: Growing 

Does the Universe remain in a state of equilibrium or does it change and grow? 

If the Universe were in a state of equilibrium, what would be the negative consequences? 

Why is it necessary for the Universe to change and grow? 

• 

Does religion need to examine and change its present perception of reality? If it does not, what 
will be the consequences for Humankind? 

In their present form, do religions hinder Humankind's growth and future? 

Why does religion allow Humankind to see itself as inferior to God? Why is this wrong, for both 
Humankind and God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of Humankind's negative self-perception? 
Does symbiotic panentheism wish to eliminate religion? 

How is symbiotic panentheism important in addressing Humankind's uniqueness and value? 
Why should Humankind see itself as equal, and not subservient, to God? 
What does symbiotic panentheism say about God's nature and essence? 

Chapter 11: 'Typhoid Mary' 

Why has Humankind been unable to change its viewpoint regarding its relationship to the Creator? 
Why does Humankind accept a position of subservience to the Creator? 

How does Humankind's limited self-perception ultimately limit other species? How does it limit 
the Creator? 

• 

What danger does theism pose for both ourselves and other species? 

Why have the basic assumptions of theism had such destructive effects on Humankind's history? 
Does theism undermine Humankind's potential for growth? 
Would it also undermine another species? 
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How would adopting symbiotic panentheism change Humankind's self-perception, and ultimately, 
its future? 

In adopting symbiotic panentheism, how would other species in the Universe benefit? How would 
the Creator benefit? 

In accepting ourselves as part of the Creator, what would be the consequences for Humankind? 



Chapter 12: Twins 

What is the universal sound 'Om'? What is its significance? 
What is the nature of the Universe? 
What is the nature of reality? 

How does the structure of a Klein bottle resemble the structure of the Universe? What importance 
does it have for Humankind's understanding of reality and of its place within the Universe? 



How do our present theistic beliefs respond to the fact that the Universe will eventually be 
destroyed? 

Why do our theistic beliefs continue to place Humankind in a subservient position to God? 

How can our theistic beliefs be harmful? What can we do to avoid undermining Humankind's 
importance in reality? 



What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the Universe and Humankind's importance within 
it? 

Why can we find meaning and purpose within a Universe that will ultimately be destroyed? What 
does symbiotic panentheism tell us about our value to God? 

Why are we so important to God? Why is it dangerous to see ourselves as subservient, rather than 
equal, to God? 

How could symbiotic panentheism enable us to grow and evolve within the Universe? How could 
it enable God to also grow and evolve? 

Chapter 13: Contact 

If new life forms were discovered in our Universe, what effect would this discovery have on 
Humankind? 

What are the positive and negative issues involved in dealing with another intelligent species? 
How would we have to reevaluate our present values and beliefs? 



110 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 



How could a new species undermine our values and cause dissent among particular social, racial, 
and religious groups within our society? 



In which ways would our present theistic beliefs put us at a disadvantage in dealing with other 
intelligent, but not benevolent, species in the Universe? 

How does our present understanding of reality affect our self- esteem and value? 

Why do we continue to endorse a belief system that weakens our ability to attain our purpose in 
reality? Are there more constructive alternatives available? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism approach the issue of other intelligent life forms in the 
Universe? 

In which ways would symbiotic panentheism allow Humankind to attain its purpose in reality, and 
to maintain its self-esteem and dignity as a species? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind and its relationship to God? How do 
our beliefs affect the future of both Humankind and God? 



Chapter 14: Quadruplets 

What is the structure of the Universe? What can it tell us about our place within it, and of our 
value? 

Does a self-destructive Universe imply that Humankind's existence lacks value? 

Does Humankind have a finite or infinite future? In which ways do we have both? What does the 
question tell us about Humankind's relationship with God? 



Is it possible to find meaning in a finite Universe? How is our self-esteem undermined by limited 
perceptions? 

How is Humankind, and ultimately God, affected by our limited self-perception? 

Why do our present concepts of theism and pantheism limit our ability to reach our full potential? 



How would symbiotic panentheism free us from our limited 
self-perception? 

If symbiotic panentheism were adopted by Humankind, what would be the immediate benefits? 
What are the long-term benefits for both Humankind and God? 

How would other species in the Universe be affected by Humankind's adoption of symbiotic 
panentheism? 
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What are the immediate and long-term dangers of continuing to choose theism, rather than 
symbiotic panentheism, as the foundation for our beliefs? 

Chapter 15: A Doorway 

What are the dangers for Humankind of discovering that the Universe is structured differently than 
was previously believed? 

Is Humankind at a stage in its development whereby it could adapt its self-perception in response 
to new scientific knowledge concerning the structure of the Universe? Could Humankind retain its 
dignity as a consequence of such knowledge? 



If the structure of the Universe was different than was previously assumed, would Humankind's 
present theistic beliefs help to maintain its dignity or would it undermine it? 

What are the dangers for Humankind of continuing theistic beliefs? Is there a better belief system 
that would enable Humankind to retain its dignity unconditionally? 

What are the dangers for other species if we continue to maintain, and spread, our theistic beliefs? 



How would Humankind benefit from changing its perception from theism to symbiotic 
panentheism? How would Humankind grow as a species? 

How would symbiotic panentheism help to maintain Humankind's dignity and purpose in reality? 

What would be the universal benefits of Humankind's adoption of symbiotic panentheism? How 
would alien species also benefit? 

Chapter 16: Perfection 

What ethical and moral issues are involved in communicating with other species in the Universe? 

What are the dangers, for both Humankind and alien species, of spreading our present beliefs and 
values into the Universe? 

How could Humankind become enslaved by another species as a consequence of our present 
perceptions? 



In which ways does theism force Humankind into lowering its self-perception and value? What are 
the alternatives? 

How would our present theistic beliefs put us at a disadvantage in our dealings with other species 
in the Universe? 

How is God affected by our negative belief systems? What are the consequences for the soul? 
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How would symbiotic panentheism approach the question of contact with other species in the 
Universe? 

In which ways does symbiotic panentheism allow Humankind to retain its dignity within a self- 
destructive Universe? 

What is Humankind's purpose? How does it relate to God's growth and exploration of reality? 
Chapter 17: More . . . 

What is Humankind's status within the Universe? 

If the Universe will finally self-destruct, do we still have purpose and meaning within it? 

If the Universe will finally end, does this mean that our lives, and our worship of God, has had no 
value? Has God betrayed Humankind? 

• 

What will be the negative consequences for society in maintaining our belief in theism? 

In which ways does theism trap Humankind into continuing to perpetuate hierarchy and status 
within society? 

What will be the cost, to Humankind, God, and the soul, of continuing to adhere to theistic 
beliefs? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about finding meaning within a self-destructive 
Universe? Is it possible to have a meaningful existence? What is our purpose? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's relationship with God? How are 
they both interconnected in reality? 

Do God and Humankind share an equal status with each other? 
What is the purpose of Humankind and the soul? 

How can Humankind find purpose and significance in a self-destructive Universe? 

Chapter 18: The Fall 

What is 'The Great Debate?' 

What is our purpose in reality? 

Could we be surpassed, and enslaved, one day? 
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How does our self-perception affect our future? 
Why is all life of equal importance? 

Should we allow ourselves to be dominated by another species? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of justice and equality? 
Why is all life in the Universe worthy of respect? 
Why should we be treated with respect and dignity? 

Chapter 19: Solitary 

What are the implications for Humankind of existing within a bounded Universe? 

What are the consequences for Humankind of continuing its linear perception of reality? 

How could an alien species enslave Humankind? Why would our present beliefs allow this to 
happen? 

• 

Why does theism allow Humankind to perceive itself as inferior to God, and inferior to other 
species? 

How would quadratic thinking allow Humankind to break free of its present and limited self- 
perception? 

What is Humankind's future if it continues to adhere to its present perception of reality? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about existing within a bounded Universe? 
What is the nature and purpose of the soul? 

How can Humankind attain its full potential and purpose in reality? 
Why is Humankind important and vital to God's existence? 

Chapter 20: The Light 

Why is it so important that we develop a universal philosophy for Humankind? 

How will our self-perception affect Humankind's future? How will it affect the soul? How will it 
affect God? 
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What are the three philosophical perceptions of reality that have been so influential in 
Humankind's history? Why are their similarities and differences so important and consequential? 

• 

How does theism define Humankind's place in reality? How does pantheism? 

In which way does theistic beliefs lead to a self-perception of inferiority and subjugation to God? 

What is pantheism, and how does it differ from theism and symbiotic panentheism? 

• 

What are the subtle, but extremely important, differences between theism and symbiotic 
panentheism? 

In which way is our reality only temporary? How is it separate from eternity? 

How does our negative behavior damage us? How does it affect the soul; how does it affect God? 

What is Humankind's purpose in reality? How would a universal philosophy help achieve it? 

Chapter 21: The Point 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to achieve a universal perception of morality? Why has it been 
so difficult to do so? 

In which ways could mathematics and geometry lead to the formulation of a universal philosophy, 
and a universal morality? 

How are logic and morality interconnected? 

• 

Why are our current perceptions of 'right' and 'wrong' inadequate? 

How do our present theistic beliefs limit our perception of the value and importance of 
Humankind, and the soul, to God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism provide a foundation for making moral decisions? 

What is Humankind's purpose in reality? How would a universal philosophy help attain this 
purpose? 

What are the limits of symbiotic panentheism? Is it a comprehensive philosophy or a foundation 
for more growth? 
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Chapter 22: A Sigh 

Is Humankind's journey at an end or is it just beginning? 

Why is it necessary for us to change our behavior and take responsibility for our lives and our 
destiny? 

Why is the future important? What can we do, in the present, to ensure that the future will be good 
and fruitful? 

Why does theism hinder our purpose and journey in reality? 

In which ways do status and hierarchy hinder our ability to grow and achieve our purpose in 
reality? 

How is the soul, and ultimately God, affected by our theistic beliefs? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about our actions, and the effect they have on the future? 
Why is it vital that we participate fully in the journey of life? 
Why is it important that we reject passivity and submission? 
Why should we all be visionaries? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the significance of every life and soul? 

Chapter 23: Reflections - 3000 A.D. 

Why must Humankind take responsibility for its actions? 

What is meant by 'free will'? Do we have a choice in our actions and behavior? 

How can we use our free will to choose constructive, rather than destructive, actions and 
behavior? 

How does our self-perception influence our actions, both towards ourselves and towards others? 

• 

How do our present theistic beliefs, with their emphasis on Humankind's inferiority to God, limit 
both Humankind and God? 

Why is violence and abuse a direct result of our belief in hierarchy and status? 

How is the soul diminished by theistic beliefs and perceptions? 

What is social morality? How is it influenced by our present self-perception? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's status with God? 
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Why is the soul so important to Humankind and to God? 

How would status, hierarchy, and abuse be eliminated by the adoption of symbiotic panentheism? 
Chapter 24: Companions 

Why is changing our perceptions and behavior difficult? Why is it feared? 

What is meant by 'logic and faith'? Are logic and faith compatible with religion? How would 
symbiotic panentheism address the issue? 

• 

Why do present theistic beliefs reject the concept of a companion in reality? Why would symbiotic 
panentheism be a good companion? 

In which ways are religion and symbiotic panentheism different? In which ways are they similar? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism elevate the importance of the Creator? 
Why should we strive to maintain our religious beliefs? 
In which way is religion our first mentor? 

Why is a universal philosophy for Humankind important? How would symbiotic panentheism 
facilitate it? 

In which ways does symbiotic panentheism add to, rather than diminish, present religions? 
Chapter 25: Understanding 

Why do violence and conflict continue to inflict society? 

Why do our present beliefs set the foundation for conflict and abuse within society? 

In which ways do our beliefs give rise to an acceptance of hierarchy and status? What is the 
alternative? 

• 

Why is theism resistant to embracing symbiotic panentheism? 

Why is it difficult to change our perceptions and the actions that follow them? 

What will be the consequences of resisting symbiotic panentheism and continuing our theistic 
beliefs? 
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How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of status, hierarchy, and power within 
society? 

How could embracing symbiotic panentheism create a universal philosophy - one of equality and 
tolerance for all Humankind, and all species? 

What will be the consequences, for Humankind and for God, of resisting symbiotic panentheism? 
Why is Humankind and God of equal importance and status? 
Why are they both important to each other? 

Chapter 26: Panentheism, the Soul, Reality 

Understanding pantheism, theism, and panentheism: What do they tell us about God and Reality? 
What do they tell us about ourselves? 

How does panentheism differ from both theism and pantheism? 

Why is the difference important for our understanding of Humankind's value and purpose? 
Why is it vital that we now develop a universal philosophy? 

How would the adoption of symbiotic panentheism achieve this universal philosophy? 

What have been the arguments both for and against the existence of God? Which is true? 

Why was our Universe created? How does it relate to God's omniscience and growth? 

What are the dangers for Humankind of continuing to adhere to theistic perceptions and beliefs? 

What is the Ripple Effect? Why is it so important to Humankind's purpose in reality? 

Why is it necessary that we take responsibility for our actions and behavior? 

How are Humankind, the soul, and God interdependent? 

Chapter 27: The Soul 

What is Humankind's purpose in reality? 

Do we need to change our perception of our value? 

Why is every life, and every soul, significant? 

How are Humankind and God interdependent? Why are they important to each other? 

What can physics tell us about the nature of the Universe, and Humankind's existence within it? 
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Why are our present theistic beliefs so limited by comparison to what they could be? 
How does our limited self-perception influence our actions? 
What are the consequences for society? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism set the foundation for resolving our social problems and 
dilemmas? 

Why is Humankind of phenomenal value and significance to God? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about our present actions and behavior? What is the 
significance of the Ripple Effect? 

How does our positive and negative actions affect God? How would symbiotic panentheism 
address the question? 

Chapter 28: . . . Ism's 

What kind of abuses are perpetrated within society? How can we successfully eliminate them? 

Why is power and control such pervasive factors in the behavior of many social institutions and 
groups? 

Who is truly exploited within society? Who are the real victims? 

• 

In which ways does our present perception of reality hinder our ability to resolve society's most 
pressing dilemmas? 

Why is there so much intolerance and injustice within society? 

Are there any groups within society who cannot contribute to life's journey? 

Is everyone unique and valuable? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the importance of every life and soul? Why are we 
all unique and valuable? 

How would a universal philosophy address the issue of social injustice? 

Why do we need to resist, both for our own sake and for God, intolerance and bigotry? In which 
way is the individual, and their soul, so important to God? 

What is the soul's purpose in reality? How does it relate to Humankind's actions? How does it 
relate to God? 
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Chapter 29: The Circle 

Why is everyone's journey through life important and valuable? 
Why are we all unique? 

What is the relationship between the Ripple Effect and the soul's journey? 

What is meant by the 'significance of reality'? 

How can our limited perceptions lead to self-violence? 

• 

Why are we often tempted to accept a limited and restrictive view of life's importance? 
How can our principles be compromised by a limited perception of reality? 
How does theism limit our ability to see the importance of each life and soul? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the importance of attaining a universal 
philosophy? 

Why is it vital that we accept responsibility for our life'sjourney? 

What does symbiotic panentheism say about the importance of every soul? 

How are the soul and God interrelated? 

What does symbiotic panentheism say about the soul and the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 
Chapter 30: Your Essence 

Why is it important that we continue to seek truth and knowledge? 

Why is some research so controversial? Why is it often rejected, rather than embraced and 
understood? 

Is there such a thing as 'exploitative' research? 

Why is it always necessary to question our status within society? How are we all equal, 
irrespective of race, class or gender? 

• 

How does theism limit our ability to achieve our full potential? 

Why is Humankind often intolerant with respect to differences among different racial, economic, 
and social groups? 
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In which ways does Humankind limit its own potential and purpose in reality? 
How does it limit the soul? How does it, ultimately, limit God? 

• 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to move beyond intolerance and instead embrace the 
importance of every individual and soul? In which ways are we all important? 

What does symbiotic panentheism offer us in terms of a universal philosophy? 

Why does symbiotic panentheism stress the importance of each soul's journey? What does it tell 
us about reaching our full potential? 

Chapter 31: The Glue 

Why are women relegated to a position of subservience and inferiority within society? 

What are the consequences, both for Humankind and the soul, of accepting subservience within 
society? How is God affected? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to have a universal philosophy? How would it help resolve 
social dilemmas? 

• 

Why do our social institutions allow problems within society to continue? Is their role to alleviate 
problems temporarily, or instead to solve them completely? 

Are social institutions a reflection of society? 
• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about subservience within society? Does it endorse or 
reject it? 

Why is it important that we understand who we are and what our purpose is in reality? 
Why are we all responsible for improving society? 
How can we aid the soul's journey? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to change its perception regarding status and hierarchy? If it 
does not, how will the soul, and God, be affected? 

How would symbiotic panentheism help to revolutionize society and its institutions? 
Chapter 32: Points 

What are the ultimate consequences of our negative actions? 
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Why does our flawed and limited perception of reality hinder our ability to attain our purpose in 
reality? 

What does the Ripple Effect tell us about our actions? 

• 

In which ways does theism allow us to continue our negative behavior? 
Why does theism see Humankind as subservient to God? 

How will maintaining our theistic beliefs allow crime, poverty, and abuse to continue? Is there a 
better alternative? 

How do our theistic beliefs limit God? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about a universal philosophy? What benefits would that 
philosophy have for Humankind? 

What does symbiotic panentheism say about Humankind's relationship to God? 

In which way would symbiotic panentheism allow all of Humankind to share a common goal and 
purpose in reality? 

Chapter 33: It's Time 

Why has the issue of partial-birth abortion been controversial? 
What mistakes have been made regarding this issue? 
Why is it difficult to find the truth within society? 

If partial-birth abortion continues, what will be the consequences for the soul, and ultimately, 
God? 

• 

Why do our theistic beliefs hinder our ability to attain a new perception of reality? 
How and why do social institutions resist changing their destructive behavior? 
In which ways do our present theistic beliefs limit the soul and God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of partial-birth abortion? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to redefine its purpose in reality? What will be the benefits if it 
does? What will be the consequences if it does not? 
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Volume HI - 1998 
Stepping Up To The Creator 

Religion: Hinduism - 1500 BC # 100-109 

In which way has Hinduism provided the foundation for other religious faiths? 

Why is the Hindu concept of monotheism so important for Humankind? 

What does Hinduism tell us about the nature of the soul and its relationship to the Causative 
Force? 

How are Humankind and science in agreement with regards to the nature and structure of the 
Universe? 

How does Humankind's negative behavior affect the Causative Force? In which way does 
Hinduism address the problem? 

What does Hinduism tell us about our existence both within and outside of the Universe? In which 
way do we all possess significance in eternity? 

Why is it necessary that we treat all life forms in the Universe with equal respect? 
What does Hinduism tell us about the soul, and our awareness, after our death? 
What will happen to our soul if the Universe is destroyed? 
Why is Hinduism so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Judaism - 1000 BC # 110-119 

In which way did Judaism bring the concept of monotheism to the West? 
What have been the effects of Judaic teaching on the modern world? 
What does Judaism tell us about the Causative Force? 
What are the differences between Judaism and panentheism? 
What have they both in common? 

What does Judaism tell us about the immortality of the soul? 

Why is humanitarian behavior a natural outcome of Judaic and panentheistic beliefs? 
What does Judaism tell us about the nature of the Universe and our perception of reality? 
Why is Humankind, and the soul, so important to the Causative Force? 
What has been the global significance of Judaism? 
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Why is Judaism so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Religion: Buddhism - 500 BC # 120-129 

Why is the elimination of suffering such an important aspect of Buddhist philosophy and 
teaching? 

Why does Humankind's acceptance of status and hierarchy systems lead to abuse and suffering? 

How does our behavior, both positive and negative, affect the Causative Force? 

Why is it so important that we as a species eliminate suffering within society? 

How can our actions, both good and bad, have such a significant effect on the future? What do we 
mean by 'the Ripple Effect'? 

What is the significance of all life? How is the soul and eternity interconnected? 
How will our experiences affect the Causative Force? 

Why should Humankind respect all other life forms in the Universe? Why should they, in turn, 
respect us? 

What are the consequences and responsibilities of possessing free will? 
Why is Buddhism so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Christianity - 0 BC # 130-139 

In which ways did Christianity expand the concept of love to include all of Humankind? 

Why is the concept of universal love so important to us as individuals? Why is it so important for 
society? 

How do our positive and negative actions affect the Causative Force? How will they affect our 
own future in eternity? 

What will happen to our soul after our death? How will it affect the Causative Force? 

Why is our understanding of our relationship to the Causative Force so important? How will it 
influence the way we treat each other? 

In which way are we all a part of the Causative Force? 

How will our acceptance of universal love affect our perception of, and actions towards, other life 
forms in the Universe? 

How is our soul, and its significance, tied to eternity? 

Why should the elimination of suffering be Humankind's greatest priority? 
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Why is Christianity so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Islam - 500 AD # 140-149 

Why is the elimination of suffering such an important aspect of Islamic teaching? 

What role does justice play in Islamic teaching? 

Why is it so important that Humankind attain social justice? 

What will be the consequences of Humankind's negative and positive behavior on the Causative 
Force? 

Why are we all finally responsible for our behavior and actions? 

Why is the Ripple Effect so important in how we perceive our actions towards each other? 
What is the nature and destiny of the soul in eternity? 

How will our perception of each other affect our treatment of other life forms in the Universe? 
Why is life, all life, important and valuable? 

Why is Islamic teaching important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Ontological Argument - 1000 BC # 150-159 

Why do we believe that a Causative Force exists? 

What is an ontological argument? What are its repercussions for Humankind? 
Why does Humankind seem to constantly seek a Causative Force? 
What is the nature of the Universe? 

What are the consequences of an omnipresent Causative Force? 

Why would the Causative Force have created the Universe? 

Why is it vital that we establish a clear definition of life? 

Why does Humankind possess significance within the Universe? 

What is the relationship between Humankind and the Causative Force? 

Why is ontological argument important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
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Religion: Modern Science - 1500 AD # 160-169 



Why has science played such a significant role in our understanding of the Universe and our place 
within it? 

What is the nature of the Universe? What exists outside of its boundary? 
What is the significance of Humankind within the Universe? 

Why should other life forms in the Universe be treated with equality and respect? 

What is the nature and function of the soul? 

How is Humankind, and other life forms within the Universe, interconnected and interdependent? 

Why is it so important that we eliminate suffering? 

What is the Ripple Effect? How does it affect our future? 

In which way are we all a part of the Causative Force? 

Why is modern science important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Atheism # 170-179 

What does atheism imply about the nature of the Universe? 

What are the ultimate consequences of atheistic beliefs? 

Does the Universe have a beginning and end? Does it possess a boundary? 

Is life significant? What is its significance under atheism? 

In which ways does atheism limit Humankind? How does it also limit the Causative Force? 
What does atheism imply about Humankind's significance in eternity? 
What relationship is there between atheism and the Causative Force? 
How is the Causative Force and Humankind interdependent? 
Who created the Causative Force? 

Why is atheism important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Religion: Classical/Traditional Theism # 180-189 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, are we then a part of the Causative Force? 
Why is 'transcendence' a contradiction of the idea of an omnipresent Causative Force? 
What exists outside the boundary of the Universe? 
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How does classical theism help us to understand the Causative Force's relationship to the 
Universe and to Humankind? 

Why is Humankind, as well as other life within the Universe, so important to the Causative Force? 
What relationship does life have to eternity? 

What roles do religion, philosophy, and science play in our understanding of ourselves and our 
destiny? 

Why are our actions, both positive and negative, important? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to eliminate hierarchy and status within society? 
Why is classical/traditional theism important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Panentheism - 2000 AD # 190-199 

Under panentheism, what is Humankind's relationship to the Causative Force? 

Why will it be necessary to modify some of our present religious perceptions? 

How does panentheism show that we have meaning and purpose, even within a Universe that will 
eventually be destroyed? 

How are panentheism and omnipresence interconnected? 

Why is Humankind important and valuable to the Causative Force? 

How does Humankind affect the Causative Force? 

Under panentheism, why is all life within the Universe vital and important? 
What is Humankind's purpose in reality? 

How could panentheism provide solutions to present and future social dilemmas? 
Science: Entropy # 200-209 

How does entropy relate to the destruction of the Universe? 
What happens to our soul after death? 
Is the Universe alive? 

What exists beyond the boundary of our Universe? 
How does entropy reinforce the concept of panentheism? 
Where is the Universe located? 
Why is all life within the Universe vital and sacred? 
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How can entropy help explain the nature of the Universe? How can it help explain the nature of 
life? 

If our Universe will finally end, as entropy implies, can Humankind still find meaning and purpose 
in reality? 

Why is entropy important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 



Science: The Big Bang # 210-219 

What does The Big Bang tell us about the origin and future of our Universe? 

In a fundamental sense, what are the three choices we possess in conducting our behavior? 

Why is growth and change such an important aspect of our journey through life? 

Is awareness eternal or does it end after we die? 

If awareness is eternal, where does it go after our death? 

How are awareness and the soul interconnected? 

What will be the effects of our behavior, both as individuals and as a species, on eternity? 
Why is all life of equal value? 

Why is Humankind and the Causative Force interdependent? 

Why is The Big Bang important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Science: Symmetry # 220-229 

How does the concept of symmetry help us to understand the structure of the Universe? 
How is it possible that our Universe could be created from nothingness? 
How does panentheism relate to the concept of symmetry? 
What exists outside the boundary of the Universe? 

Is it possible for Humankind to find meaning, even within a Universe that will finally dissolve into 
nothingness? 

How is awareness interconnected with eternity? 

What happens after our death? 

Why is every life unique and important? 

How would Humankind benefit from a universal philosophy? 

Why is symmetry important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
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Science: Topology # 230-239 

How can Humankind adapt its approach to topology and mathematics to questions regarding 
religious and philosophical concepts? 

Why should religion, science, and philosophy unite in order to answer Humankind's quest for 
knowledge and purpose? 

How does our present understanding of reality interfere with our purpose in reality? Why do we 
need a perceptual shift in our understanding? 

How does topology help us to understand the structure of the Universe? 

Why is it so important to find universal truths? How will they affect our understanding and 
behavior? 

How can philosophy help Humankind in its quest for universal truths? 

Is it possible for Humankind to find purpose and value within a bounded and limiting Universe? 
How would our understanding of reality also relate to other life forms within the Universe? 
How is an 'outside' to our Universe possible? 

Why is topology important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Science: Set Theory # 240-249 

What are the four 'theisms' and what can they tell us about our existence within the Universe? 
Why is free will important? 

How can set theory help us to understand our relationship to the Universe and to the Causative 
Force? 

How could symbiotic panentheism provide us with a model of reality? 
What is the significance of life? 

Under symbiotic panentheism, how does the importance and significance of the individual become 
absolute? 

How can set theory help us to understand our place and purpose in reality? 
Do modern theisms fully accept the concept of omnipresence? 

How does symbiotic panentheism reinforce science, religion, philosophy, and prophecy? 
Why is set theory important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
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Science: Space - The Null Set # 250-259 

How are matter, energy, and time interconnected? 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, isn't it reasonable to conclude that Humankind is located 
within the Causative Force? 

What can symbiotic panentheism tell us about our relationship to the Causative Force? 

How could the Causative Force use Humankind as a means to change and grow? 

Why is it vital that we become responsible for our behavior and actions? 

Why is attaining a universal philosophy important for Humankind? 

Why should we respect other life forms within the Universe? 

What is the relationship of the soul to eternity? 

Does awareness continue after death? 

Why is space - the null set important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Science: Ecological Niche # 260-269 

What is an ecological niche? 

How does Humankind fill an ecological niche within the Universe? 

Why is Humankind's constant search for knowledge and meaning important? 

What is Humankind's relationship to the Causative Force? 

What is, or could be, the significance of life? 

How could Humankind tie its significance to eternity rather than to mortality? 
Why are ecological niches temporary in nature? 
Are we important to the Causative Force? 

In which sense is Humankind interconnected with the Universe and with the Causative Force? 
Why is ecological niche important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Science: Homo- ... # 270-279 

What is the fundamental difference between the human species and the rest of the Earth's 
creatures? 

How is Humankind capable of filling an ecological niche, one which is unaffected by time? 
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If we are the only inhabitants of the Earth who possess free will, what are our choices and 
responsibilities? 

How could symbiotic panentheism lead us towards an understanding of our purpose in reality? 

How could symbiotic panentheism help us to achieve a universal philosophy? 

What is the purpose of awareness? 

What is the significance of Humankind in eternity? 

How does symbiotic panentheism differ from atheism, pantheism, and classical/traditional theism? 

What will be the consequences, both for Humankind and the Causative Force, if we do not achieve 
a universal philosophy? 

Why is homo- important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Science: Palaeomagnetism # 280-289 

What can palaeomagnetism tell us about the geological history of the Earth? 

Using palaeomagnetism, how can we predict what will happen to the Earth in the future? 

Will the Earth be destroyed one day? 

Why is it so vital that Humankind prepare for the future? 

Why do we now need a perceptual shift in our understanding? 

How could a universal philosophy help us to reach our full potential? 

What is Humankind's purpose? Do we still have meaning and value, even within a Universe that 
will eventually be destroyed? 

How are Humankind and the Causative Force interconnected? 
How could Humankind have a purpose in eternity? 

Why is palaeomagnetism important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Science: Symbiosis # 290-299 

How do we share a symbiotic relationship with the Causative Force? 
Why does our Universe exist? What is its purpose? 

How are the Universe and Humankind located within the Causative Force? 
How does our behavior, both positive and negative, impact the Causative Force? 
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Is life eternal? 

How can the past help us to understand and shape our future? 

Where does our significance, both as individuals and as aspecies, lie? 

Why is it vital that we accept responsibility for our actions? 

How do science, religion, and philosophy help us to understand who we are? 

Why is symbiosis important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Philosophy: Unified View # 300-309 

What is the first aim of philosophy? 

How can philosophy make people more critical thinkers? 

How can philosophy help us to understand the function of the Universe? 

What have been the limits of philosophy? 

Why is it important that we achieve a 'unified view' or universal philosophy for our species? 

What would be the benefits of a universal philosophy? 

How can philosophy help us to understand the significance of life? 

Why is it important that we find a comprehensive definition of life? 

What is the function of the soul? 

What happens to us after death? 

Philosophy: Philosophy, Religion, and Science # 310-319 

How have philosophy, religion, and science attempted to understand reality? 
How do philosophy, religion, and science reinforce each other? 
How can philosophy help us to define the truth of reality? 

Why do we as individuals, and as a species, need to be responsible for our actions? 
If the Universe is in a constant state of change, isn't the Causative Force also changing? 
How is panentheism interconnected with philosophy, religion, and science? 
Why does life exist? 

What is the difference between reality and Reality? 
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How could the merging of philosophy, religion, and science help us to achieve an understanding 
of our purpose in reality? 

What would be the benefits of a universal philosophy? 

Philosophy: Confucianism # 320-329 

What is Confucianism? 

Why does Confucianism emphasize sincerity in personal and public conduct? 
What have been the positive influences of Confucianism? 
How could Confucianism be made stronger? 
What are rules of behavior? 

How does Confucianism reinforce the concept of an omnipresent Causative Force? 
Why does society remain in a state of confusion and conflict? 
What have been the failings of philosophy? 

If rules and laws are necessary for an orderly society, how can we find out what these rules and 
laws should be? 

Why is free will an essential aspect of our lives? 

Philosophy: Taoism # 330-339 

What is Taoism? 

How does Taoism differ from Western philosophy? 

Why does Taoism place an emphasis on the 'whole' rather than on individual aspects of our 
existence? 

How are panentheism and Taoism alike? 

In which ways does Taoism teach us tolerance? 

Why does Taoism emphasise the rights of the individual over the demands of conformity imposed 
by society? 

What is free will? 

Why is it essential that we have a choice over our own behavior and destiny? 

Why does our species need a sense of purpose? 

How do symbiotic panentheism and Taoism support each other? 
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Philosophy: Ancient Philosophy # 340-349 

In which way did Ancient Philosophy initiate a debate over the nature of reality? 

What is the function of philosophy? 

Why is a universal philosophy important for our species? 

How are faith and reason interconnected? 

How can something physical be generated from something non-physical? 
How are many of our present beliefs in agreement with Ancient Philosophy? 
What is the nature of the Universe? 
In which way are we a part of the Causative Force? 

Why is it important that we define who we are and our reason for existence? 
Why is it vital that we accept responsibility for our actions? 

Philosophy: Early Christian Philosophy # 350-359 

How did Early Christian philosophy undermine and surpass Ancient philosophy? 
Why did Early Christian philosophy reject science and reason? 

Why was the concept of panentheism considered such a threat to Early Christian philosophy? 
Why is life significant to the Causative Force? 

What did Early Christian philosophy imply about the nature of the Universe? 
What is Humankind's significance in eternity? 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, are we not then located within the Causative Force? 

How have Western/Middle Eastern religions expanded our understanding of the Causative Force? 

Why is a universal philosophy important? How would it affect the behavior of our species? 

How does symbiotic panentheism reinforce the concepts embraced by Early Christian philosophy? 



135 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Philosophy: Renaissance Philosophy # 360-369 

How does ontology and Renaissance philosophy differ? 

Why has ontology not provided the answers to our fundamental questions? 

In which way does faith provide a foundation for knowledge? 

What do we first need to do in order to achieve a universal philosophy? 

What would a universal philosophy have to provide? 

Why is existence significant? 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, are we not then located within the Causative Force? 
In which ways has Renaissance philosophy failed to provide answers to Humankind's questions? 
Why is it reasonable for religion and science to unite? 
What would be the advantages of a universal philosophy? 

Philosophy: Appeal to Reason and Experience # 370-379 

What are epistemology and metaphysics? 

How can philosophy, religion, and science help us to understand reality? 

What is the nature of the Causative Force? 

What is the function of awareness? What is the function of life? 

Why is change important? 

Why is all life significant? 

What happens to us after death? 

What is the significance of every individual on eternity? 
What does philosophy need to do to achieve a unified view? 
Why is a Causative Force significant to our understanding? 

Philosophy: Appeal to Humanism/ Adjustment # 380-389 

Why did philosophers turn their attention to the importance of the individual? 
What is humanism? 
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How was religion ahead of both science and philosophy in exploring the importance of the 
individual? 

Why must we never hide from our past? 

What is the significance of life? 

What is philosophy built upon? 

Why is the concept of equality important? 

What is life? 

What must we do as a species? 
What are the rights of the individual? 
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Tractate 15 



Ockham 9 s Razor 



Introducing: 
The 

Problem of Reductionism 



❖ 



Understanding 
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Terms/concepts: 

Ockham's Razor 
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Part I: Expanding Understanding - Complexity 



Introduction: A new slant on the old 

Pre-Zeno: 'A' point from which to begin: The Hidden Historical Evolution of Human 
Philosophical Thought 

This work has been an examination of some of the most prominent philosophical paradoxes 
accumulated by humanity over the last twenty-five hundred years. It has come from the point of 
view of a new perception. Surprisingly or perhaps it could be stated, not surprisingly, it has 
generated totally new resolutions to these paradoxes, which have been confronting our field of 
academics over the last two and a half millenniums. 1 

And just how has this work created new perceptions and exciting innovative solutions to 
paradoxes, which have been befuddling philosophers for such a long period of time? This work 
has presented a new perception, which in turn has suggested exciting innovative solutions to 
paradoxes. The work was created/synthesized through the implementation of simplicity itself. 

One will note as one goes through this summation that it does not necessarily duplicate the exact 
schematics existing as the second page of the preceding tractates. This is as it should be for the 
overview presents us with a slightly different perspective than what we sense when we find 
ourselves immersed directly within the concepts themselves. For this reason one will, as one of 
many examples, observe Kant and Hegel combined in the sense that the two helped us to 
understand the concept of limited human perceptual abilities. 

Fifteen tractates, more than three thousand pages 2 of written material, and a thousand slides of 
visuals 3 leads us to having progressed, metaphysically speaking, from one perception of reality to 
an 'expanded' view of reality. With the advent of the previous tractates we now understand where 
we are. We now understand what we mean when we speak of an expanded location of the whole 
of reality. 

The concept of location changes: Panentheism 



Here 




To 




Here 







IT * 




This work, however, does more than expand the perception regarding the size of reality. This work 
expands the perception regarding the 'action' of the parts to the whole as well as the whole to the 
parts. 



141 



The War & Peace ofaNew Metaphysical Perception 



As such, not only does the understanding regarding where we are 'located' become modified but 
the dynamics of our function within reality becomes modified. 

How do the dynamics of the system change? 

The concept regarding the intra-system dynamics changes: Symbiosis: 



Here 




To 




Here 







T 






0 







The dynamics now expand from action of the individual affecting the universe to action of the 
individual affecting what it is that lies 'beyond' the physical, 'beyond' the universe (Meta- 
physics). Metaphysics now takes its rightful place as a field of understanding, which permeates all 
fields of study from religion, morality, ethics, biology, psychology, social engineering, physics, 
and astronomy to and through mathematics, the language of science, itself. 



Combining the understanding of action as it relates to the whole of location one obtains: symbiotic 
panentheism or metaphysically speaking: 'being' being 'Being'. 

This work exposes two basic errors emerging from past perceptions: 



Error one: Simple ideas come easily 



Error two: Totality's existence is stagnant. 



This tractate summarizes the basic steps we as a specie have taken regarding understanding our 
metaphysical journey. Such an understanding emerges with Zeno and proceeds through the 
present. But this tractate does more than summarize. This tractate points us as a specie forward in 
the direction of our next advances regarding the size of reality and regarding our function within 
reality. Both advances impact our understanding regarding the significance of the individual and 
impact our understanding regarding the significance of the whole of knowing. 

This tractate and the above diagrams will undoubtedly lead to their own perceptual errors. Such 
errors will unavoidable emerge as a product of existing limits of knowledge. The progress we are 
making regarding the whole of reality and our function within reality may appear to be slow and 
tedious, Be that as it may, we do appear to be making progress and as any theoretical 
mathematician of Chaos Theory will tell you: Once the butterfly has flapped its wings the 
repercussions of minute action can generate vast ripples 4 throughout the whole of reality. 

The ripples moving through society can in turn significantly impacts individuals found within the 
whole of reality, which in turn can generate huge repercussions 5 upon the whole itself. 
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Part I: Expanding Understanding - Complexity 

Pre-Zeno: The Error of Perception Resolving the problem of the gods 




The error: The paradox of the gods - the exclusion of the abstract 
Understanding the rationale of physicalness emerges. 
The universe exists and it is thought to be the concrete/physical. 
As such, for the most part abstract functionality does not exist. 
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2000 AD A new perception 



Resolving the problem of the gods 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 



The physical exists 



The divine exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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500 BC The Error of Zeno: Resolving the problem of Physical Distance 




The error: The paradox of distance - the exclusion of the physical 
Understanding the rationale of abstraction emerges. 

The universe exists and it is thought to be the 'only' 'container' of the concrete/physical and of 
abstraction. 

As such, abstract functionality becomes confused with concrete/physical functionality. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Physical Distance 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 



The physical exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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Ockham 's Razor 



Resolving the problem of Cartesian Systems 




The error: The paradox of Cartesian systems - the exclusion of the unknowable 

Understanding the Universe as a system emerges. 

The system is a location for abstraction and the concrete/physical. 

As such the abstract and the concrete/physical functionality have a location within which to 
function but the understanding of their interrelationship remains in a state of confusion. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Cartesian Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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The Error of Boethius: 



Ockham 's Razor 
Resolving the problem of Free Will and Determinism 




The Abstract 
The Physical 




The error: The paradox of determinism - the exclusion of free will 

Understanding the relationship between free will, determinism, and reality emerges. 

The system is a location for abstraction and the concrete/physical - abstract and the 
concrete/physical functionality have a location within which to function but the understanding of 
their interrelationship remains in a state of confusion. 

As such, free will and determinism become identified as concepts of the abstract but the existence 
of free will and determinism immerges out of the sense of a contradictory paradoxical perception 
and remain as such. 



149 



The War & Peace ofaNew Metaphysical Perception 



2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Free Will and Determinism 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 



150 



Ockham 's Razor 



1543 AD The Error of Copernicus: Resolving the problem of Centrists Systems 




The error: The paradox of a center - the exclusion of non-Centricism 
Understanding our significance emerges. 

The sun now becomes the center of the concrete/physical. The concept of 'the center' remains and 
as such, the universe eventually evolves into being the concept with a center - the big bang. 
Confusion over the centrist perception remains not only in terms of the concrete but the concept 
remains in terms of abstraction. 

As such, Humankind 'looks to' the center of all things: the center of the concrete and the center of 
all abstraction. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Centrists Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1716 AD The Error of Leibniz: Resolving the problem of Theodicy 



The Universe: 



Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 



Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1. Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 



The error: The paradox of Theodicy - The exclusion of responsibility 
Understanding the individual's responsibility to reality emerges. 

Imperfection becomes a location of the lack of perfect quality through the emergence of a new 
location. As the new location emerges, its characteristic becomes defined: Perfection exists - the 
concept of 'omni. . . ' spreads to action as well as knowledge, power, and presence. 

As such, separation becomes a necessity. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Theodicy 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1804 AD The Error of Kant: Resolving the problem of non-Cartesian Systems: 



T 




The Universe Grows Again: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 



There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 



i 




Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 



The error: The paradox of a non-Cartesian system - the exclusion of a 'foundation' 

Understanding there are things we will never know for we are limited by our very physical ness 
emerges 

The first location contains Humankind, which: 

1 . Knows some things about the universe within which it lives 

2. Can learn more about the universe within which it lives 

3. Will never be able to know all there is to know about the universe within which it 
lives 

The second location contains: 

1 . Scientifically speaking - primal cause 

2. Philosophically speaking - first cause 

3. Religiously speaking - the creator 

As such, the second location appears to be all knowing, all present, all powerful, and all 
benevolent: 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of non-Cartesian Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable 
exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable 
exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 



156 



Ockham 's Razor 



1831 AD The Error of Hegel: 



Resolving the problem of Non-Cartesian Systems 



/ 



The Universe: ^ 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind . 
Can Never Know * 



\ 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 
?????????????? 



The error: The paradox of a non-Cartesian system - the exclusion of a 'foundation' 
Understanding regarding the existence of a second location emerges. 

The question arises: Why is a second location necessary? If a second location is not necessary, it is 
a redundancy. The universe could just as well have always existed in which case the Cartesian 
system becomes a non-Cartesian system - a system with no beginning or end. 

As such, with the introduction of the concept of a non-Cartesian system, the debate begins 
regarding which system is real, which system is necessary, the Cartesian or the non-Cartesian. 
From this discussion emerges the discussion regarding the very necessity of a 'creator'. From this 
discussion emerges the question: Is there even a 'creator' at all and just where do we, humankind 
fit into the system? 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of non-Cartesian Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism 
exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism 
exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1955 AD The Error of Einstein" 



Resolving the problem of Time and Space 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 

?????????????? 



The error: The paradox of functional time - the exclusion of timelessness 

Understanding the interrelationship between matter and energy and time and space emerges. 

Time becomes an innate characteristic of matter and energy as opposed to the historical perception 
of it being an abstraction of 'constancy'. 



As such, the need for a location 'larger' than 'physical' reality appears to become unnecessary. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Time and Space 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time & Space exist 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1970 AD The Error of Russell: 



Resolving the problem of Non-members 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 

Exclusion 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

5. Omnipresence 

6. Omnipotence 

7. Omniscience 

8. Omni benevolence 

?????????????? 



The error: The paradox of non-members - the exclusion of 'exclusion through inclusion' 
Understanding how it is we can 'exclude' through 'inclusion' emerges. 
Excluding while including becomes a rational concept. 

As such, two locations being independent one upon the other while simultaneously being 
dependent one upon the other become a necessity. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Non-members 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1976 AD The Error of Heidegger: Resolving the problem of the Void of a Void 



Nothingness 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 

Exclusion 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

5. Omnipresence 

6. Omnipotence 

7. Omniscience 

8. Omni benevolence 

?????????????? 



The error: The paradox of nothing - the exclusion of the Void of a Void 

Understanding that 'something', even if it is nothing, existing 'outside' totality becomes rational. 
Something comes of nothing 

As such, nothingness finds its significance in terms of the whole of reality. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of the Void of a Void 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1996 AD The Error of Philosophy: 



Resolving the problem of Either/Or 



Nothingness 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 

Exclusion 



n ^ Innate Characteristics 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

9. Omnipresence 

10. Omnipotence 

1 1 . Omniscience 

12. Omni benevolence 

?????????????? 



The error: The paradox of Either/Or - the exclusion 'both' 
Understanding the option of 'and' as opposed to either/or emerges. 
The perception of reality is too limited. 

As such, the simple becomes too complex to comprehend pragmatically. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Either/Or 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1998 AD Symbiotic Panentheism 

A Perceptual Shift for Humankind - A New Perception 2000 AD 




> The resolution of past errors: the paradox of past paradoxes, paradoxically leading to self- 
resolution through self-generation of a new metaphysical perception: 

> Nothingness is nothingness. It takes up no 'space'. 

> Separation through inclusion once again emerges through the concept of 'nothingness' 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of the gods 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 
Potentiality exits 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



Our firmest convictions are apt to be the most suspect; they mark our limitations 
and our bounds. Life is a petty thing unless it is moved by the indomitable urge 
to extend its boundaries. 

Jose Ortega y Gasset 
Spanish philosopher (1883 - 1955) 
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Part II: Applying Ockham's Razor: 



Reducing Understanding to Simplicity 



2002 AD Metaphysical Systems: Introducing the problem of Metaphysical System 

#7 and Metaphysical System # 9 




'being': 



Individuality 




fomg : 



'Being': 



Action - Process/reality, the universe 



Totality, summation, the whole 



Applying Ockham's Razor: Reduction of complexity leads to simplicity 
Metaphysical systems of multiplicity to 'a' metaphysical system of singularity. 
Ockham's razor becomes a potential tool of Theoretical Metaphysics itself. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of the gods 

The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 
Potentiality exits 
Singularity of the 
Whole 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Multiplicity of Individuality 



Our firmest convictions are apt to be the most suspect; they mark our limitations 
and our bounds. Life is a petty thing unless it is moved by the indomitable urge 
to extend its boundaries. 

Jose Ortega y Gasset 
Spanish philosopher (1883 - 1955) 
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2002 AD Principle Three Introducing the problem of Principles One and Two 

Applying Ockham's Razor: 



1 . Reduce it to its basic building material 

2. Build a system 

3. Examine the Impact 




'Being' : Totality, summation, the whole 



Reductionism through: 

Theoretical Metaphysics 
Metaphysical Engineering 
Practical Metaphysics 

The ultimate goal attained: simplicity personified 

Truth One: You exist. 

Truth Two: The universe exists. 

Truth Three: Causation exists. 

The resolution of past errors: the paradox of past paradoxes, paradoxically leading to the solution 
of multiple paradoxes through the generation of a new perception: 

Nothingness is nothingness. It takes up no 'space'. 

Separation becomes inclusion once again through the concept of 'nothingness' 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of the gods 

The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty- first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 
Potentiality exits 
Singularity of the Whole 
'Being' - n 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 
being - vb of action 



being - vb - passive 
state of existence 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Multiplicity of Individuality 
'being' n 



Our firmest convictions are apt to be the most suspect; they mark our limitations 
and our bounds. Life is a petty thing unless it is moved by the indomitable urge 
to extend its boundaries. 

Jose Ortega y Gasset 
Spanish philosopher (1883 - 1955) 
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2002 Ockham's Razor: Introducing the problem of Reductionism 

Solutions to paradoxes through the Metaphysical System of Symbiotic Panentheism - 'being' 
being 'Being' 

Ockham's razor applied to Paradoxes of Metaphysical Systems now provides us with a possible 
solution to age old philosophical paradoxes. 

If we acknowledge the rationality of the metaphysical system of: 




or more complexly illustrated as: 




or more simply expressed as 'being' being 'Being' being, symbiotic panentheism, as opposed to: 

a. 'being' being 'Being' - passive panentheism 

b. being being - only the universe exists 

c. 'being' being - only you exist 

d. 'Being' being - only God exists 

e. etc. (the twenty seven alternative metaphysical systems defined in Tractate 13) 
Then we now have an understanding of: 



1 . The paradox of distance and motion and a resolution: 

2. The paradox of 'a' system and a resolution: 

3. The paradox of Free will vs. determinism and a resolution. 
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4. The paradox of a centrist system and a resolution. 

5. The paradox of 'omni benevolence' and a resolution. 

6. The paradox of limits and a resolution. 

7. The paradox of a non-Cartesian system and a resolution. 

8. The paradox of the functionless 'nothingness' and a resolution. 

9. The paradox of physical hedonism and a resolution: 

10. The paradox of time and a resolution 

1 1 . The paradox of monism and dualism and a resolution 

12. The paradox of relative value and a resolution. 

13. The paradox of exclusionism/separation and a resolution. 

14. The paradox of metaphysical multiplicity and a resolution: 

15. The paradox of 'being' being separated from 'Being' being and a resolution: 



Several question then arise in terms of Symbiotic Panentheism or the existence, being, of 'being' 
being 'Being' 

a. What other Metaphysical System offers as much? 

b. What other Metaphysical System offers as many resolutions to paradoxes? 

c. What other Metaphysical System offers such simplicity? 



The implications of Symbiotic Panentheism: 



Establishing: responsibility for one's 'being' 

Establishing: responsibility for one's being - actions, process/reality: 
Establishing: responsibility for one's 'Being': 

Establishing: responsibility through accepting one's 'being' being 'Being': 



now become not only intuitively obvious but demonstratively obvious. 



Applying Ockham's Razor is now complete in terms of the old. 



What next? 

The questions now becomes: Why the summation at this particular point in the work? Why not 
wait for the end of the book to summarize what has been said? 

In terms of the first question: 

The summary is given before the end of the work because symbiotic panentheism represents the 
end of the metaphysical phase involving the action of choice. The choice confronting metaphysics 
historically was between reality being a Cartesian system - a system with a foundation or reality 
being a non-Cartesian system - a system with no foundation. Historically, the choice was to accept 
one which meant rejecting the other. 

Symbiotic panentheism, however, rejects neither the Cartesian form of reality nor the non- 
Cartesian form of reality. Symbiotic panentheism argues the concept that reality is composed of 
both. 



In terms of the second question: 
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This summary is presented in order to demonstrate how it is that the previous work of 
metaphysics, the need to choose, can now be concluded. The conclusion of the past chapter of 
metaphysics allows the next chapter of metaphysics to begin. The summary is given at this point 
in the work because not only is the work intended to close out the old, summarize the old chapter 
of metaphysics but the work also intends to open the new chapter for metaphysics. The new 
chapter's purpose is to expand the topic of metaphysics from one to three of many potentially new 
and exciting facets: Practical Metaphysics, Metaphysical Engineering, and Theoretical 
Metaphysics. 



Practical Metaphysics was addressed in the book: Stepping Up To The Creator. 

Practical Metaphysics was further addressed in the technical form in Tractates One - Fifteen 
within this three-volume set: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



Metaphysical Engineering was addressed in the book: In the Image of God. 

Practical Metaphysics will now be address addressed in the technical form in Tractate Eighteen 
and the Conclusion - The Peer Review of this three-volume set: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception 



Theoretical Metaphysics was addressed in the exploratory form in the book: You and I Together. 

Theoretical Metaphysics will be further addressed in Tractates Sixteen and Seventeen within this 
three-volume set: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

a) being vb - the passive state of knowing - there is 'something' to know 

b) being vb - the active state of existence - the ability to know 

c) 'being' n - individuality - various forms of perceiving what is knowable 

d) 'Being' n - the totality - a total summation of knowing what is, what was, what will be, and 
what could be known 



Being vb 



exist, in other words if we accept the limitations of our physical universe and acknowledge there is 
'something' 'beyond' the universe, accept the legitimacy of the field of metaphysics and if we 
acknowledge we as 'thinking' 'beings' are capable of understanding such an existence as a 
'beyond' the physical, of understanding what lies 'beyond' the universe simply because we are 
capable of perceiving of such a 'region', then the question now becomes, theoretical metaphysics 
now becomes: 



a) What lies beyond totality? 

b) What lies beyond the whole? 

c) What lies beyond 'Being'? 

d) What lies beyond 'Knowing' 

e) Is there even such a 'thing' as something which is not some form of physical or knowing? 



175 



The War & Peace of aNew Metaphysical Perception 



If we embrace the rationale that here is an 'outside' to the universe, a 'beyond' the universe, and if 
we embrace the concept: 

What we are capable of perceiving we are capable of understanding. 

then the answer to the question: 

What next? 

becomes intuitively obvious. But intuition is not enough and that is why we will move what 
should be intuitively obvious to being demonstratively obvious through the exploration of tractates 
sixteen and seventeen. 



1 Consider removing the phrase "haunting" with a more neutral word. 

2 The summation of Trilogy I - You and I Together Have a Purpose in Reality and Trilogy II The 
War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. The complete works of each trilogy as well as 
additional relevant material may be viewed in the library at the web address: 
www.panentheism.com . All material on this web site can be reproduced for educational purposes 
free of all fees and royalties. The legal copyright has been obtained only to protect the source and 
integrity of the work and guarantee your access and authorization to freely use and reproduce the 
work. 

3 A visual presentation consisting of approximately one thousand slides can accessed in the library 
at the web address: www.panentheism.com . All material on this web site can be reproduced for 
educational purposes free of all fees and royalties. The legal copyright has been obtained only to 
protect the source and integrity of the work and guarantee your access and authorization to freely 
use and reproduce the work. 

4 You will use this phrase two more times in the same paragraph. Rewrite the other two to avoid 
repetition 

5 See last footnote 

6 Q: Why do use this same footnote throughout the tractate? 
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Tractate 16 



Wrong Again 



Purpose 



Introducing the Problem of: 



Being Right 
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In Tractate 15 we observed: 



Abstraction 
Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 

Omniscience 
The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 
An open system independent from infinity 

'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 




There are things humankind can never know 
while in the physical but. . . 



Time exists as a physical functionality of matter 
and energy 'within' the concrete/physical but. . . 

The emergence of 'abstract' hedonism 

The understanding of a non-Cartesian system 
evolves 'powered' by a Cartesian system 

Social turmoil yields to social rationality 

A closed 'system' limited by infinity 
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Contents: 



If we then apply Husserl's reductionism to the overview of Tractate 15, we obtain the overview of this 
tractate, Tractate 16. The process of applying Husserl's reductionism and Ockham's Razor causes us to 
remove the superfluous, remove what it is we cannot 'change', and thus leave in place that which we 
can impact/affect/change 



'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 




Responsibility 
For 

"What could be" 




Purpose 

What is the purpose/role of the individual regarding the whole of reality? 
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Contents: 

Introduction: Our responsibilities lie in fulfilling our purpose for existing 
The fifth antinomy 

What does it mean to be a piece of the whole/'Being'/God? 

Terms/concepts: 

Purpose 
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Tractate 16 



Wrong Again 



Introduction: Our responsibilities lie in fulfilling our purpose for existing 



We exist. All existences have a purpose, a function for existing. One's responsibilities lie in fulfilling one's 
purpose for existing as opposed to one's purpose being to fulfill one's responsibilities. It is purpose that 
both precedes and supercedes responsibilities. It is not responsibilities that precedes or supercedes purpose. 

If one cannot perceive of/cannot believe in/cannot rationalize a purpose for existing, a sense of despair 
and nihilism reigns. 

• 

If one cannot perceive of/cannot believe in/cannot rationalize a function for existing, irresponsibility 
and responsibility become impossible to differentiate. 

• 

If one cannot perceive of/cannot believe in/cannot rationalize one's responsibilities in existing, anarchy 
reigns. 

On the other hand: 

If one can perceive of/can believe in/can rationalize a purpose for existing, a sense of significance and 
hope reigns. 

• 

If one can perceive of/can believe in/can rationalize a function for existing, irresponsibility and 
responsibility become distinctly differentiated. 

If one can perceive of/can believe in/can rationalize one's responsibilities in existing, order reigns. 

The model of reality the new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism rationalizes would suggest 
we are responsible not only for the type of physical environments we create but we are responsible for the 
type of abstractual existence we create into which we, all of us, eventually enter. 

As such: Purpose, function, and responsibility become defined and with the definition, supported by 
observation/measurement/science, belief/faith/religion, and rationalization/reason/philosophy, comes a 
foundation of significance: purpose and responsibility. 

The expanded model of reality generated by this work defines our purpose: 

Our purpose is to create: 

Ourselves as individuals within which we are immersed 
The physical within which we are immersed 
The abstractual within which we are immersed 



181 



Wrong Again 



Plato addressed the concept of the physical and the abstractual in detail. Plato's system, however, was 
passive/stagnant in nature. Symbiotic panentheism also deals with the physical and the abstract but the 
system described by symbiotic panentheism is a dynamic/active system. 

Within Plato's system if one 'develops' the concept of a new chair one has in essence latched upon the 
concept of what already exists as a part of the whole of abstractual existence. Symbiotic panentheism 
reverses, turns this understanding on its head. Within the system of symbiotic panentheism, if one 
'develops' the concept of a new chair adds to the whole of abstraction that which had not existed before 
your development. 

The new metaphysical perception, symbiotic panentheism/'being' being 'Being', requires four groups of 
people to fulfill our purpose for existing. Plato identified three of these groups as: 

1 . The ones who govern 

2. The ones who protect 

3. The ones who maintain 

The new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism suggests the three groups have no relativistic 
importance one to the other for none of the three could exist without the other two. 

The fourth group is composed of the one's who create and since we all create a unique pattern of perception 
regarding life, we all belong to this group. In addition to our all belonging to the group of creators there is a 
sub-element of the group, which creates newness for our experiencing to experience. 

This fourth group is composed of 'creators' and is dependent upon the three groups named by Plato. This 
fourth group is composed of original thinkers and creative perceptionalists. These original thinkers and 
creative perceptionalists are the creative artists, theoretical mathematicians, creative composers, theoretical 
physicists, creative writers, theoretical metaphysicians, creative inventors, . . . This fourth group becomes 
essential to fulfilling our purpose for existing both as a specie and as individuals. The three groups 
identified by Plato as being essential to existence now become four: 

1 . The ones who create 

2. The ones who govern 

3. The ones who protect 

4. The ones who maintain 

A list suggests relative order of value but relative order is nonexistent within the framework of symbiotic 
panentheism. As such it would be better to identify the four groups within the parameters of a model versus 
the processing of listing the four groups. At first thought the model would appear to be illustrated as: 




182 



Wrong Again 



In fact a more accurate depiction of the four groups and their interrelationship would be illustrated as: 




Since society is one of the primary units within which present day individuals exist then what 'society' is it 
that should act as the organization within which the 'creators' create. Which society is it that the 'warriors' 
should protect? Which society is it that the 'workers' should maintain? Which society is it the 'governors' 
should govern? The Society, which best accomplishes the purpose defined by the metaphysical model of 
symbiotic panentheism, is a society, which the sub-elements - individuals comprising society - believe best 
assists them both assists them in accomplishing their purpose for existing and fulfilling their 
responsibilities for existing. 

Such a society, like the individual, would be subject to the first two categorical imperatives, the first two 
responsibilities that emerge from the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism. These two universal 
responsibilities in order of priority are: 

1 . The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and others equally) 
to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 

To journey unimpeded 
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A society, however, cannot be holistically structured until the purpose for existing is defined. No present 
metaphysical model of reality, other than the new metaphysical perception presented within this work, 
symbiotic panentheism/'being' being 'Being', defines our purpose for existing without creating conflicting 
paradoxical counterarguments. 

Tractates one through fifteen clearly demonstrate the ability of this new metaphysical perception, this new 
model of reality, to resolve long standing philosophical paradoxes, contradicting philosophical positions, 
philosophical antinomies. 

The fifth antinomy 

The fifth antinomy adds to Kant's four antinomies and addresses the concepts of 'a priori' and 'posteriori' 
Kant placed before philosophy. 

'a priori ' - prior to or independent of physical experience 
'posteriori ' - after or depended on physical experience 

Aristotle and Kant elucidated two opposite models of reality. 

Aristotle elucidated a model of reality: 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Kant elucidated a second option regarding reality. 
Kant reversed Aristotle's model. 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Aristotle is correct in his perception that the physical creates the a priori, a form of innate knowing. 
Kant is correct in his perception that the a priori, a form of innate knowing, creates the physical. 
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The to say Kant and Aristotle are both correct is to create a paradox of position. The creation of a paradox 
of position is nothing short of creating a unique antinomy for if Kant is correct then it would appear 
Aristotle is wrong and if Aristotle is correct then it would appear Kant must be wrong. 

The issue regarding the resolution of Kant's four antinomies was discussed in great detain within Tractate 
6: The Error of Kant. The solution to Kant's antinomies applies here as well. 

The solution: 

The antinomy appears to be: 

Either the physical creates the a priori or the a priori creates the physical. 

As with Kant's four antinomies, this fifth antinomy is in fact not an antinomy for reality is not an 'either/or' 
scenario but an 'and scenario. The statement should therefore read: 

The physical creates the a priori and the a priori creates the physical 

As such Kant and Aristotle are both correct but Kant and Aristotle are both wrong. 

Kant is correct in that he had elucidated a portion of reality and Aristotle is correct in that he had elucidated 
a portion of reality. 

On the other hand Kant and Aristotle where both wrong because they each thought their model of reality 
was what reality in fact was when in fact they each had elucidated only a part of reality. 

Three simple steps are involved with the process of solving what appears to be an Aristotelian/Kant 
antinomy. 

1 . Aristotle develops a model of reality. 

2. Kant reverses the model. 

3. This work merges the two. 
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As such: 



Aristotle elucidated a model of reality: 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Kant elucidated a second option regarding reality. 
Kant reversed Aristotle's model. 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 
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Now becomes: 

The merger 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



The dynamics appear simple but confusing. To understand the dynamics it will help to use graphics once 
again. 

The merger 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Becomes: 

The merger 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 
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Which in turn becomes: 



1 



Key 



□ 



1 



* 



a priori 

Virgin ness 
Of 
Physical 
Experience 



Individuality 
of 

posteriori 
Completed 
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The resultant model demonstrates: 

1 . The a priori exists within the whole 

2. The a priori develops within the real/real illusion of the physical 

3. The a priori begins as 'virgin ness' within the physical 

4. The a priori is isolated from the whole of a priori in order to create itself as a unique entity of 
knowing/individuality/'being'/soul/essent/essence/consciousness of consciousness. 

5. The physical exists and is seen as a real illusion by the viewer while standing 'outside' the 
physical 

6. The abstractual exists and is seen as a real illusion by the viewer while standing 'inside' the 
physical. 

7. The whole is the whole because individuality of a priori remains as individuality within the 
abstractual. 

8. The whole would appear to exist, as a form of singularity, is a summation of a priori having 
experienced the physical as well as other types of realities/universes existing within itself. 

9. Individuality of a priori, having been 'filled' with experiencing, averts eternal recurrence through 
the continual process of addition, creation of a priori of other individuals to the whole. 

10. The whole averts eternal recurrence through the continual process of addition, creation of a priori, 
which in turn becomes its unique self through unique experiencing. 

1 1 . The whole becomes the sum total of all posteriori as well as the resultant product of such a 
summation. 

12. The whole is greater than the sum of its parts for the whole is the sum while the parts remain 
intact. 

13. The whole is all the parts plus itself. 

14. Purpose exists: The individual is a creator of reality 

15. Responsibility exists: We are responsible for what it is we create. 

The model can be simplified as: 




Within the model the concept of active action and passive action are implied and the concept of interaction 
of the elements to the whole are likewise implied through the establishment of the terms being - vb (the 
passive/the state of being), being - vb (action on the part of both 'being' and 'Being'), 'being' - n 
(multiplicity/individuality), and 'Being' - n (singularity/the whole). 



189 



Wrong Again 



The interrelationship of the parts and the dynamics of the model are summarized in the name of the system: 

Philosophically speaking: 'being' being 'Being' 

Scientifically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Generically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

What does such a model mean when it comes to the understanding of reality? 

1. The abstractual 'creates' the physical through the generation of nothingness. 

2. In the case of our universe, the physical appears to operate within the parameters of symmetry. 

3. Symmetry generates the physical over time through the 'creation' of the physical itself. 

4. The developing physical provides both the 'location' where the a priori can become the posteriori 
and the means by which the a priori can 'create' newness. 

5. Through the a priori becoming the posteriori, both the physical 'becomes' and the abstractual 
'becomes'. 

6. The expanding physical expands the region within which new a priori, found located with seeds 
of 'virgin' knowing can fill itself with knowing. 

7. The expanding physical expands the region within which new a priori, found located with seeds 
of 'virgin' knowing can create. 

Again if becomes clear: Philosophy is wrong again in perceiving the antinomies 'to be', to exist as a noun 
of permanency. Antinomies exist as a verb of direction. Antinomies simply point to the region of 
contradiction wherein our lack of understanding creates the antinomy itself. In the case of philosophy and 
in particular metaphysics, the lack of understanding lies not with truth but rather lies in our erroneous 
limited perception of reality. 

What does it mean to be a piece of the whole/'Being'/God? 

If we are a part of the whole and if the whole is defined as: 

1. The 'all of knowing' and the 'all of knowledge' 

2. The 'all of location' and the 'all of presence 

3. The 'all of power' and the 'all of the ability to use power' 

then the whole is: 

a. By scientific definition as defined by the language of mathematics: the Universal Set/the 
whole (as opposed to an element of. . .)and 

b. By philosophical definition: 'Being' (as opposed to 'being'/the individual within the whole) 

c. By religious definition: God (as opposed to 'a' soul) 

The most actively progressing form of human perceptual development lies in the arena of observation 
dominated by the field of science as opposed to the more passive human perceptual developmental arenas 
of faith and reason dominated by the fields of religion and philosophy respectively. This is not to imply the 
most influential human perceptual field is science. What the statements says is that science is making more 
progress towards expanding 'new' understandings regarding reality. 

Because science is today the more progressive field of the three means humanity has of developing an 
understanding regarding the totality of reality and because this work, The War and Peace of a New 
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Metaphysical Perception, addresses philosophical paradoxes, we will use the term 'the whole' followed by 
the terms 'Being' and lastly God. 

The linguistics thus becomes, for the purposes of this tractate: the whole/'Being' God. 

Being a part of the whole/'Being'/God and having the 'free will' to affect the whole/'Being'/God as well as 
affect parts of the whole/'Being'/God our purpose for existing emerges. Our purpose for existing as 
'beings'/unique souls within the whole, existing as /elements of the whole is to fulfill what it is we are 
capable of doing within the whole of reality. Our being capable of 'affecting' the whole, 'affecting the 
elements of the whole, 'affecting' what it is we and other 'beings' become, not only defines our purpose, to 
affect what it is we affect - to create what it is we create - but leads us to understanding both what our 
responsibilities are and where it is our responsibilities lie. 

The questions then become: What are our responsibilities? Where do our responsibilities lie? 

To understand what our responsibilities are and where it is our responsibilities lie we must first understand 
existence itself. The forms of existences being referred to here are not forms of the noun - existence but 
rather are the forms of the verb - existence. 

There are four forms of the verb existence: 



Example # 1: Practically 



The Verb 



Example 



1 



What 'was' 



Humans enslaved* other humans since before the 
beginning of recorded history 



2 



What 'is' 



Humans today still enslave others. 



3 



What 'will be' 



Humans will continue to enslave others 
somewhere somehow 



4. 



What 'could be' 



Physical human slavery could be eliminated**. 



* 



No one race has a claim on slavery. 

1 862 Lincoln signed the Emancipation Proclamation. 

1860 - 1865: 250,000 Americans die - the result: Slavery in The United States is banned. 
Physical human slavery is abolished in one region of the world. 
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Example # 2: Altruistically 


The Verb 


Example 


5. What 'was' 


Slavery** 


6. What 'is' 


Slavery 


7. What 'will be' 


Slavery 


8. What 'could be' 


Reduction of Slavery - if we change our perception 

of what reality is and thus define/redefine our function for 

existing within reality. 


* Slavery is not an issue of race. Slavery is an issue regarding the lack of choice when choice 
exists. Slavery is not determinism. Slavery embraces individuals within all human cultures, 
geographical regions, races, religions, and societies. Slavery need not be physically forced 
complete dependency on the individual. Slavery can be abstractual in nature as epitomized by 
various forms of financial enslavement, religious enslavement, governmental enslavement, 
enslavement to drugs, social ideological enslavement, emotional enslavement. . . 



We are not responsible for 'what was', nor for 'what is' nor for 'what will be' but rather we are responsible 
for 'what could be'. We may 'have been' responsible for 'what was'. We may 'have been' responsible for 
what 'is'. We may 'have been' responsible for 'what will be'. We, however, are no longer responsible for 
any of these three forms of existence for all these three forms of existence are no longer within our 
influence of 'affective ness' for such actions are, by definition, determined. 

Where then does one's responsibilities lie? The responsibility of an entity, governed by the laws of free 
will, lie with the development of the form of existence known as 'what could be'. 

To better understand the concept of 'what could be' it may help to further examine where it is one's 
responsibility does not lie and then move on to examine where it is one's responsibility lies. 

One cannot be responsible for what it is one cannot change. Responsibility lies in what it is one is capable, 
within the free will framework, of 'affecting'. Responsibility does not lie in what it is one cannot 'affect'. 

One is not responsible for 'what will be' for the concept of future certainty as epitomized by the forces of 
nature uncontrollable through human technology is not one's responsibility. 

One may 'have been' responsible for 'what is' and 'what was' and as such, one may be responsible for the 
past that is to impact the future. If such is the case, one has a responsibility to the future in the form of 
assisting or protecting the future from the affect generated by one's past actions. 

There are, therefore, two forms of past action which initiate responsibility for the future. The concept of 
'affecting' lies both in the form of active and passive action. One may 'act upon' the future through action 
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but there is no denying that one can just as critically 'affect' the future through the passivity of action, 
through 'inaction'. 

Since perception generates actions and actions generate reactions and reactions generate social ambiance, 
one is responsible not only for one's actions but one is also responsible for one's perceptions. One's 
perceptions initiate one's actions, which in turn generates the thread from which the web of social 
ambiance is spun. The perceptions of reality one chooses to embrace, be it the Cartesian - reality is the 
physical (stars, galaxies, planets, human body, the brain, the heart, trees, . . .), the non-Cartesian - reality is 
the abstract (souls, the whole/'Being'/God, gods, ghosts, spirits, emotions, mathematics, ...), the Cartesian 
separate from the non-Cartesian (The whole/'Being'/God is separate from the physical.) or the 
metaphysical perception this work initiates - the Cartesian exists within the non-Cartesian (the 
physical/universe exists within the abstractual/the whole/'Being'/God) is a choice one is given the free will 
to make. The choice is thus one's responsibility to make and the affect such a choice has upon one's actions 
is not somebody else's responsibility. The choice is every individual's responsibility. 

It is, in turn, the responsibility of philosophy to assist individuals in understanding the choices they are to 
make and understanding what the impact each potential choice generates. Philosophy is not responsible for 
the individual's choice. 

It is through reason that philosophy outlines the choices available to the individual regarding various 
models of reality. Philosophy illustrates the model and philosophy explains the impact, explains the 
ramification each model has upon 'affective behavior', 'affective action', be it passive or active action, 
which each model tends to generate. 

Finally we can begin to understand the purpose of philosophy. What we often forget, however, is that 
philosophy is not a 'knowing' entity. Philosophy, as a subject area of study, has no responsibility. 
Philosophy is comprised of thinkers and as such it is the philosophers that are responsible for what it is the 
field of philosophy initiates. Philosophers cannot hide behind the anonymity of the word 'philosophy' 
Philosophy through philosophers makes a statement regarding man's purpose for existing in reality. 
Philosophers, until the initiation of this work, have only offered two models of reality (the Cartesian or the 
non-Cartesian) to the individual. 

Although philosophy may have taken two thousand five hundred years to develop a third thought regarding 
what the whole of reality might be, philosophy has, nevertheless, finally completed the thought. The 
philosophical thought regarding a new perception of reality has now been completed and appears as: 
'being' being 'Being' 

With the completion of the thought comes the ability to model the thought: 







The whole/'Being'/God 






► 




The Universe 








1* \ 

V* • J 




The Individual 
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The model demonstrates that the abstractual existence of the individuality is found within the physical 
body, which in turn is found within the physical universe, which in turn is found within the abstractual/the 
whole/'Being'/God. The model goes several steps further however for the model demonstrates that 
individuality remains as individuality and thus the individual does not become an unidentifiable entity but 
remains as a unique entity of knowing timelessly existing within the whole and making the whole what it 
is, whole. The model demonstrates that the individual has a purpose for existing and thus the individual has 
a responsibility to fulfill regarding its purpose for existing. 

In addition, zero, nothingness, the void now 'becomes' and as such is understood to be the verb and thus 
non-existent as a form of physical object or abstractual object but rather the void becomes the means by 
which existence itself becomes, became, moves from becoming to existing as something, not something as 
in the physical but something as in the abstractual, something independent of time and thus timeless, 
immortal. 

Within the model of symbiotic panentheism, if the physical is dissolved and the abstract is then dissolved, 
is any 'thing' left? We do not 'know' nor do we understand what it is that may exist beyond abstraction. It 
took us tens of thousands of years to move from the concept of the physical, of the material, of matter to 
understanding the concept regarding energy, forces one cannot 'touch'. 

It then took us thousands of years to move from the concept of energy forces to the concept of the abstract 
being what is, being the timeless means of existing. In fact the concept of abstractual existence is only now, 
with the writing of the first trilogy and the completion of these three volumes, in the early stages of 
perceptual understanding. 

Until the concept regarding the interrelationship of matter/energy, abstraction, and the void is better 
understood, we will not be capable of gaining an in-depth understanding regarding the next level of 
metaphysical development. 

This next level of metaphysical development 'could' bring us to the realization that, yes indeed, the abstract 
can be erased, destroyed. Is such a development likely? The concept of our being 'erased' as abstractually 
unique entities is highly unlikely. Such a development is contrary to every conceivable form of observation, 
faith, and reason to which we have been exposed within our history as a specie. There may emerge models 
of a greater reality, which temporarily imply the abstract can be erased but such perceptions will, with time, 
most surely be proven incorrect just as previously existing models are now, with this work, being 
demonstrated to be incorrect. 

In the meantime, we must come to understand that we cannot change/affect 'what was'. We cannot 
change/affect 'what is'. We cannot change/affect 'what will be'. We can, however, 

create/develop/mold/build what 'could be' and thereby 'affect' ourselves, the universe, and the whole itself. 
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Tractate 17 

The Beginning 



Theoretical Metaphysics 



Introducing the Problem of: 



The End 
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From Tractate 16 we obtain: 

Complexity: 



'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 
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Continuing the process of applying Husserl's Reductionism: Removing the superfluous - 
removing semantics and introducing the dynamics of the system we obtain the illustration of 
Tractate 17: 



Simplicity 




Or more simply illustrated: 





9 







Scientifically 
& 

Religiously 
• 

Symbiotic Panentheism 



Metaphysically 
'being' being 'Being' 



Theoretical Metaphysics 

What does 'theoretical' thought now investigate regarding the whole of reality? 
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Contents: 

Part I: The Paradox regarding the existence of paradoxes and a lack of paradoxes 

Introduction: You are still thinking too small 

The Error of: A lack of Paradoxes 

Endless Paradoxes followed by endless answers 

Paradox 1 

Paradox 2 

Paradox 3 

Paradox 4 

Paradox 5 
For whom does '????' exist? 

Theoretical Metaphysics as of the dawn of the new millennium 
Where we left off 
Looking for a pattern 
A second look at the pattern formation: 
The surprise of nothingness 

Revisiting Metaphysical Engineering through Theoretical Metaphysics 
Theoretical Metaphysics: The eternally moving horizon of knowledge 
Speculative summary possibilities regarding the interrelationships of four 1 st truths 
Theoretical Metaphysics 
Philosophical Progress 
Advancing knowledge 



Terms/concepts: 

Theoretical Metaphysics 
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Tractate: 17 

Theoretical Metaphysics 



You are still thinking too small. 

It would appear the end can never be found within a foundationless system, can never be found 
'outside' a non-Cartesian System. The lack of an end would appear to unequivocally establish the 
fact that the non-Cartesian is the 'absolute whole'. 

The appearance that the non-Cartesian is the 'absolute whole', however, is just that 'an 
appearance'. You, we, are still thinking too small. 

The pre-Zeno concept of a universe composed of the physical led to an understanding espoused by 
this work, led to an understanding of a non-Cartesian abstract system powered by a Cartesian 
system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system and as such became the focus of this work, The 
War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, as illustrated below: 




The understanding of this expanded system, a system religiously and scientifically called - 
symbiotic panentheism, and philosophically called - 'being' being 'Being', is the point of tractates 
one through sixteen of this work. 

It is this tractate, Tractate 17, which details why it is metaphysics, at the point of a new 
millennium, is capable of being divided into three subject areas of study: Metaphysical 
Engineering, Practical Metaphysics, and Theoretical Metaphysics. 

Tractates one through sixteen, the Conclusion, and the Postscript validate the subject areas of 
Metaphysical Engineering and Practical Metaphysics. 

Practical Metaphysics is a subject, which explores, expands, generates, analyzes, 
critiques, and debates knowing, the noun, and knowing, the verb, as they relate one to the 
other. 
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Metaphysical engineering is a subject, which applies the implication regarding our 
models of reality to social structure, social morality, social ethics, social justice, social 
issues, .... 

Tractate Seventeen substantiates the concept that our understanding reality is an 'organic' process, 
a process in constant development. 

Tractate Seventeen, points the way for the development of theoretical metaphysical. Although the 
tractate may, at times, appear to be immersed in hopelessness, such is, in fact, not the case. 

The sense of hopelessness, futility, is simply the exemplification of the typically human 
characteristic of impatience, wanting to 'know', understand, and comprehend now not later. 

Having laid the groundwork for patience as opposed to impatience, we can now proceed towards 
what theoretical metaphysics is to encompass. 

First it is important to understand what Theoretical Metaphysics is not: 

Theoretical Metaphysics is not the examination regarding the personality of the 
whole. The examination regarding the personality of the whole is the field of 
Ontology. 

Metaphysics is the examination of three questions: 

1. Where: Where is the whole/singularity? Where are the 
parts/multiplicity/individuality of the whole? 

2. What: What is the whole/singularity? What are the 
parts/multiplicity/individuality of the whole? 

3. Why: Why does the whole/singularity exist? Why do the 
parts/multiplicity/individualities of the whole exist? 

The answers to these basic questions, where, what, and why, lead to the immergence of 
Metaphysical Engineering, Practical Metaphysics, and Theoretical Metaphysics through the 
process of definition emerging from reason, observation, and belief. 

A detailed examination of Metaphysical Engineering is provided in the first trilogy: The 
complete book - In The Image of God, sections of the book: You and I Together Have a 
Purpose In Reality, and tractates one through fifteen of this work. 

A detailed examination of Practical Engineering is provided in the first trilogy: the 
complete book: - Stepping Up To the Creator, sections of the book: You and I Together 
Have a Purpose In Reality, and tractates one through fifteen of this work. 

What then of Theoretical Metaphysics? It is this tractate, Tractate Seventeen, preceded by the 
groundwork laid in Tractate Sixteen, which not only outlines the direction in which Theoretical 
Metaphysics is now to proceed but also lays out the first two principles of Theoretical 
Metaphysics. 

1 . The parts/elements of the whole exist for the whole. 

2. The whole exists for its parts/elements. 

It is the existence of both principles that initiates the descriptive adjective describing the totality of 
reality: symbiosis. 
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Now one may immediately object to the concept of the whole existing for its parts, but how can 
one reasonable object since the whole is the whole and as such the whole can by definition have 
no function to something 'greater' than itself. 

One may object on the bases that the whole may have no function at all. To suggest the whole has 
no function, however, would in essence be the ultimate form of nihilism generating endless trauma 
and despair on the part of the elements of the whole. 

When examining the whole, one must remember that the whole, like truth, is relative to the 
'location' within which one makes the statement (See Relativistic 1 st Principles: Volume I, 
Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle). As such: When one is 'within' the individual the individual 
perceives itself to be a 'whole individual' comprised of its parts. When one is 'within' the physical 
universe, the physical universe perceives itself to be a 'whole universe' comprised of its parts. 
When one is directly 'within' the purity of abstraction, the abstract perceives itself to be the 
'whole of abstraction' comprised of its parts. The parts of the individual, the physical, and the 
abstract have been described in great detail throughout tractates one through fifteen of this work. 

In regards to the three questions, where - what - why: 

Practical Metaphysics and Metaphysical engineering deal with individuality of the 
parts/multiplicity as regards our most advanced understanding of the whole of reality. 

Theoretical Metaphysics deals with the whole itself: 

Where: Where is the whole? 

What: What is the whole? 

Why: Why does the whole exist? 



The Error of: A lack of Paradoxes 

What has not been addressed within this work is that the whole/ singularity of existence itself. The 
understanding regarding: Where is the whole? What is the whole? Why does the whole exist? is 
the work of Theoretical Metaphysics and as such is the focus of this tractate, the last 
developmental tractate within the series. 

If the whole is now understood to be virgin elements of uniquely developing abstraction existing 
within the physical being of the individual and the physical being of the individual existing within 
the physical universe which in turn exists within the abstract of the whole as illustrated by the 
model: 



▲ 
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Then the question for theoretical metaphysics becomes: What lies 'beyond'? What lies 'beyond' 

the whole of abstraction? 

The question can be illustrated as: 
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If we determine that existence exists beyond the furthest reaches of our perceptual abilities, 
beyond the whole of abstractual existence, then surely 'something' would exist beyond abstractual 
existence. Once we understood the '?' exists, the '?' would begin to reveal itself to us. Again we 
come back to the Aristotelian concept of existence being a form of onion we peel away not from 
the outside in but rather filling in the peels from the inside out. 

After beginning to understand the physical, the abstractual began to reveal itself to us. After 
beginning to understand the abstractual, 'nothingness' began to reveal itself to us. Now it may be 
true that nothingness appeared as 'an element' of the abstract and thus contained within the 
abstract but as we learned in Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein - Resolving the Problem of Physical 
Time, 'nothingness' becomes the very boundary separating one peel of the onion of reality from 
another and as such can only exist as a 'barrier', exist as a boundary separating one layer form 
another but cannot exist as the ultimate 'outside' barrier since the ultimate 'outer' layer has 
nothing from which it is to be separated. It is the ultimate 'outer' layer that then becomes the 
foundationless system 'containing' the inner peels of reality. If such were not the case, and if 
'nothingness' were the ultimate of existences, then nihilism trumps existence, disorder supercedes 
order, despair would dominate hope, . . . 

This work has espoused the concept that paradoxes exist because we do not have a grasp of the 
larger reality. If the model presented by this work presents solutions to presently existing 
paradoxes then it would appear that new paradoxes would arise with our beginning to understand 
the'?'. 

As of yet such paradoxes do not exist and as such we have no idea as to what '?' is but that does 
not mean the '?' does not exist and in fact that is the very essence of theoretical metaphysics. 
Theoretical metaphysics is the examination of the potential for '?' to exist and the development 
and examination that such an existence would create. 

Again it must be strongly reiterated that if the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism, 
initiated by this work, eliminates most philosophical paradoxes as it espouses to do that does not 
imply paradoxes do not exist, will not arise from such a model. What is implied is that paradoxes 
regarding the three items, the physical, the abstract, and nothingness, will be basically eliminated. 

The concept: 

Knowledge moves our perceptual understanding of the system into that of being a system 
filled with paradoxes and a lack of paradoxes. As such, paradoxes and a lack of 
paradoxes, with the help of knowledge, now have a location within which they can be 
found. However, the understanding regarding the role of paradoxes and a lack of 
paradoxes as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between paradoxes 
and a lack of paradoxes not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such a interrelationship is not recognized as a significant 
aspect of the 'larger' system. 

now becomes the last paradox to be resolved by this work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception. 



Endless Paradoxes followed by endless answers 

The suggestion that having found a metaphysical system which may resolve some of the more 
outstanding paradoxes and antinomies in no way suggests the end of paradoxes. 
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The emergence of paradoxes is nothing short of an indication that we are continually learning. If 
the whole is an active entity then 'newness' is constantly being generated as opposed to simply 
existing just beyond our reach awaiting our discovery. 

If newness were simply existing just beyond our reach awaiting our discovery, then given enough 
time it is conceivable we could eventually know everything there is to know. This is what is 
referred to as a passive form of knowledge, a limited form of knowledge, a horizon of knowledge 
that does not move. 

If newness is constantly being generated then given enough time it is inconceivable we could 
eventually know everything there is to know for the more we observe and learn the more that is 
created. This is what is referred to as an active form of existence, an eternally moving horizon of 
knowledge 

As we have learned throughout this work, paradoxes have revealed themselves and we have, 
overtime, with the development and uncovering of knowledge, resolved said paradoxes. For 
example: 
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Paradox 1 

'A' region for seamlessness and 'A' region for multiplicity exist simultaneously 

• 

Resolved 

Paradox 1: Resolving Zeno's multiplicity and seamlessness does nothing but open up the potential 
for new paradoxes. 



????????? Dominates 
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Paradox 2 

There is not 'one' 1 st truth but there are multiple relativistic 1 st truths 

• 

Resolved 

Paradox 2: Resolving Aristotle's closing of the outer boundary of the physical universe does 
nothing but open up the potential for new paradoxes. 



The region creating the I s truth: Causation 
exists 




A fourth 1 st 




The region creating the 1 st truth: '?' 


truth 


► 


exists 
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Paradox 3 

Free will and determinism exist simultaneously independent yet dependent upon one another 

• 

Resolved 

Paradox 3: Resolving Boethius' simultaneous existence of divine foreknowledge and free will 
does nothing but open up the potential for new paradoxes. 



????????? Dominates 
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Paradox 4 

There is a region where Centricism dominates and there is a region where non-Centricism 

dominates 
• 

Resolved 

Paradox 4: Resolving Copernicus' simultaneous development of the sole existence of Centricism 
does nothing but open up the potential for new paradoxes. 



????????? Dominates 
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Paradox 5 

Omni-benevolence is not an 'Omni. . . ' 
• 

Resolved 

Paradox 5: Resolving Leibniz' issue regarding theodicy does nothing but open up the potential for 

new paradoxes. 



What was, what is, what will be, and ? 
The past, present, future, and ? 
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For whom does '????' exist? 



????????? lies beyond the 
abstract? 




Individual element 
Of 

Abstraction 
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The model of symbiotic panentheism demonstrates we exist as a part of the whole and 
demonstrates that as a part of the whole we have a function to the whole. If the ultimate whole is 
the physical, as the Empiricists suggest, then we can begin to understand our function and 
therefore our responsibilities for existing lie in a form of materialism, physical hedonism. . If, on 
the other hand, the ultimate whole is the abstract, as the model of symbiotic panentheism suggests, 
then we can begin to understand our function and therefore our responsibilities for existing lie in a 
form of altruism, abstractual hedonism. 

But what if we discover that the ultimate whole is something other than the abstractual or the 
physical? The concept of the ultimate whole being something other than the physical or the 
abstractual leads to the question which theoretical metaphysics is created to explore: 

Can we know of '?' ? 
Can we know what lies beyond what it is we are presently capable of perceiving? 

As far as we are aware only the physical, abstraction, and nothingness exists but what of that 
which we do not know? 

If we are composed of abstraction, the physical, and nothingness is it possible to know of that 
which one is not composed? 

Again the answer is yes and no. At this point in time we can know what the '?' 'is not' but until 
we learn what '?' is, we can only know it in the form of what '?' is not. We will have to wait for 
future developments if we are ever to know of '?' in the form of what '?' is. 

Will such an occurrence ever occur? We have known of the physical for a long time. We have 
known of the abstract for a shorter period of time. We have known of nothingness for an even 
shorter period of time (See a Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea) 

Will a new understanding emerge? Why not? The physical emerged. Abstraction emerged. 
Nothingness emerged. Why not '?' emerging. 

This work has demonstrated to us that it is because the abstract is the ultimate 'location' within 
which we find ourselves to exist that it is the abstract, altruism, abstractual hedonisms towards 
which we must ultimately aspire. 



The abstract 


/ The physica 
V i 


1 \ 
* / 







The individual 



211 



The Beginning 



If'?' does emerge as a 'location within which the whole of abstraction exists: 




then we will find ourselves unable to state anything less than: It is the '?' which is the ultimate 
form of existence towards which we must aspire for we are a part of '?' and '?' is incapable of 
being the whole without all of its parts. It is '?', '?'- ism, '?' hedonisms towards which we must 
ultimately aspire for the whole (?) exists for us and we exist for the whole, we exist for the '?'. 

The statement that the '?' exists for us and that we exist for the '?' in no way brings us back to the 
concept of not understanding our purpose for existing. The statement in no way suggests we 
cannot begin to understand our purpose for existing. It is the philosophical desire to mince words, 
twist concepts, debate simply for the purpose of debating that leads us to an immediate sense of 
hopelessness regarding ever knowing the answer to the question: Why do we exist? It is the 
immediate desire on the part of the philosopher to question the ability to 'know' that traps us as 
individuals within the seemingly hopeless quagmire of linguistics, which generates the perception 
that there is nothing we can 'know' and therefore it is impossible to 'know' why we exist. 

With the advent of this work, metaphysics not only explains why it is we can 'know' we have a 
purpose for existing but also explains what that purpose is and what our responsibilities are 
regarding that very purpose. 

The '?' is not a question of uncertainty but rather a simple statement that another layer of reality 
may exist and there is no reason for us to fear examining such a concept for examining such a 
concept in no way changes the principles now established by this work: 

1 . We/multiplicity/individuality exist for the whole/singularity/'Being' 

2. The whole/singularity/'Being' exists for us/individuality/multiplicity 

Theoretical Metaphysics as of the dawn of the new millennium 
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Where we left off: Volume II: Tractate 12: 1998 AD Symbiotic Panentheism 

A Perceptual Shift for Humankind - A New Perception 2000 AD 



o 



Abstraction Grows: 

Perfection exists: 
The Omni's: 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 

Omniscience 
The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 





o 




There are things humankind can never know while in 
the physical but... 

Time exists as a physical functionality of matter and 
energy 'within' the concrete/physical 



o 



o 





Nothingness' 
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The new perception of reality generated by this work establishes much regarding reality including: 

1 . Nothingness is nothingness and as such both exists and has functionality as nothingness. 
Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger 

2. From nothingness matter and energy emerge. Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein 

3. From nothingness time and space emerge. Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein 

4. Through nothingness, separation through exclusion becomes separation through inclusion. 
Tractate 9: The Error of Russell. 

This is where we left our undeclared examination of Theoretical Metaphysics and as such, this is where we 
must begin the process of understanding the method called 'looking for a pattern' which can assist us in 
comprehending the potential whole of reality as opposed comprehending what we wish the whole of reality 
to be. 



Looking for a pattern 

We begin the process of looking for a pattern of reality with Tractate 13: Metaphysical System # 28. 

As we discovered, model building through the application of Ockham's Razor provided us with the model 
of reality illustrated as: 




'Being' : totality, summation, the whole 
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Th illustration of the individual existing within the physical universe which in turn is located within the 
purity of abstraction emerges as the ultimate accomplishment of applying Ockham's Razor and Husserl's 
reductionism. Attaining such a simplistic model using Ockham's Razor is nothing short of generating the 
personification of simplicity itself and the beauty the Greeks assigned to such simplicity. 

The first step the method 'look for a pattern' requires is to examine the concept of individuality. This step 
must be taken if we are to expand upon the outer fringes of Being/the Primal Force/the whole itself. 




In order to examine individuality we have no choice but to begin by separating the elements of the model 
and then strip away parts of this diagram. This process will allow us to examine the model's very core. 

First the separation: 
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Through the process of discarding the outer layers from the fundamental model of reality we obtain the 
core. We thus obtain: 



* 



Which of course is: 'being'/individuality/multiplicity. 

In Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, we found individuality to be a form of experience emerging from 
existence being wrapped in time generated by the physical. By traveling through the physical, the 
individual 'became'. 'Became' what? was the question addressed within Tractate 8? The individual 
'became' an entity of experience which itself wrapped 'coherent time' within itself. 'Coherent time', 
through the emergence of the individual became captured as an unique element, versus a universal fabric, 
of a timeless 'location'. The individual gained a perception of being: 




And thus we can take: 
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And replace it with: 




Or for the purposes of simplicity, we now obtain: 

I •*.. 1 

I >*'>> 

V... : > 

*■ 

♦ ■ 

Where 



equals the flow of time 



and 



equals a unit of individuality from the beginning of its 'virgin consciousness' to the end 
of it's experiencing 'within' the physical, a form of 'taser' beam (See Tractate 8: The 
Error of Einstein) 



As such: 
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Becomes: 







t ^ 




'Coherent Time' 
Within experience 







Which becomes: 




Time' 



In essence, we have a form of abstractual 'constancy of time'/multiplicity of time versus a 'seamlessness' 
of time. Thus the concept of a 'concrete/physical variability of time'/multiplicity of time emerged and the 
understanding regarding the multiplicity of time existing within the multiplicity of individuality gained a 
form of interactive potentiality within a location void universal time itself. In short, timeless existence 
becomes a rational concept worthy of our attention as philosophers - metaphysicians in particular, 
scientists - cosmologists in particular, and theists - ontologists in particular. 

If we continue the pattern of adding layers to the model, what then would be the next step or diagram added 
to this sequential flow of ideas? 

It would, could, may, and has the potential to be: 
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Now in fact this may not be the case at all. 

We are most likely jumping ahead of ourselves and in our excitement, rushing into a symbolic 
representation, which has no merit. Now this is not to say the idea of what we wish to draw has no merit. 
What it says is simply what it says: the drawing, symbolic representation, may have no merit. 

Setting aside the issue of merit at this point, we find we have two choices regarding an expanded view of 
the whole of reality. We can arbitrarily decide what the next drawing should be or we can use reason based 
upon an understanding regarding our perceptual development of reality. In short, we can use the arbitrary 
influenced by our personal hopes, emotions, beliefs, desires, personal preferences, ... or we can us a 
technique known as 'look for a pattern'. 

A second look at the pattern formation: 

Looking for a pattern is a skill, which makes use of several concepts: 

1 . Keep it simple 

2. Provide enough of the pattern to be sure it is a pattern 
With this in mind let's begin to review the pattern: 
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First we had a perception that we as individual existed within a physical universe: 




This led to our sensing there was nothing other than the physical universe within which we existed: 




This led to a perception of reality potentially being the physical universe existing and a primal force 
existing transcendent of the physical universe perhaps being a reality: 
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This led to the perception that the individual existed within the physical universe and the primal force did 
in fact (a religious perception of 4 billion living human beings) exist as a separate entity 'overseeing' the 
physical: 




This led to: 'being' being 'Being' as espoused by the concept of emanation but where the whole embraces 
the physical universe itself and the term - being - is non-italicized to indicate the passivity of the individual 
as regards the individuals ability to 'change '/impact/affect the whole of 'Being/the whole/summation/the 
purity of abstractual existence found to exist 'outside' the physical universe: 
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This in turn led to the concept of 'being' being 'Being as espoused by symbiotic emanation, symbiotic 
panentheism where the whole embraces the physical universe itself and where the term - being - is 
italicized (as opposed to being non-italicised) to indicate the active nature of the individual as regards the 
individual's ability to 'change '/impact/affect the whole of 'Being/the whole/summation/the purity of 
abstractual existence found to exist 'outside' the physical universe: 




The diagram in its simplest form becomes: 




The dotted line becomes a solid line to indicate the furthest boundary of our present perceptual abilities. 
The arrow is ignored for the system's name embraces the concept of symbiosis as clearly indicated by the 
system's names: symbiotic emanation, symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being (italicized) 'Being'. The 
names enfold both the passivity and action of individuality - 'being'. 
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It is at this point in time, the dawn of a new millennium, that the concept of 'being' being 'Being', the 
concept of a Cartesian system powering a non-Cartesian system, emerges. It is at this very point in time 
that one must take pause and use extreme caution, for the concept has not been examined to its fullest. A 
full examination of the model is an endeavor that does not happen in a matter of years or even decades. 

Therefore to assume the model is 'the' model or to assume the model is an 'absolute' incapable of being 
'expanded' is getting ahead of ourselves and for this very reason the theoretical speculation regarding an 
expanding model of symbiotic panentheism is classified as 'theoretical metaphysics'. 

We must, therefore acknowledge that: 




'Coherent Time' 
Within experience 



may, in fact, not be an accurate diagram regarding the whole of reality and thus: 




□ □ <- 



□ 



□ 



□ 



□ 



□ 



□ 



Experience 
Within 
'Incoherent Time' 



'Coherent Time' 
Within 
Experience 



May not be the case. 

Therefore, we must recognize that the next diagram: 
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may not be the case and thus we have little choice but to go back to the more simplistic diagram of: 




In order to determine where to place: 




Just because we found the concept of 'separation through exclusion' to be lacking in terms of resolving 
paradoxes of our past (see Tractate 9: The Error of Russell), does not mean 'separation through exclusion' 
may not, could not, does not exist in regards to the interrelationship existing between the first three 
metaphysical elements and the new element - '?', the fourth potential element of metaphysics. 
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But why the dotted line? The line is dotted because at this point we have no idea regarding what this fourth 
element may be let alone if the dotted line represents a Cartesian system, a non-Cartesian system, or 
something else altogether. 

As such we have no idea regarding where to place this new element in relationship to the integrated system 
of the first three forms of being: 'being' being 'Being' 

We don't even know if this new element, this fourth element, is 'within' any one, any two, or all three of 
the first three. 

Now it would appear that this fourth 'location' could not be 'within' the other three or it would be a part of 
the other three. This, however, is not necessarily the case. Since we have no idea whatever as to what this 
fourth element is, should the fourth element in fact exist. We have no conception of the fourth element's 
characteristics and as such the fourth element, should it exist, has the potential to be anywhere and anything 
other than what it is we are capable of conceiving at this point in time. 

This then brings us back to our question: What is the next diagram in the sequence? 



The surprise of nothingness: 

We begin with no dimensions. We begin with nothing - no length, no width, no depth, no space, no time, 
no energy, no matter, no abstractuals of any type. 



Zero dimensions 



We move to one dimension and when we do so we find the dimensionless point is actually five points: 



One dimension 



A • • • • • ► 
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We move from one dimension into two dimensions and find the five points are three entities: 









Two dimension 






< 




► 



We move from two dimension into three dimensions and find the three entities take form: 
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We then add the concepts of time and distance and obtain: 





'Being' - summation, 
the whole, totality 
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If we reverse the process step by step we reduce the image to its essence, nothing physical, only the the 
singularity of individuality exists. This statement, within the context of symbiotic panentheism, in no way 
implies only the whole exists for the whole cannot be the whole if nay of its unique parts of knowing 
dissolve into a state of non-being. 

Regarding dimensions 5,6, 7...: Dimensions ...5, 6, 7, ... are dimensions much too involved for us to 
examine within the scope of a tractate regarding theoretical metaphysics and as such are left to the 
theoretical physicists and theoretical mathematicians to contemplate. 

Revisiting Metaphysical Engineering through Theoretical Metaphysics 

The development regarding a fourth element of reality leads us back to Tractate 13: Metaphysical System # 
28. Now, however, the title finds itself becoming: Metaphysical System # 257. 

With the introduction of a new element, a fourth element, to the basic three elements, the potential number 
of possible metaphysical models grows exponentially. The potential models grow from 28 to 257. As such 
Tractate 13 would now take on the following initial appearance: 

Regarding metaphysical systems: 

Building metaphysical systems is the process of moving forward with what theoretical metaphysics puts 
into place. 

Theoretical metaphysics brings to the building site the materials with which the metaphysical engineer 
begins the construction of the model itself. 

As such, let us examine the building materials which theoretical metaphysics has put before us. Once we 
have taken this step, let's examine some of the potential models metaphysical engineering could construct. 

Since a relatively large number of models will be presented, we will examine only four in detail. We will 
then take the final model and put it into non-technical language, generalizations. 

Preliminary: 

Metaphysical systems are systems reduced to their simplest forms. As a preliminary, we will examine 
visuals of a few metaphysical systems, which could emerge from four basic components: individuality, 
action, '?', and summation. 

We will represent the four through linguistic symbolization and definition as follows: 
Linguistic symbolization: Definitions: 

1. 'being' n: individuality 

2. being vb: action, Process/reality 

3. '?': ?????? 

4. 'Being' n: summation, totality 

The analysis, which follows, is an examination of individuality and its relationship to the whole as well as 
the whole to individuality. We will not be discussing 'Being's' significance to 'Being,' to summation. In 
essence we will be examining the internal dynamics of metaphysical systems rather than the external 
dynamics of such systems. 

We begin by establishing four potential components for a metaphysical system. Having done that, we will 
diagram, model, two hundred fifty seven systems that could potentially emerge from them. 
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Metaphysical Engineering: 



Metaphysical Concepts: 



You: 'being', Individuality 



\ I / You: 'being', Individuality - magnified 5x 





o 



You: 'being', Individuality - magnified 12x 






The Physical Universe: being - action, Process/reality 



The Purity of Abstraction within which universes lie 




The Whole: 'Being', summation, totality 



The process of developing the 257 models of reality through metaphysical engineering, then follows the 
process established within Tractate 13. Due to limited space we will not detail the process here but we will 
illustrate model # 257. 
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Metaphysical System # 257: 




Which in essence is a replication of the previous model we developed through the process of 'looking for a 
pattern: 




The complete examination regarding what the two hundred fifty seven models imply in regards to the 
potential purpose and potential responsibilities regarding the individual are not the focus of this Tractate 
but it can be stated at this point that the fundamentals of Tractates 13 through 16 remain intact and the 
resultant concepts of purpose generating responsibilities remains intact: It is responsibilities which emerge 
from purpose not purpose which emerges from responsibilities. 
Theoretical Metaphysics: The eternally moving horizon of knowledge 
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It is possible to model an understanding demonstrating how pure free will can exist uncompromised by 
'divine foreknowledge'. In the process of establishing a model where free will and determinism may be 
interdependent of each other's existence, we will see how it is metaphysics is alive rather than being 'dead' 
as we presently 'believe'. Even more excitingly, we will observe how it is metaphysics retains an ever- 
moving horizon, which may well extend infinitely beyond our reach just as a finality to the extent of 
knowledge itself may extend infinitely beyond our reach. 

This tractate and Tractate 13 have demonstrated the understanding that as concepts of singularity increase 
geometrically in number the models increase exponentially in number. 

A metaphysical understanding that 1 st truth is simply singular in nature generates a singular metaphysical 
model. 

A metaphysical understanding that two 1 st truths exist generates five metaphysical models. 

A metaphysical understanding that three 1 st truths exist generates twenty-eight metaphysical models. 

A metaphysical understanding that four 1 st truths exist generates two hundred fifty seven metaphysical 
models. 

The issue and understanding regarding the logic involved regarding the rationality as to the existence of 
multiple 1 st truths was examined in great detail throughout this work. The issue as to the validity regarding 
multiple 1 st truths will therefore not be addressed within this tractate. What is being addressed within this 
tractate is the concept of theoretical metaphysics, the initial understanding regarding what it is that may lay 
'beyond' the whole as is presented within this work, what lies 'beyond' the purity of abstraction within 
which universes lie. 

It is the singularity of 'the' whole, which constantly presents itself within this work. But what of the 
potential existence of no 'whole' existing? The issue regarding no whole was partially addressed within 
Tractate 13: 

Concepts of multiplicity are no doubt just as much a possibility as concepts of singularity and 
cannot be ignored. 

And just what is a concept of singularity as opposed to a concept of multiplicity? To understand 
the concept one can take any of the three metaphysical concepts. As an example: Take the concept 
of unique individuality, in order to be unique it is usually considered to occur only once within the 
system. Granted there could be an infinite number of unique individualities but in our present 
understanding of reality it is assumed 'a 'particular individuality occurs only once. This need not 
necessarily be the case, however. 

The possibility of 'a ' unique individual existing more than once, and for that matter, occurring 
more than once at the same 'time ' 'within ' 'a ' metaphysical system is not being denied. However, 
the intricacies of such a possibility are not the issue of this particular tractate. 

Systems limited to four metaphysical concepts of singularity: 



232 



The Beginning 



A metaphysical system incorporating four I s truths is presently capable of being understood as: 
The materials: 

'being', being, ?, and 'Being', 



The system could be: 

1 . A system less system 

2. A system less system of separation through exclusion 

3. A system less system of separation through inclusion 

4. A system of system ness 

5. A system of system ness of separation through exclusion 

6. A system of system ness of separation through inclusion 

7. ... 
8 

9. ... 

10. A system 

As was discussed in Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, the symbolic representation of the individual: 



can be replaced with: 




which in turn can be symbolized as: 




???? 

• • • • 
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The result of redefining a symbol for individuality gives us a fresh look at reality. The model of reality 
incorporating four 1 st truths now takes on the appearance of: 




The great desire here is to quickly use Ockham's Razor to avoid complexity. It is for that reason the 
concept of: 




evolves so quickly, but do not forget the lesson of Volume II, A Virgin Consciousness. Philosophers from 
Zeno through Russell generated irresolvable paradoxes not because the paradoxes were in essence 
irresolvable but because the paradoxes were perceived to be irresolvable when examining said paradoxes 
within the restrictions placed upon them perceptually. 

So it was paradoxes bloomed and flourished over the last twenty five hundred years of philosophical 
thought. So it was: 



1. 


The paradox 


2. 


The paradox 


3. 


The paradox 


4. 


The paradox 


5. 


The paradox 


6. 


The paradox 


7. 


The paradox 




unresolved 


8. 


The paradox 


9. 


The paradox 


10. 


The paradox 



end format) remained 
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1 1 . The paradox of monism and dualism remained unresolved 

12. The paradox of relative value remained unresolved 

13. The paradox of exclusionism/separation remained unresolved 

14. The paradox of metaphysical multiplicity remained unresolved 

15. The paradox of 'being' being separated from 'Being' being remained unresolved 

So it is the concept of responsibility for: 

1. one's 'being' 

2. one's being - actions, process/reality 

3. one's 'Being': 

remained riddled with philosophical paradoxes and philosophical choices. So it was society was to be 
inundated with confusing thought, paradoxical justice, contradictory debate, personal conjectures, 
emotional principles, wishful delusions, and fanciful theories which would rationalize the actions of 
intimidation, abuse, domination, submission, personality complexes of superiority as well as inferiority 
throughout the two thousand five hundred years to come, throughout the centuries of pain, sorrow, agony, 
and despair not only in terms of the physical body and mind, not only spiritually, but in terms of the very 
soul, 'being' itself, in terms of perhaps 'Being' Itself. 

So it was the concept of taking responsibility for 'being', being, and 'Being could never come to fruition all 
because we pre-supposed 'what was' rather than waiting patiently for an understanding of 'what might be'. 

Let us not do the same thing with the new understanding that a fourth 1 st truth may exist. It takes a long, 
long time to learn from mistakes and it takes even longer to back track and begin anew a development 
regarding a new perception if in fact it is even possible to develop a new perception based upon a fourth 1 st 
truth.. 

With this said, lets take what should be our first step and begin the examination of a fourth 1 st truth which 
at this point in time remains totally outside the realm of our discussions regarding reality. 



Systems limited to four metaphysical concepts of singularity: 

The materials, 1 st truths, with which the metaphysical models are built now become: 

'being', being, ? , and 'Being' 



The individual exists - I exist, you exist 




The universe exists 



The purity of abstraction exists 
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???? exists 



At this point one must not loose track of the concept that 'nothingness' exists but is not the '???' of which 
we speak. The understanding regarding why it is 'nothingness' is not the '????' is fully addressed within 
previous tractates and in specific Tractates 1, 2, 8, 9, and 10. 

Now, as before, the system/model could be: 

A system less system 

A system less system of separation through exclusion 
A system less system of separation through inclusion 
A system of system ness 

A system of system ness of separation through exclusion 
A system of system ness of separation through inclusion 



A system 
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Speculative summary possibilities regarding the interrelationship of four I s truths : 



This fourth metaphysical unit may be what holds 'beng', being, and 'Being together 




This fourth metaphysical unit may be the pinnacle of a structure based upon 'beng', being, and 

'Being 




'Being' 



being 



'being' 
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This fourth metaphysical unit may be the base of a structure from which 'beng', being, and 

'Being springs 




'being' 



being 



'Being' 



This fourth metaphysical unit may be altogether different from any of this, altogether separate from 

'beng', being, and 'Being 




Or? 'Or' who at this point knows? 
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Theoretical Metaphysics: 

This process of understanding the unknown that lies 'beyond' perceived reality is known as Theoretical 
Metaphysics. Theoretical Metaphysics is very different from both Metaphysical Engineering and Practical 
Metaphysics. 

Metaphysical Engineering takes concepts theoretical metaphysics puts into play and then proceeds to create 
functional social solutions to seemingly irresolvable social paradoxes. (For 30 examples see: In the Image 
of God, Book II, Trilogy I). 

Practical Metaphysics takes concepts theoretical metaphysics puts into play and examines their validity 
against knowledge we had, have, and will have in place. (For 30 examples see: Stepping up to the Creator, 
Book III, Trilogy I). 

Theoretical Metaphysics with the development of symbiotic panentheism, with the development of 'being' 
being 'Being', begins its own unique cutting edge development. Theoretical Metaphysics initiates the 
speculation as to what it is the whole (the Cartesian found within and powering the non-Cartesian) lies. 

With the advent of our understanding the whole of reality, understanding 'being' being 'Being', we now 
can begin to understand the age-old questions regarding 'being'. The questions: 

Philosophically: 

Where is 'being'? 
What is 'being'? 
And lastly 

Why does 'being' exist? 

Scientifically: 

Where is the life? 
What is the life? 
And lastly 
Why does life exist? 

Religiously: 

Where is the soul? 
What is the soul? 
And lastly 

Why does the soul exist? 
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With the advent of our understanding the whole of reality, understanding of 'being' being 'Being', we now 
can begin to understand the age-old questions regarding 'being'. The questions: 

Philosophically: 

Where is being - action, process/reality? 
What is being - action, process/reality? 
And lastly 

Why does being - action, process/reality exist? 

Scientifically: 

Where is being - action, process/reality? 
What is being - action, process/reality? 
And lastly 

Why does being - action, process/reality? 

Religiously: 

Where is being - action, process/reality? 
What is being - action, process/reality? 
And lastly 

Why does being - action, process/reality exist? 

Theoretical Metaphysics is now standing at the cusp of beginning to theorize the answers to the questions 
never before thought possible, namely: 

Philosophically: 

Where is 'Being'? 
What is 'Being'? 
And lastly 

Why does 'Being' exist? 

Scientifically: 

Where is the First Cause? 
What is the First Cause? 
And lastly 

Why does First Cause exist? 

Religiously: 

Where is God? 
What is God? 
And lastly 

Why does God exist? 

How can we possible know answers to such questions? We can begin at the simplest of steps. We can begin 
in terms of what it is we 'know' the fourth metaphysical building block is not. 

We know the fourth 1 st truth is not the physical/the concrete! being - action, process/reality. The concept of 
the physical has already been addressed as one of the three metaphysical building blocks we have in place: 
'being', being, and 'Being'. 
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We know this fourth building block of metaphysics is not 'being', individuality, a piece, part of abstraction, 
for 'being' has already been addressed as one of the three metaphysical building blocks we have in place: 
'being', being, and 'Being'. 

We know this fourth building block of metaphysics is not 'Being', the summation of abstraction for 'Being' 
has already been addressed as one of the three metaphysical building blocks we have in place: 'being', 
being, and 'Being'. 

We know this fourth metaphysical unit is not the means by which 'Being' expands upon itself for being in 
the active sense is accounted for within the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

And there is more we know regarding what the fourth metaphysical unit, what the fourth 1 st truth, is not. 
The fourth metaphysical unit, the fourth 1 st truth is not 'nothingness' for nothingness, with this work has 
been fully incorporated as a part of reality, included 'within' reality as a functioning entity unique in and of 
itself. 

What then can we say regarding what this fourth metaphysical unit is? At this point there is only one thing 
we can say for certain regarding what this fourth metaphysical unit is: The fourth metaphysical unit exists 
for we have conceived of it. 

So when will we 'know' more regarding what this fourth unit of metaphysical existence is? 

We are going to have to wait until later for our answers, much later, much much later. We are most likely 
going to have to wait until after we have answered some additional questions regarding 'being', being - 
action, process/physical reality, and 'Being'. As we answer these questions we will have taken another step 
towards understanding this fourth unit of metaphysics. We must be patient. We must move forward with 
the expansion of our understanding regarding 'being' being 'Being. We must move forward with our 
knowledge base that leads to answering pressing questions regarding Metaphysical Engineering and 
Practical Metaphysics. 

And what of the future? In the future we will see another metaphysician come along who will be capable of 
expanding the understanding of reality beyond the limits created by the perceptual model of symbiotic 
panentheism, which has expanded upon the perceptual models Aristotle and Kant had put into play. Until 
such a human, extraterrestrial, or artificial intelligence of some form emerges, there is no need to wait 
immersed in stagnant anticipation. There is much to do philosophically, scientifically, and religiously until 
then. 

And just how long will we have to wait before such a metaphysician comes along and stumbles across the 
cusp of another metaphysical insight waiting to expose itself to our curiosity? Who knows? It may not 
happen until the onset of the next millennium, the approach of the year 3000 AD, but of one thing you can 
be fairly certain, it will happen for we have dreamed it and as such it is as certain as any potentiality we can 
conceive. 



Philosophical Progress 

Philosophical growth regarding the understanding of reality can be illustrated in terms of the distant past, 
the recent past, the near future, and the far future: 
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The Distant Past 

500 BC- 1724 AD 



Volume I 



The time period occupied with 

> Understanding 

> Concept expansion 

> Explosive philosophical 
growth 

> Examination 

> Theory development 



Leibniz 
1716 AD 



Copernicus 
1543 AD 



Aristotle 
322 BC 



Boethius 
525 AD 



The time period occupied with 

> Evaluation 

> Analysis 

> Critiquing 

> Examination 

> Theory testing 

> Redundancy 



Kant 
1724 AD 



Zeno 
500 BC 



Understanding the Cartesian Theory of Reality 
500 BC- 1724 AD 
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The Recent Past 

1804 AD - 1945 AD 



Volume II 



The time period occupied with 

> Understanding 

> Concept expansion 

> Explosive philosophical 
growth 

> Examination 

> Theory development 



Heidegger 
1976 AD 



Russell 
1970 AD 



Hegel 
1831 AD 



Einstein 
1955 AD 



The time period occupied with 

> Evaluation 

> Analysis 

> Critiquing 

> Examination 

> Theory testing 

> Redundancy 



Shepard 
1945 AD 



Kant 
1804 AD 



Understanding the Non-Cartesian Theory of 
Reality 
1804 AD - 1945 AD 
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The Near Future 

????AD - ????AD 



Volume III 



The time period occupied with 

> Understanding 

> Concept expansion 

> Explosive philosophical 
growth 

> Examination 

> Theory development 



???? 
1976 AD 



???? 
???? AD 



???? 
???? AD 



???? 
???? AD 



The time period occupied with 

> Evaluation 

> Analysis 

> Critiquing 

> Examination 

> Theory testing 

> Redundancy 



???? 
???? AD 



Shepard 
....AD 



Understanding the Cartesian within the non- 
Cartesian Theory of Reality 
1945 AD - 
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Placing the distant past, the recent past, the near future, and the far future end to end we obtain a timeline of 
human philosophical knowledge illustrated as: 




The Distant Past 



The Recent Past 



The Near Future 



Time: Human history regarding the understanding of the whole of reality 




Significant Perceptual Reorientations 





St 

1: Zeno / Aristotle - Reality is Cartesian in nature - Empiricism 

it 

2: Kant / Hegel - Reality is Non-Cartesian in nature - Existentialism 

it 

3: ? / Shepard - Reality is both Cartesian and Non-Cartesian in nature - Existential 
Empiricism, Symbiotic Emanation, Symbiotic Panentheism 
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Advancing knowledge 

Why then does the whole exist: The whole exists not for what lies outside itself but rather the whole exists 
for what lies within itself, exists for its parts just as the environment exists for its parts, government exists 
for its constituents, society exists for its members, religion exists for the individual. 

In essence it is not the individual that exists for the good of the whole but rather it is the whole, which 
exists for the good of the individual. This work clearly demonstrates the significance of the individual and 
as such acts as the ultimate philosophical work substantiating the human history vector that intuitively 
suggests:. 

1 . Human purpose has phenomenal significance. 

2. Human responsibility is definable. 

3. Neither human purpose nor human responsibilities are to be taken lightly. 

Our specie has sacrificed much emotional trauma and spilled much human blood to elevate the significance 
of the individual. The sacrifice has been freely given to keep the intuitive perception regarding the 
significance of the individual alive. Now, with this work, an ally of intuition has been developed and that 
ally is knowledge based upon reason. 

This ally of knowledge is more formidable than what it may appear to be at first glance. Knowledge is a 
stagnant concept when examined from our past perceptions. Our past perceptions of knowledge presented a 
limit to what we could learn for we could only learn of what exists. The ally developed by this work is an 
ally of both existing knowledge and developing what 'could exist' but doesn't exist knowledge. This ally is 
an eternally moving horizon of knowledge. 

The eternally moving horizon of knowledge, within the model of symbiotic panentheism will never be 
reached for by definition it is we, you and I, future souls, all beings within the universe which harbor 
abstractual thought processes which are the very means by which knowledge is created. It is by definition, 
we, you and I together, who circumvent the horrors of eternal recurrence faced by God itself, faced by the 
whole itself, faced by 'Being' itself, faced by you and I ourselves. 

We, you and I, are the very means by which nihilism itself is defeated. 
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Tractate 18 



Why Now? 



A 



Short Introduction 



To 



Western Philosophy 
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Prologue 

Looking at the historical developmental aspect of philosophy as opposed to the historical 
paradoxical development addressed in Tractates 1-11 of this work, we find what 
appears to be an endless array of questions emerging. In fact it is not the questions which 
'emerge' from the philosophical development but the philosophical development, which 
emerges from the questions. As philosophy develops, it in turn creates its own set of 
unique questions. 

Passive observation elucidated by the Aristotelian Cartesian System of Cause and Effect 
was examined in some detail within Volume I of this work. The Cartesian system 
emerged as a means of answering question regarding 'reality' as we perceived it to be. 

As to be expected when examining the progress of humanity's philosophical 
development, the philosophical development emerging from the foray of the initial 
questions led to the system of reality being elucidated as Cartesianism. Cartesianism, the 
concept of 1 st truth generated by the understanding of a 'cause and effect' reality, in turn 
initiated its own unique set of questions which remained unanswered in terms of the 
limitations a Cartesian system presented regarding the whole of reality. Such unanswered 
questions riddle the description regarding the historical development of Western 
Philosophy as presented within Stephen Moor's synopsis. 

The direct and indirect questions expressed within the synopsis are addressed in the 
conclusion, The Peer Review, of Volume III. The directly and/or indirectly posed 
questions elucidated within the synopsis are addressed in the Peer Review following this 
tractate. The process of answering the questions within a separate tractate, rather than 
intermittently throughout this particular synopsis, is utilized to prevent interrupting the 
flow of the synopsis itself. The historical synopsis lays the necessary foundation by 
which the reader can better understand the historical influence underlying the questions 
submitted by the philosophers participating in the simulated peer review found within 
part two of the conclusion of this work. 

One must keep in mind that it is not just the Aristotelian Cartesian System of Cause and 
Effect which we find emerges from questions being asked and which leaves its own 
unique questions in place. 

We also find the Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesian system, a system lacking 'a' first truth, a 
system lacking 'cause and effect', a foundationless system emerging from the questions 
being asked. The development of a non-Cartesian system in turn leaves its own unique 
set of questions. It is the questions left by both the Cartesian and the non-Cartesian 
systems, which initiate the question: Why now? Why does the new system, Cartesianism 
existing with non-Cartesianism, Cartesianism, Cartesianism acting as the 'power' source 
for non-Cartesianism, 'a' first truth found within the lack of 'a' first truth, multiplicity 
found within singularity, 'being' being 'Being, symbiotic panentheism emerge now at 
this point in time. 

The non-Cartesian system emerged as a result of the questions the emergence of the 
Cartesian system put into play. 
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The reason the New Metaphysical Perception of 'being' being 'Being' emerges now is 
that the unique questions left in place through the independent development of both the 
Cartesian system and non-Cartesian systems describing 'reality' beg to be answered. 
Neither the Cartesian nor the non-Cartesian systems are capable, on their own, of 
answering all the unique questions each system generates. It is the development of this 
new Metaphysical model, it is the development of a third metaphysical system which 
provides 'a' and perhaps 'the only', means of answering such questions based upon 
reason/philosophy. 

Having presented the need for Tractate 18: The Historical Development of Western 
Philosophy: we are now ready to examine the historical development of Western 
Philosophy as presented by Stephen Moore. 
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Introduction 

This short introduction to philosophy is included in this volume in order to assist 
the reader in understanding some of the central issues of philosophy. This 
introduction isn't intended to be comprehensive. The complexity of the subject, 
and its long history, would make that impractical in such a limited space. 
However, it does present some of the central positions and points of dispute in 
the unfolding story of philosophy: a story that is still being written. 

But what is philosophy? Is there a precise description or definition of this vast 
subject available? The big stumbling block to defining the subject is that it covers 
a period of over 2000 years. Philosophy is a very individualistic endeavor. Even 
within the various disciplines that are a part of the philosophical tradition, there 
are numerous definitions and interpretations. The phrase "the devil is in the 
details" is very appropriate as applied to philosophy. Also, the unique 
personalities who practice philosophy play a vital role in shaping its meaning and 
purpose. 

And what are the major themes and questions of philosophy? There are many, 
but the most persistent of these would include the following: 

What is existence? 
Do we exist, and why? 
What is reality? 
What can we know? 
What is knowledge? 
What is truth? 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? 
Why is the individual important? 
What is our function within society? 
Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 
Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 
What is morality? 

Philosophy - loosely defined - is the journey to find answers to these questions. 
The methodology used to respond is constantly evolving. Analysis, reflection, 
and interpretation are central, as are critical assessments of various philosophical 
positions. Above all, philosophy, which comes from the Greek work philosophia, 
means the love of wisdom. 

The study of philosophy, in the Western tradition, began in Ancient Greece early 
in the 6 th century B.C. Since that time, the range and scope of its journey has 
expanded into very specialized and distinct branches. Among these branches are: 

• Metaphysics The Study of Existence 

• Epistemology The Study of Knowledge 

• Ethics The Study of Action 

• Politics The Study of Force 
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• Esthetics 

• Logic 

• Language 



The Study of Art 

The Study of Reason 

The Study of Communication 



These in turn consist of many subcategories, including: 



Empiricism 

Phenomenology 

Positivism 

Pragmatism 

Existentialism 

Materialism 

Nihilism 

Atheism 

Cultural Theory 

Ethics 

Politics 

Ontology 

Teleology 



Rationalism 

Transcendentalism 

Utilitarianism 

Critical Theory 

Deconstruction 

Linguistic Analysis 

Aesthetics 

Humanism 

Eastern Philosophy 

Bio-Ethics 

Logic 

Cosmology 

Idealism 



And the methods used to explore these sub-categories also vary. There is a 
constant tension in the history of philosophy between attaining a completely 
"objective" understanding of reality, as opposed to a less stringent or 
"subjective" understanding. Going back to first principles is a reoccurring theme, 
as is the reassessment of well-established or even forgotten works. It is organic. 
It changes constantly. Unlike science - which progresses by discarding its present 
assumptions for newer ones - philosophy continually returns to its past in order 
to formulate new philosophical perceptions. As we change, so does our 
appreciation of our philosophical heritage. 

This tractate begins just before the Pre-Socratics, and ends with the work of 
Ludwig Wittgenstein. The philosophy of Wittgenstein, which focused on logical 
positivism and linguistic analysis, is where this brief overview of philosophy 
ends. This is on account of the continual influence that Wittgenstein's work has 
had on modern philosophy, particularly in academia. Metaphysical speculation 
has been put aside, in favor of a more mechanistic study of the internal workings 
of the philosophical method. 

But what should the future of philosophy look like? Should it continue on its 
present course, a course that excludes metaphysical speculation, or should it 
return to a more inclusive and broader understanding of philosophy's function? 
Philosophy, in its present form, has turned away from the very questions that it 
was created to answer. As such, it has become less and less relevant to the public, 
a public that still seeks answers to questions regarding meaning and purpose. 
Philosophy - like science and religion - is isolated from other disciplines. But 
wisdom is holistic and inclusive. If philosophy, science and religion could be 
reconciled and united, then a new foundation would be established to answer 
these questions. 
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One response to the present impasse is Symbiotic Panentheism. It explores a new 
perception that could integrate the three disciplines of philosophy, science and 
religion. In so doing, it outlines how the conflicts that have defined our species 
could be eliminated. As our perception of our significance changes, so do we. 

A brief overview of Symbiotic Panentheism is included at the end of this tractate. 

2. Before the Pre-Socratics 

Before the Ancient Greeks, two great Empires existed in close proximity to the 
Eastern Mediterranean: the Egyptian and the Babylonian. These two Empires, 
though they differed outwardly in many respects, had much in common with 
each other. Both the Egyptian and Babylonian Empires were the first two 
examples of urban civilization, each of which supported large populations. 

Despite their size, there was little or no diversity of outlook or opinion. It was the 
kings and priests - possessors of magical powers - who ruled their people. These 
civilizations, with their theocratic and monarchical institutions, had little 
tolerance for diverse viewpoints. As a consequence, there was little scientific or 
technological progress or innovation other than that employed to support the 
prevailing belief systems. This isn't to say that there weren't advances in 
knowledge. It was that these advances were the sole domain of the kings and 
priests of the time. These cultures relied exclusively on custom, priestly 
revelation, and divine authority for their social cohesion. As such, all knowledge 
was used to maintain the prevailing view. For example, Egyptian geometry was 
used to build the great pyramids, while Babylonian astronomy and mathematics 
were used - exclusively by the priests - to make "magical" predictions. In 
essence, the prevailing outlook of both the Egyptian and Babylonian empires was 
that the world was explainable in strictly mythical terms. The gods had created 
the world, and were responsible for all aspects of it. The pre-Socratics 
dramatically challenged this worldview. 

3. The Pre-Socratics 

Western philosophy began with the pre-Socratics. These were a group of thinkers 
who lived and worked in Miletus in the early part of the 6 th century BC. These 
thinkers had moved eastwards to settle on the islands and Aegean coastline of 
Asia Minor. In the truest sense, these settlers were pioneers. The conditions they 
confronted in Ionia were quite difficult. The land was essentially arid: only olives 
and grapes could be harvested from such dry land. And access to more fertile 
territory was blocked by vast mountain ranges. As a consequence, they turned to 
the sea for their survival. In so doing, they discovered that they were in close 
proximity to two great civilizations: the Egyptian and the Babylonian. Because of 
the limitations imposed by their physical environment, and their need for trade, 
the Ionians possessed a very different outlook from that of their neighbors. The 
pre-Socratics developed a fresh and dynamic way of looking at the world. They 
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turned away from the established theocratic and monarchical structures of their 
neighbors, and created social structure based upon republican city-states. In these 
city-states, those who governed did so by the consent of the people. 

From the very beginning, the Ionians were willing to embrace new ideas and 
perceptions. In so doing, they were able to shape those ideas and perceptions to 
new purposes. For example, both Babylonian astronomy and Egyptian geometry 
were vital as an aid to maritime navigation. Using these tools, in such a 
revolutionary new manner, allowed them to trade with diverse cultures scattered 
all around the Eastern Mediterranean. In so doing, they were exposed to new 
knowledge and perceptions. 

4. The Invention of Philosophy 
Thales of Miletus (585 B.C.) 

The invention of philosophy is attributed to Thales of Miletus who lived in the 6 th 
century BC. Though little knowledge remains of his life and work, there is 
evidence that it was he who introduced Egyptian geometry to Ionia. He is also 
credited with a practical knowledge of Babylonian astronomy. Thales was 
considered to be one of the Seven Wise Men or Sophoi. The Sophoi were 
credited with an outlook that was essentially inventive and practical: They 
desired to strip away all dogma in order to get to the underlying truth of nature. 
The study of the origin and nature of the physical world was their highest 
priority: all else was discarded. Thales of Miletus was the first of these Sophoi to 
formulate a purely natural explanation of the world. Though the views of Thales 
and his contemporaries may seem primitive by current standards, he began a 
process of critically examining the natural world around him, free of all 
mythological components. As with the other pre-Socratics - Anaximander and 
Anaximenes - very little is known about the reasoning underlying their positions. 
As such, it would be easy to criticize their assumptions and conclusions about the 
"natural" world. However, these were the first steps away from a strictly 
mythical way of thinking about existence. Thales, for example, held that "all 
comes from water." Given the abundance of water on the earth, and its 
importance to the preservation of life, it is a reasonable assumption to make. 
Given the multiple states that water can have - solid, liquid, and gaseous - as 
well as its sheer abundance, it was reasonable to postulate its significance. 

Anaximander (612-545 B.C.) 

Thales's student, Anaximander, found this assumption about existence to be far 
too simplistic. He recognized that the world, and cosmos, was in a constant state 
of change. He proposed to explain this change by referring to the Apeiron. The 
Apeiron was something both infinite and indefinite. Within it, the four states - 
hot, cold, wet, and dry - arose. Anaximander believed that the conflict and 
interaction of these states gave rise to the cosmos, the earth, and to life. 
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Anaximenes (545 B.C.) 

The successor to Anaximander, Anaximenes, returned to a position akin to that of 
Thales. Anaximenes believed that there must be a single form of "stuff as the 
primary source of everything. He suggested that vapor or mist was this "stuff." 

Heraclitus (500 B.C.) 

Heraclitus of Ephesus was dissatisfied with the pre-Socratic way of 
comprehending the world. Heraclitus rejected, in particular, the ideas of harmony 
implicit in the pre-Socratic position. He saw the natural world as an environment 
of struggle and difficulty and concluded, "all was flux" and was ever changing. 

5. The Eleatics 

The Eleatics rejected the views of Heraclitus, and defended the stability and unity 
of the natural world. Parmenides, founder of the school of Eleaticism, stated that 
"what exists" cannot come into being, nor can it pass away, because it would 
have to either come out of nothing, or to become nothing - whereas nothing, by 
its very nature - does not exist. It follows that there can be no motion, for how 
can one object occupy the space of another? Our perception of change is thus an 
illusion. This idea - for its time - was revolutionary. For the first time, it 
introduced the idea that there are two forms of truth: the real and the perceived. 

Zeno of Elea 

Another Eleatic, Zeno of Elea, a friend of Parmenides, attempted to address the 
criticisms of Parmenides' philosophy. Zeno patiently listened to the arguments 
against Parmenides' position that plurality and change is an illusion: that there is 
but one solid "being." Zeno argued that if we did accept the assumption that there 
is plurality and motion, we would arrive at equally strange conclusions. In 
creating his famous paradoxes, he attempted to demonstrate the absurdity of the 
idea that the world is constantly changing. 

Zeno's Paradoxes: Paradox #1: The Dichotomy 

We cannot travel around a racetrack. Since we must first go halfway, and 
half of halfway, and half of half of halfway, etc., we have an infinity of 
smaller distances to travel. As such, we cannot get under way in any 
finite time-span. 

Zeno's Paradoxes: Paradox #2: Achilles and the Tortoise 

Given even a small head start, a tortoise could never be overtaken by the 
faster Achilles in a race. For Achilles to catch up to where the tortoise 
began, he would have to travel a certain distance. By the time that he had 
traveled that distance, the tortoise will have already advanced, however 
slowly, to the next position. Though the distances would get gradually 
smaller, Achilles could never overtake the tortoise. 
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Zeno's Paradoxes: Paradox #3: The Arrow 

An arrow never moves. If motion occurs in discrete intervals, then at any 
single moment during its flight, the arrow is not moving. It has to occupy 
the position it is in. Since the flight of the arrow is made up of a 
succession of such positions, it cannot be shown that the arrow moves. 

Zeno used these paradoxes to demonstrate that by accepting the idea of motion - 
and change of any kind - we arrive at absurd conclusions. We should therefore 
reject "change" as a natural part of the world. How can there be unity in a world 
that appears to be multiple? 

6. Empedocles, Plurality, and Greek Atomism 

The Atomists - Leucippus (440 B.C.), Epicurus (341-271 B.C.), and Democritus 
(460-370 B.C.) - attempted to counter the position put forward by Parmenides by 
introducing plurality back into our worldview. Contrary to Parmenides' 
argument, the Atomists argued that "nothing" does, in a way, exist. It takes the 
form of empty space. As such, there are two fundamental principles that govern 
the physical world: empty space and filled space. The filled space consists of 
indivisible atoms, which are tiny, indivisible, and unobservable. Within the 
framework of these "atoms", there is, contrary to Parmenides' position, constant 
change. Since these "atoms" exist, their motion is not only possible, but also 
inevitable. The Atomists concluded that everything that happens in the world is 
caused by these "atoms" colliding with each other. The activity and change we 
observe in the world is due to the effects of these collisions. This pluralistic view 
of reality became a dominant trend in philosophy for many later generations. 
Anticipating much of the deterministic positions taken by modern philosophy, 
Epicurus ventured to conclude that all our actions, on account of fundamental 
physical laws, are inevitable. 

7. The Sophists 

Athens in the 5 th century underwent a series of external attacks, and some internal 
rebellions, which contributed to a renewed interest in practical philosophy. The 
Athenians, despite all their external and internal threats, were able to maintain a 
relatively democratic government where many Athenian citizens were able to 
directly participate in important social decisions. In order to participate fully as a 
citizen, it was important to attain skills in debate and reasoning. The sophists 
arose to fill this need. They were skilled teachers who were adept in the art of 
rhetoric and debate. It was these skills that were most valued in the effective 
exercise of citizenship. The word "Sophist" is derived from the verb 
sophizesthai, which means, "to make a profession of being inventive and clever." 
This accurately described the sophists who, unlike the philosophers mentioned so 
far, wished to be paid for teaching their skills. The Sophists rejected almost all of 
the philosophy that preceded them. They were not interested in abstract 
speculation. In the truest sense, they were phenomenologists: they focused 
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exclusively on the "phenomenal" everyday world as opposed to the abstract 
"real" world described by earlier philosophers. According to the sophists, what is 
truly important is to be successful in life and gain influence and power over 
others. Though the earlier Sophists were more restrained in openly preaching 
immoralism, the later Sophists showed much less restraint. Thrasymachus of 
Chalcedon declared openly that "right is what is beneficial for the stronger or 
better one." 



8. Socrates (469-399 B.C.) 

The most respected and admired philosopher in the 5 th century was Socrates. He 
employed many of the argumentative techniques of the Sophists, but he did not 
teach for money, nor were his aims similar to theirs. Socrates was dedicated to 
truth. His dedication to honest and careful reasoning was to transform the entire 
field of philosophy. Socrates insisted that he possessed no wisdom, but was 
striving for it. His goal was purely the attainment of genuine knowledge about 
existence. He was concerned primarily with questioning all previous assumptions 
and wouldn't settle for anything less than a rigorous account of the nature of 
things. In formulating this approach, he was the first great exponent of critical 
philosophy. Socrates is unique in that he didn't write anything during his 
lifetime, nor was he interested in directly teaching his philosophy. He was more 
interested in engaging everyone - old or young, rich or poor - in a debate about 
the nature of things. In doing so, he felt that the inconsistencies of many opinions 
and actions could be revealed - thereby revealing the truth of things by 
eliminating the flawed assumptions. We know of his work through the writings 
of his most famous student: Plato. Socrates adhered to two fundamental 
principles in conducting his life: 

• Never do wrong, nor participate in wrongdoing 

• That a person who understood what was good and right would not act against 
those principles 

On numerous occasions, he demonstrated unshakable adherence to these values, 
and at the expense of his life. After the Battle of Arginusae, a majority in the 
Athenian assembly demanded death without trial for the admirals. Socrates - 
who was the assembly's president - refused to put the proposal to a vote because 
he felt it was wrong to condemn anyone without a fair trial. Though he was 
threatened for not doing so, he refused to change his position. Later, after the 
overthrow of democracy, the so-called Thirty Tyrants ordered him to arrest an 
innocent citizen. Again, he refused. Though these principled stands won him the 
admiration of many, it created a great resentment among those in power. Later, 
when democracy was restored, he was condemned to death. He was accused of 
impiety and of corrupting the youth of Athens with his ideas. Following 
Socrates' death, his influence began to grow considerably in Greek and Roman 
philosophy. Many of his followers, including Xenophon (430-350 B.C.) and 
Aeschines (390 B.C.), tried to preserve his philosophical method by writing 
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Socratic dialogues. Schools were also founded to help promote various aspects of 
his philosophy. 

9. Plato (427-347 B.C.) 

Plato was the most important follower of Socrates. He is most famous for his 
book The Republic in which he described the creation of an ideal society. The 
Republic was a socio-political book that outlined how an ideal society would 
function. According to Plato, an ideal society would be ruled by an elite, an elite 
skilled in the art of reason: the philosophers. There would be two other classes 
within that society: the warriors, who would protect the society from external 
threats, and the working population. Neither the philosophers nor the warriors 
would be allowed to own property. They would be expected to lead an austere 
and simple life, dedicated to the harmony of the ideal state. Despite the influence 
and importance of The Republic, Plato's most significant contribution to 
theoretical philosophy was in his Theory of Forms or Ideas. In questioning 
someone's strongly held opinion, Socrates had often asked what it was that 
people were referring to when they talked about something being good, or 
beautiful, or brave. Plato had asked what is the Idea or Eidos that a person has in 
mind when he called something "good." Plato concluded that this Idea or Eidos 
exists in the world beyond that of our senses. Plato called this the world of Ideas. 
In this world of Ideas, what we perceive with our senses is but a very imperfect 
representation of an external and eternal Idea. In one of Plato's most famous 
examples, in the seventh book of his Politeia, he created the scenario of the man 
in the cave. In this example, Plato said that we are like people in a cave who are 
looking at a wall - and seeing nothing but the shadows of the real things that are 
behind our backs being projected on the wall. He said the philosopher was the 
one who had the perceptual tools to leave the cave and see the world - the real 
world of Ideas. Because the philosophers had the ability to really see the "real" 
world, then it would follow that they should also be the governing elite who 
would guide the rest of society. 

10. Pythagoras (570-495 B.C.) 

In the 6 th century, a Greek colony arose in Italy led by Pythagoras of Samos. 
Unlike many of the earlier philosophers, the Pythagoreans tried to develop a 
completely new and unique philosophy or their own. Pythagoras - who had 
traveled in the East and to Egypt - founded a philosophical society in southern 
Italy. Because the Pythagoreans were a secretive quasi-religious sect, only 
fragments of their teaching survive. However, scholars believe that he introduced 
the concept of the "transmigration of souls" because of what he had learned in 
the East. But Pythagoras' most influential contribution, both for philosophy and 
for science, was his doctrine that "all things are numbers," meaning that the 
"essences" and "structures" of all things can be determined by finding the 
numerical relations contained in them. Pythagoras is most recognized for his 
contribution to mathematics. He discovered that mathematical ratios exist in the 
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real world. For instance, the length of a musical string directly affects the pitch of 
that string when plucked. Pythagoras also conducted an extensive study of the 
motion of celestial objects. In both of these previous examples, he recognized 
that there was a fundamental order to the nature of things. He concluded that the 
aim of human life was to life in harmony with this natural order. 

11. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) 

Aristotle, a contemporary of Plato, soon raised objections to the theory of Ideas 
put forward by Plato. Aristotle declared that it is unnecessary to assume that there 
is a separate realm of perfect Ideas. He rejected Plato's claim that we are but 
imperfect copies of perfect Ideas. Aristotle recognized that all living things 
develop from an imperfect state to a more perfected state. A seed grows into a 
plant; a baby grows into an adult. The question for Aristotle, then, was what kind 
of perfection was it possible for a human being to reach. Aristotle was a great 
Empiricist, and tried to base his arguments solely on empirical observation. In the 
1 st century, Aristotle's writings were rediscovered. Many great schools of 
commentary and criticism arose to discuss and explain his philosophy. He work 
was to have a great influence on medieval philosophy. 

12. Hellenistic and Roman Philosophy 

Following the death of Aristotle, the Greek city-states began to crumble. The 
Hellenistic kings who had succeeded Alexander made life more troubled and 
insecure. It was in this troubled atmosphere that two dogmatic philosophical 
systems were created: the Stoic and the Epicurean. Each in their own way gave 
consolation and fortitude in difficult times. 



Stoicism 

Zeno of Citium (300 B.C.) founded the Stoic system of philosophy. The system 
comprised many of the elements found in both the philosophies of Socrates and 
Heraclitus. It stressed the importance of endurance and self-control. The Stoics 
taught that pleasure and pain were of no importance to a person's happiness. The 
possession of virtue, and not worldly wealth or power, was of prime importance. 
The Stoics also believed in divine providence. 

Epicureanism 

The Epicureans took the opposite approach to that of the Stoics. They held that 
pleasure was the very essence of a happy life, and that the gods were indifferent 
to human beings. But Epicurus wasn't an atheist. Lucretius (94-55 B.C.) praised 
him for liberating mankind from its religious fears. Epicurus felt it was important 
to look upon the gods as perfect beings, in order that men could also approach 
perfection. 
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13. The Skeptics 

Pyrrho of Elis (365-270 B.C.) founded the school of Skepticism. The main 
doctrine of this philosophy was that we could never know anything with 
certainly. We cannot even trust our own senses. This philosophy had a profound 
influence on later philosophers such as Hume and Kant. 

14. Medieval Philosophy 

The period from the 5 th century to the 1 5 th century is known as the Middle Ages, 
or the medieval period. Medieval literally means "the in-between time" which 
began in the 5 th century with the fall of the Roman Empire, and ended in the 15 th 
century with the beginning of the Renaissance. During the medieval period, 
western thinkers sought to create a synthesis between religion and philosophy. 
Early medieval philosophy drew heavily upon the neoplatonic philosophy of 
Plotinus, who seemed to provide the most support for religious belief. Later in 
the medieval period, the metaphysics of Aristotle gained a wider audience. In 
every instance, the goal was to create a philosophical foundation for religious 
thought. The philosophers of the medieval period were usually churchmen. Their 
goal was to use philosophy as a means of giving a rational interpretation of 
Christian faith. Any philosophical speculation, other than supporting church 
dogma, was strictly discouraged. Philosophy during this period was considered to 
be the "handmaiden" of theology, and philosophical speculation other than 
supporting the church was frowned upon. Despite these constraints, much 
creative philosophy did take place during this period. With the collapse of the 
Roman Empire in the 5 th century, and the decline and fall of its civilization, a 
new Christian culture emerged in Europe. Monasteries now became the new 
centers of learning and education. During this period, philosophers such as 
Augustine (354-430), Boethius (480-525), and Anselm (1033-1 109) attempted to 
unite Greek thought with Christian belief. 

15. Saint Augustine / Augustine of Hippo (354-430) 

Saint Augustine was the first great medieval philosopher. Augustine was a North 
African rhetorician - and follower of Manichaeanism - who converted to 
Christianity. He devoted his career towards creating a philosophical system that 
employed aspects of neoplatonic thinking in support of Christian orthodoxy. 
Augustine believed that philosophy was only useful or meaningful to those who 
already had faith. He said, "I believe in order that I may understand." He rejected 
the epistemological criticisms of earlier philosophers such as the Skeptics. He 
argued that even if everything around us is an illusion, then one inescapable truth 
will still remain: that I exist. This view has much in common with Descartes. 
Augustine, for example, believed that there existed - beyond the world of the 
senses - a spiritual and eternal realm of truth. This truth is the object of the 
human mind, and the goal of all our striving. He identified this truth with the God 
of the Christian faith. Augustine felt that man was a combination of two 
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substances: the body and the soul. The soul is the most important and the 
superior of the two. The truth of existence could not lie in a contingent and 
changing world, but in the truth that could only be found by inner reflection. The 
mind was the means of finding the "intelligible light" where the real truth could 
be found. Consequently, the soul's immortality is proved by its possession of this 
unchanging "truth." Thus, the "intelligible light" is where real truth is found. 
Augustine's moral philosophy was also to have a profound effect on the 
development of Christian theology. Augustine argued that evil may exist, but it 
isn't real. Evil is, by his definition, the absence of good. Augustine believed that 
we were all sinful by nature, but that a good God had given us the freedom to 
choose our own actions. But the question then arises: if we are sinful by nature - 
and have original sin - then how can we make free and moral choices? Augustine 
argued that the redemptive grace of God alone offers us hope. To prove that God 
exists, Augustine drew heavily upon the ideas of Plato and Pythagoras. If we are 
capable of achieving mathematical knowledge - thereby transcending the sensory 
realm of appearance - we can therefore logically conclude that our souls are 
immaterial and immortal. Augustine recognized that additional metaphysical 
support was needed for this argument. Where does the abstract mathematical 
knowledge come from? What is the eternal source of these abstractions? This, he 
concluded, must be God. 

16. Boethius / Anicius Manlius Severinus (480-525) 

Boethius was one of the most important philosophers of the Middle Ages, not 
just for his creative work, but also for the fact that he translated many Greek 
works into Latin. He translated the logical writings of Porphyry (232-304) - a 
Neoplatonist - and also many of the works of Aristotle. In his creative 
philosophy, his presentation of the Aristotelian doctrine of universals was very 
influential for later philosophers. Are "universals" real? If so, are they corporeal 
or incorporeal? If incorporeal, do they exist in the world of our senses, or apart 
from it? If "universals" are not real, are they then only mental concepts? These 
questions were to become a dominant focus of medieval philosophy. 

17. Saint Anselm / Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1 109) 

In the 1 1 th century, Peter Damian - who was critical of the newly emerging 
independence of philosophy - revitalized Benedictine monasteries. He felt that 
philosophy, and secular learning in general, were harmful to faith. Other monks 
too, such as the Cistercian Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-1 153) were similarly 
critical of the new secular learning. But not everyone accepted these reforms. 
Anselm, in particular, was a keen student of the dialectic method, and of 
philosophy in general. Anselm, a passionate logician, used both faith and reason 
in his pursuit of truth. He believed that faith should come first but also that 
reason must follow in order to demonstrate reasons for why we believe what we 
do. One of his most famous works, the Proslogium, contains Anselm's most 
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famous proofs for the existence of God. The reasoning - what is usually referred 
to as the ontological argument for the existence of God - was as follows: 

• From faith, we believe God to be the greatest entity. 

• There are two ways to believe something: either it exists in reality, or it exists 
in our intellect. 

• If God is the greatest entity, then it must exist in reality and in the intellect, 
than simply in the intellect alone. 

• It is therefore contradictory to believe that God exists only in the intellect, for 
the greatest entity must exist both in reality and in the intellect. 

• Therefore, God must exist in reality. 

In the 12 th century, the center of learning moved away from the monasteries and 
to the towns. Near Paris, Peter Abelard (1079-1 144) founded a number of schools 
in order to explore the relationship between religion and philosophy. New 
methods of education were emerging during this time. These methods - known 
as scholasticism - placed far more emphasis on the exploration of dialectic and 
logic, than on simply adhering to tradition and custom. This new scholasticism 
created a complete Cultural Revolution. Around this same time, the works of 
Aristotle were being translated into Latin. Previously, only a few of his minor 
works were known. Now, with works such as Analytica Posteriora, Topica, and 
Analytica Priora, Aristotle's methods of discussion and enquiry were reaching a 
wider audience. Many other texts from both the Greek and Arabic world were 
also translated. In Europe, this was to create a "knowledge" explosion. 

18. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) 

The most influential medieval philosopher was Saint Thomas Aquinas. For 
Aquinas, reason and faith cannot contradict each other, for they both come from 
the same divine source. Aquinas was the first philosopher to show the church that 
it was possible to incorporate many of the metaphysical and epistemological 
teachings of Aristotle. This was a great departure from the dominance that 
Neoplatonism had during the early medieval period. Aquinas believed that 
theology was a science. Careful application of reason will demonstrate the 
certainty of theoretical knowledge. For Aquinas, it was always preferable to 
support one's belief with a rational argument. Aquinas objected to Anselm's 
ontological proofs for the existence of God. Aquinas argued that since we are 
ignorant of the divine essence from which it began, we couldn't even begin to 
demonstrate its necessary existence. Aquinas said that we must first begin with 
the sensory experiences that we do not understand. Then we should reason 
upward to locate their origins in something eternal. Aquinas formulated "five 
ways" to prove the existence of God. The first way is the argument from motion. 

• From our sensory experience, we see that something is moving 

• To move, something has to be moved, or put into motion, by something else 

• The series of movements cannot reach back infinitely 

• Therefore, there must be a first mover 
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• This mover must then be God 

There are many objections that could be made regarding the above arguments. If 
the second statement is absolutely true, then the conclusion must be false. Why 
must there be a first mover? Couldn't there be countless first movers? If a first 
mover did exist, why assume that it would resemble the God of Christianity? 
Even if the above onto logical argument succeeded, it wouldn't necessarily 
support orthodox religion. The 2 nd way has the same structure as the 1 st , but 
begins from experience of an instance of efficient causation. The 3 rd argument 
relies heavily upon a distinction between contingent and necessary "being." The 
4 th way is based upon a moral argument. To make a moral argument, we make a 
distinction between what we "judge" and the standard to which we hold as an 
ideal. This argument relies heavily on Platonic Idealism. The 5 th way is known as 
the Teleological Argument. The order and arrangement of the natural world 
implies the deliberate design and intention of an intelligent creator. Therefore, 
our existence must have meaning. 

William Ockham (1285-1347) 

By the 14 th century, the views of Thomas Aquinas - Thomism - were called the 
"old way" of achieving philosophical knowledge. The "new way" or "modern 
way" began with William of Ockham, an English Franciscan who represented his 
Order in numerous controversies over papal authority. In his philosophy, he was 
primarily concerned that an over-emphasis on "universal" forms would 
undermine the theological doctrine of free will. Ockham, like his predecessors, 
wished to defend the Christian doctrine of the omnipotence and freedom of a 
divine being - God. For him, God's freedom is incompatible with the existence 
of divine ideas. God doesn't use preconceived "ideas" when he creates, but 
creates the universe as he wishes. Consequently, human beings have no natures 
or essences in common. The only reality is "individual" beings or things. These 
beings or things are unique, and have nothing in common. Only concrete 
individual substances, and their particular characteristics, are real for Ockham. 
There are similarities among these "individual" things - and we can categorize 
them - but they are still unique to each other. Because God is free, he can create 
the universe - and its rules - as he wishes. Fire could be cold rather than hot. 
Light might be dark, rather than bright. Ockham distrusted our ability to find the 
truth of things. Instead, he relied on "probable" arguments to support his 
position. A vital principle in his philosophical method was that "plurality is not to 
be posited without necessity." This economy of thought is often referred to as 
Ockham's Razor. The views of William of Ockham spread widely in the late 
Middle Ages, despite being censured by a papal commission at Avignon in 
France. 
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20. The Collapse of Scholasticism 

In the 14 th and 15 th centuries, the critical philosophy of Ockham began to 
undermine the scholastic project of synthesizing the traditions of philosophy and 
religion into a single and comprehensive system of thought. Many argued that the 
attempt to unite religion with philosophy had failed. Many prominent thinkers of 
the time - Jean Buridan (1300-1358), Nicholas of Autrecourt (1300-1350) - felt 
that such a synthesis wasn't possible. Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), who 
deliberately embraced contradiction in trying to unite religion with philosophy 
made one final attempt. Cusa argued that if God's perfect unity can encompass 
contradictory qualities, then the contradictions evident in the philosophical 
tradition should also be embraced in a single comprehensive whole. Its logical 
consistency was, therefore, unimportant. 

21. The Renaissance 

By the end of the 15 th century, the cumulative achievements of scholasticism - 
the comprehensive body of philosophical work developed by numerous medieval 
scholars - were gradually being eroded. This work, based mostly upon a 
neoplatonic and Aristotelian foundation - and which was directed towards 
supporting traditional Christian theology - began to be undermined. Beginning 
with the Renaissance, philosophers began to move away from theology as a vital 
part of their work. The old authority of the Roman Catholic Church was 
weakening, and Renaissance thinkers felt that their role wasn't simply to explain 
and complement divine revelation and scripture. Instead, there was a new focus: 
the individual. Just as many religious reformers had challenged ecclesiastical 
authority in the late medieval period, so too did Renaissance thinkers move away 
from institutional authorities in education and science. There was a renewed 
emphasis on individual freedom and choice. Many humanists of the Renaissance 
period, such as Giovanni Pico (1463-1494), expressed a profound confidence in 
the power of human reason to enable us to understand human nature, as well as 
our place in the "natural order." Philosophers such as Marsillio Ficino (1433- 
1499) and Desiderius Erasmus (1466-1536), rejecting the numerous 
commentaries written by the scholastics, returned once again to the study of 
ancient classical texts. Other humanists, such as Francisco Suarez (1548-1617) 
and Giordano Bruno (1548-1600), attempted to create entirely new metaphysical 
systems by incorporating these classical texts with modern developments of the 
period. These philosophers were also very different from their predecessors in 
that their thinking was directly related to their national origins. The philosophy of 
Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) was directly related to the political climate in 
Italy. Likewise, the philosophies of Francis Bacon (1561-1 1441626 and Thomas 
Hobbes (1588-1679) had a direct connection with English life. This was very 
different from the philosophers of the medieval period. The works of Thomas 
Aquinas (1225-1274), Albertus Magnus (1200-1280), and St. Bionaventure 
(1221-1274) were unrelated to the country of their birth, and was more directly 
connected to their positions in the ecclesiastical hierarchy. 
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The Renaissance period also placed a greater emphasis on using empirical 
methods for attaining knowledge. Copernicus (1473-1543) created a theoretical 
foundation for a heliocentric view of the universe. Kepler (1571-1630) later 
added the mathematical structure to support the heliocentric view. During the 
same period, Galileo (1564-1642) documented numerous direct observations of 
terrestrial and celestial motion. By emphasizing the importance of direct 
observation, Renaissance thinkers created the foundation for a completely 
empirical view of the world, a view of the world that was completely new. This 
"new science" coincided with - and was made possible by - new advances in 
instrumentation and optics. Without these tools, an accurate empirical study 
could not have been made. A number of other inventions, taken from the East, 
were to completely transform Europe in the 15 th century: gunpowder, block 
printing, and the compass. Gunpowder became an agent of the new spirit of 
nationalism. It was used to destroy the massive fortifications of the old feudal 
order, thereby threatening the rule of the churchmen. The advent of the printing 
press also enabled the spread of knowledge throughout Europe, thereby ending 
the monopoly of the ecclesiastical elite. Classics in philosophy and literature 
were reaching a wider audience, and with it new questions. Because of the 
invention of the compass, it was also now possible to navigate safely at huge 
distances. This facilitated the entry into the Western Hemisphere. 

But the "empirical view of reality" did have its critics. In translating and studying 
the ancient classical texts, the humanist scholars came upon the work of Sextus 
Empiricus (3 rd Century A.D.), who introduced the philosophical concept of 
skepticism and the limits of human knowledge back into the debate. Michel de 
Montaigne (1533-1592) was one of the most prominent exponents of the 
skeptical view. Montaigne believed that we were arrogant in believing that we 
could attain a complete and accurate view of the natural world. Why should it be 
there for our benefit? Why do we believe that we should understand it at all? 
Wasn't it arrogant to believe that we were meant to understand it? His argument 
rested upon a number of assumptions: 

• Our senses are unreliable, and therefore prone to error 

• Logical reasoning cannot be demonstrated without circularity, therefore 
logical reasoning is not reliable 

• We should, therefore, doubt everything and settle for "mere opinion" 

• The "new science" can offer us no hope. Everything new is eventually 
surpassed 

In responding to the challenges put forward by Sextus Empiricus and Montaigne, 
philosophers defined four distinct areas of philosophical enquiry: 
metaphilosophy, ethics, metaphysics, and epistemology. It was within these four 
areas of enquiry that many of the later philosophers addressed themselves. 

• Metaphilosophy 

What is the purpose of philosophy? Does it have a place, generally, in human 
life? 
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• Ethics 

How do we judge and evaluate human behavior? What is "the good" and 
what motivates our moral actions? Without the support of religious belief, is 
a moral life possible? 

• Metaphysics 

Does God exist? What is the universe made of? What is the meaning and 
purpose of the universe? Why are we in the universe, and what is our 
purpose? 

• Epistemology 

Is certain knowledge of the world possible? What does it depend upon? 

In addition to the above four areas of enquiry, there arose three special categories 
of philosophical interest: political philosophy, humanism, and the philosophy of 
nature. 



22. Political Philosophy 

When secular authority replaced ecclesiastical authority as the dominant focus of 
interest, there was a shift of attention from religion to politics. Ideas that had lain 
dormant since pre-Christian times, concerning the nature and moral status of 
political power, were now renewed. Political philosophy, particularly in England, 
France, Italy, and Holland, began to flourish. But political philosophy during the 
Renaissance was essentially dualistic. It recognized a conflict between two 
opposing points of view: political necessity and general moral responsibility. 
Many philosophers of the time, including Machiavelli and Hobbes, attempted to 
resolve the conflict between these two positions. Both struggled with the conflict 
between institutional power and human freedom. By different means, they both 
concluded that only with a strong institutional base could morality flourish. 

23. Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) 

Niccolo Machiavelli, early in the 16 th century, wrote one of the most influential 
books on political philosophy: The Prince. Machiavelli, once a state secretary of 
the Florentine republic, resigned his position in order to write about political 
philosophy. His work primarily explored ways in which political power could be 
seized and maintained by the state. On initially reading his work, the impression 
is given that his main concern is solely with maintaining the power of the state, 
with little regard for the moral consequences of doing so. The term 
"Machiavellian" is often used in present times to refer to someone who is 
politically deceitful and unscrupulous. But this is a mischaracterization of his real 
attitude towards morality. For Machiavelli, the unification of Italy was of prime 
importance. In order to make this unification possible, he believed that only a 
strong state - based upon the ancient Roman virtues - could provide the proper 
environment for morality to flourish. The Prince, published in 1513, offered 
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practical advice on how to rule. The successful Prince, it maintained, must 
demonstrate virtu - skill or prowess - in both favorable and unfavorable times. 
Unlike the ethical philosophers, Machiavelli held that success in the public arena 
was distinct from private morality. The question, for Machiavelli, is not what 
make a human being good, but what makes him a good prince. A good prince 
will use any means necessary in order to create the foundations of a stable state. 

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) 

A century later, Thomas Hobbes - tutor to Charles II - proposed the idea of a 
"social contract." Hobbes believed that the life of man in the "state of nature" 
was "solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short." In this brutish world, which 
preceded civilized social structures, "every man's hand" was "raised against 
every other." Thus, in order to live in a civilized world, it was necessary to create 
a "social contract." Within this social contract, we would be expected to 
surrender our individual rights in order to benefit from the security of a stable 
society. This "commonwealth" would provide the environment for liberty, 
freedom, cooperation, and contentment. According to Hobbes, the formation of 
the commonwealth would create a new entity: the Leviathan. It was to the 
Leviathan that complete responsibility for social order and public welfare was 
entrusted. But who would embody the role of the Leviathan? Hobbes proposed 
that all private rights should be subservient to that of a single authority. In return 
for this, private citizens would expect to receive general protection, as well as the 
rule of law. In Hobbes's view, the Leviathan could be a legislature, a single 
human being, or even an assembly of citizens. But Hobbes maintained that the 
best choice would be a hereditary monarch. By investing power in such a stable 
institution as the monarchy, we would protect our rights, collectively, as citizens. 
It was only when the sovereign failed to keep the commonwealth united, and to 
protect it, that his authority could legitimately be called into question. 
In addition to his political philosophy, Hobbes is also credited with the creation 
of one of the most comprehensive philosophical systems of the time. His 
philosophy - which is usually labeled as mechanistic materialism - sought to 
provide a consistent description of man, nature, and society. It had much in 
common with the views of the early Greek Atomists. Hobbes distinguished 
between two philosophical approaches: synthetic and analytic. When we reason 
"forward" from causes to effects, we are reasoning synthetically. And when we 
reason "backward" from effects to causes, we are reasoning analytically. Hobbes 
also distinguished between "content" and "method." The philosophical questions 
we choose to pursue are matters of "content." The reasoning and language we use 
to address these questions is referred to as the "method." In addition, Hobbes's 
study of language led him to adopt a nominalistic position. Nominalism denies 
the reality of universals. 

Hobbes's metaphysical foundation was that "reality" is matter in motion. The 
real world of our senses in located within a universe of constant movement and 
change. Therefore, the task of philosophy was to trace the causes and effects of 
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these movements and their "effects" upon our minds. Hobbes classified three 
main areas of study: 

• Physics 

The science of actions and motions on natural bodies 

• Moral philosophy 

The study of "the passions and perturbations of the mind" and how it is 
"moved" by appetite, desire, envy, or fear 

• Political or civil philosophy 

How our chaotic behavior is constrained and guided by a force or power in 
order to create peace and prevent civil disorder 

25. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) 

The most significant philosopher of the late 17 th century was Rene Descartes. He 
was a French citizen, but wrote his most productive work in Holland, which was 
very tolerant of new ideas. Descartes was educated in the scholastic tradition, but 
his pursuit of both mathematical and scientific truth eventually led him away 
from that tradition. His primary concern was with the creation of a secure 
foundation for the development and advancement of human knowledge. 
Descartes is considered to be the father of what we call Modern Philosophy. His 
ability to synthesis philosophical influences from the past, with the revolutionary 
advances now taking place in science, singled him out as one of the most 
influential and dominant philosophers of his time. In creating his "Cartesian" 
philosophy, he drew heavily upon earlier philosophers. From Aquinas and 
Anselm, he incorporated theological questions into his work. From the ancient 
Skeptics - Sextus Empiricus and Pyrrho - he formulated a new and revitalized 
skepticism. He was also heavily influenced by both the ancient Stoics, as well as 
with the work of Augustine. 

As well as being a great philosopher, Descartes was an exceptional 
mathematician, and was the inventor of analytic geometry. Mathematical logic 
and reasoning played an important role in his philosophical studies. Descartes is 
considered, along with Francis Bacon (1561-1626), to be a founder of modern 
Empiricism and Rationalism. Descartes defined philosophy, in his Principia, as 
the "study of wisdom or the perfect knowledge of all one can know." In 
explaining the relationship between philosophy and our lives, he used the 
metaphor of the tree. The root of this tree is metaphysics. The trunk is physics, 
while the branches are morals, mechanics, and medicine. Descartes primary 
concern was with the trunk of the tree, which represented physics. In fact, unlike 
Aristotle - who attempted to create a metaphysics upon physics, Descartes did 
the opposite. He attempted to create a "physics" build upon a "metaphysical" 
foundation. 
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Descartes can also be credited with introducing dualism into our philosophical 
speculations. This dualism took two forms: the first was between God and the 
material world. The second was between the material world and the mind. 

Descartes employed three distinct methods to build his philosophy. These were 
as follows: 

• Skepticism 

To systematically question and doubt every belief that does not pass the test 
of indubitability 

• Subjectivism 

To base all knowledge upon a foundation of certainly. For Descartes, 
consciousness, and in particular self-consciousness was that foundation. As 
such, "I think, therefore I am" emerges as the only innate belief that is 
unshakable by doubt. In fact, we can never to absolutely sure of the existence 
of the world as we can of our own existence. Therefore, the task of the 
philosopher is to study the mind, for only the mind can get to the truth 
underlying the everyday appearance of things. This had much in common 
with Platonic idealism 

• Mathematicism 

To reject any idea that is not concise, clear, and free of contradiction 

These can be alternatively stated as: 

• Only those things which are indubitable are true 

• Every question should be divided into manageable parts 

• Start with the simple, and build towards the complex 

• Frequently review the entire argument for consistency 

Though the above stated principles lay a very firm foundation for philosophical 
enquiry and progress, it must be remembered that Descartes was also a good 
Catholic. As such, he did not apply his own principle of radical doubt to his own 
religious beliefs. This led to numerous self-contradictory positions in his 
philosophical work. Though he profoundly respected Galileo's writings, he chose 
to withdraw his own cosmological treatise, Le Monde (The World), from 
publication when the Inquisition condemned Galileo, in 1633. Descartes 
understood that his methods were radical, and hence a threat to the church. These 
concerns aside, he was strongly influenced by his religious faith. 

The duality that existed between his religious beliefs and his scientific 
empiricism were evident from the very beginning. For example, Descartes stated 
that animals were complicated machines, but they had no soul. They are 
"clockwork" creatures. But how do we know, as human beings, that we are not 
also "clockwork" creatures? Descartes replied that "I know I have a soul" 
because "I think, therefore I am." From this assumption, he concluded that a 
perfect god must exist. His argument was as follows: 



269 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

• I know that I exist 

• Since I am not perfect, I could not be the cause of my own existence 

• Something must have caused my existence because I exist 

• Whatever caused me must have also have a cause 

• The chain of causes must eventually end with a first cause 

• This first cause must be a perfect entity, a self-caused being 

• This entity must be God 

• God, being a perfect entity, would have no reason to deceive me 

• I can therefore conclude that my search for truth is a noble and attainable 
one, since a perfect entity created me 

The problems with the above chain-of-reasoning are numerous. The first is that it 
uses a circular argument to prove the existence of God. Descartes first uses the 
existence of God to say that it is rational to assume the reliability of clear and 
distinct ideas. He then uses these very same "reliable" ideas to prove the 
existence of God. Descartes responded to this criticism by stating that his 
argument wasn't circular because "intuitive" reasoning, in the proof of God's 
existence, requires no additional support in the moment of its conception. The 
problem with this reply is very significant. The attempt to prove the existence of 
God is Descartes first challenge after he has first stated that "I think, therefore I 
am." If this first effort should be flawed in its approach, then it follows that every 
other conclusion should become questionable. 

Though Descartes may not have adhered entirely to the principles of radical 
doubt he had previously outlined, his influence was great in the 17 th century. 
Even though Scholasticism was still being taught in the universities, it was 
Cartesianism that dominated intellectual life in Europe. Despite Descartes efforts 
to respect his theological convictions, it was inevitable, because of his popularity, 
that his work should come under scrutiny by church authorities. The Roman 
Catholic Church, in 1663, placed many of his writings on the Index of Forbidden 
Books. Academia consequently banned the teaching of his philosophy. But there 
was one exception: the Dutch universities. In Utrecht and Groningen, 
Cartesianism thrived in the free and tolerant atmosphere. It was in this setting 
that Cartesian principles were further developed, principles which were to have a 
radical effect on philosophy to this day. 

26. Rationalism 

If Descartes original intention was to create a comprehensive outline of scientific 
certainty, it was his successors - Leibniz and Spinoza - who formulated that 
intent into a coherent framework. Leibniz and Spinoza had much in common 
with Descartes. They both accepted a mechanistic and deterministic view of 
reality. And both shared, with Descartes, an extensive knowledge of 
mathematics. Leibniz, accurately reflecting the spirit of the times, said, "True 
reasoning depends upon necessary or eternal truths, such as those of logic, 
numbers, geometry, which establish an indubitable connection of ideas and 
unfailing consequences." But if it was Descartes who regarded mathematical 
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reasoning and logic as the paradigm for achieving progress in human knowledge, 
it was Spinoza and Leibniz who extended these principles even further. 

Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) 

Spinoza, in particular, introduced completely new methods of philosophizing to 
17 th century Europe. For him, philosophy provided the means by which 
humankind could attain perfection. This perfection would be achieved when 
humankind could perceive the universe in all its "wholeness." Spinoza was a 
pantheist in that he perceived the universe to be a single and infinite "substance." 

It was in his book Ethica Ordine Geometrico Demonstrata or Ethics 
posthumously published in 1677, that he outlined the primary elements of his 
philosophy. By synthesizing ideas found both within Cartesianism and 
Scholasticism, Spinoza attempted to create a comprehensive picture of the 
universe, a universe governed by unchanging laws of "logical necessity." From 
doing so, Spinoza concluded that there could be only one "substance" or "God" 
in the universe. This "substance" or "God" has infinite attributes. These attributes 
are themselves infinite. To quote Spinoza: 

"Deus sive natura " 

("Whatever is, is in God or nature. ") 

It follows then that this "substance" or "God" must be indivisible and completely 
unified, as well as eternal. 

For Spinoza, the appearance of separateness that we see around us is not an 
accurate representation of the underlying reality. These separate phenomena are 
all aspects of a single "substance" or "God." The two dominant attributes of this 
"substance" or "God" are "extension" and "thought." The universe that we 
perceive around us, with its diverse physical phenomena, is a part of God's 
essence. This is what Spinoza is referring to when he speaks of "God's" or 
"nature's" "extension." In the mental realm, the existence of thought - modified 
by "infinite intellect" - produces the "truth." This "truth" includes all of the 
mental events which are the modes of "thought." 

Spinoza went on to argue that the realm of "extension" and the realm of 
"thought" were causally independent of each other. Each of these realms were 
closed and self-contained systems. Despite the impossibility of any causal 
interaction between them, Spinoza speculated that the inevitable unfolding of 
their independent attributes must proceed in parallel with each other. According 
to Spinoza, "The order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and 
connection of things." As such, every physical event in the world of "extension" 
must have a corresponding mental event in the world of "thought." This is so 
because everything flows from the same infinite being. 
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What does this mean for us as human beings? According to Spinoza, we are not 
substances, for only Nature or God is truly substance. But then what are we? 
Because our existence is reliant upon the reality of the one real "substance", we 
must conclude that we are then but a small part of that substance. According to 
Spinoza, we exist as "modes." As "modes", what kind of knowledge can human 
beings attain? Spinoza outlined three distinct forms of knowledge: 

• Opinion 

The first type of knowledge is "opinion." This is the most unreliable source 
of knowledge, for it depends either on our sensory experiences, or else upon 
our memory and imagination. Therefore, we should disregard the misleading 
information provided by our senses, as well as the customs and habits into 
which we have been indoctrinated. 

• Reason 

The second type of knowledge is "reason." By analyzing the effects of 
particular phenomena, we can reason back to original causes. This will lead 
us back, eventually, to the ultimate cause: the final truth. 

• Intuition 

The third type of knowledge is "intuition." By using our "reason" to 
recognize the original cause, we then use this knowledge of the "divine 
essence" to intuit everything about reality: what was, what is, and what it will 
be. 

Spinoza used the above argument as a foundation for morality. But how can we 
live a good and "moral" life if we are unaware of how our actions affect the 
essence of reality? What we define as "good" may in fact, over the long term, be 
"evil." Therefore, the greatest good that humans can do is to understand their 
place within the structure of the universe, this universe being a natural expression 
of the essence of "God" or "Nature." 

But if everything is determined, as Spinoza maintained, how can we then speak 
of good or evil? If our actions are predetermined strictly by cause and effect, how 
then can we speak of human freedom and choice? By acquiring an adequate 
knowledge of the desires and emotions that are the "causes" of my "effects", I 
become free. This freedom is my reward, because it allows me to see that I am a 
significant "mode" in the greater reality. 

28. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1 646- 1716) 

Leibniz was a mathematician, as well as a philosopher. His mathematical 
achievements were extensive: He invented infinitesimal calculus. But it was for 
his contribution to philosophy that Leibniz is most recognized. Leibniz published 
only three books on philosophy during his lifetime. These were Discours de 
metaphysique (Discourse on Metaphysics) in 1686, Theodicee (Theodicy) 
published in 1710, and La Monadologie (Monadology) published in 1714. These 
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books were not overtly technical, and were written for the general reading public. 
The more technical aspects of his work were discovered, centuries after his death, 
in notebooks and letters. 

In the field of philosophy, he was the first to distinguish between "truths of fact" 
and "truths of reason." In so doing, he sought to draw a distinction between the 
"contingent" world of observation, with that of the logical or empirical world of 
reason. By applying rigorous and formal reasoning, Leibniz believed that we 
could attain knowledge of the ultimate structure of reality. The technique that 
Leibniz used was logical analysis. For Leibniz, every proposition can be 
expressed in the form of a subject-predicate. Additionally, every correct 
proposition is a statement of identity: that is that the predicate is wholly 
contained in its subject. For example: 

2 + 3 = 5 

According to Leibniz, everything that we know or believe can be expressed in 
one of two forms: "truths of fact" and "truths of reason." One of the most 
significant aspects of his philosophy was that all existential propositions are 
"truths of fact" and not "truths of reason." 

For Leibniz, the "subject" of any proposition signifies a single, self-contained, 
and indivisible "object" or "monad", while the "predicate" expresses a variable 
such as "quality" or "property." Unlike Descartes, whose system was dualistic, 
and Spinoza, whose system was monistic, Leibniz proposed a system based upon 
plurality. Within this plurality, there existed an infinite number of "monads." 
These "monads" were unique unto themselves, and each experienced the 
universe from a unique perspective. This view was in stark contrast to Spinoza, 
who viewed the universe as a single substance. 

Isaac Newton (1642-1727) 

The true founders of the period known as the Enlightenment were John Locke 
and Isaac Newton. It was Newton - the successor to Copernicus and Galileo - 
who wrote one of the most significant and influential books of the time. This was 
the Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica or The Mathematical 
Principles of Natural Philosophy, which he completed in 1687. This publication 
sought to create, by applying the principles of logic and mathematics, the first 
great synthesis of mathematics with nature. By utilizing many of the ideas found 
within the work of Spinoza, Leibniz, and Descartes, Newton attempted to apply 
these new principles to the natural world. Newton's own work had a 
revolutionary impact in the 18 th century. Because of him, there was a renewed 
interest in applying the tools of logic and mathematics to the natural world. In 
these, the 17 th and 18 th centuries, natural science gained prominence over purely 
abstract mathematical reasoning as a means of understanding reality. Along with 
Newton's insights into the laws of motion and gravitation, there were other 
breakthroughs among his contemporaries in chemistry, physics, and biology. 
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30. John Locke (1632-1704) 

John Locke was greatly impressed with the achievements that were being made 
in the natural sciences, and wished to extend these achievements by creating a 
complete theory of knowledge. This theory of knowledge would be based on a 
careful and rigorous study of nature. His goal was to establish a comprehensive 
epistemological foundation for knowledge - one that was devoid of superstitions 
or uncritical assumptions. 

Locke's first question was "How to we acquire knowledge?" In his An Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding (1690), he began by studying what our 
knowledge consists of. It is made up of ideas. These ideas can take many forms. 
They encompass perceptions, emotions and reflections. Locke's primary 
assumption about ideas was that they were not innate. They were derived solely 
from our experience. Locke proposed the principle of empiricism, which states 
that all our knowledge is derived from experience. This "experience" is obtained 
either by sensation (from the external world) or by reflection (from the inner 
world of the mind). Anticipating the eventual emergence of linguistic philosophy, 
Locke showed the relationship of words to ideas. For Locke, words signify ideas. 
Disputes arise when words are used carelessly, without clear "signification." 
Therefore, the "word" and the "idea" can only be meaningful if both co-exist. To 
use a "word" without reference to a particular "idea" is meaningless. There was 
also on additional problem: The Extent of Knowledge. Locke understood that our 
knowledge is quite limited. If we can only achieve knowledge when we have a 
genuine understanding of the "essence" of things, then it follows that our 
knowledge will always be limited. Locke had to finally conclude that achieving a 
completely epistemological foundation for knowledge was beyond our reach. We 
must content ourselves with relative or probable knowledge. But this, according 
to Locke, was sufficient for our purposes. We have, within our grasp, access to 
knowledge which will secure our "great concernments." These "great 
concernments" relate to our survival in everyday life. We do not need a great 
understanding of the "essence" of food, for example, in order to survive. We can 
exist and prosper, even with partial knowledge. Regarding morality and our 
relation to a creator, Locke held that our partial knowledge of things was 
sufficient for our needs. 



31. George Berkeley (1685-1753) 

A major critic of Locke's work was George Berkeley. Berkeley believed that 
Locke had not carried the principles of empiricism to their logical conclusion. He 
proposed an entirely radical alternative to the moderated empiricism of both 
Locke and Descartes. 

Berkeley held that these earlier philosophers had failed to draw the correct 
conclusion from their studies. They had tried to avoid the problem of attaining 
knowledge by the act of separating "material" objects from our ability to perceive 
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their "essences" correctly. In fact, this "representationalist" model of knowledge 
acquisition, according to Berkeley, was inherently flawed. 

Berkeley countered that there was a viable alternative. Our common sense clearly 
shows that perception consists of two distinct elements: the "perceiver" and the 
"perceived." The "perceived" can only be ideas, since these are the only things 
that are real. We must discard the notion that material objects are real since we 
cannot confirm their existence - in a truly empirical sense - simply by the act of 
observation. We continually encounter the problem of "relative perception" or 
"relative essences." 

In fact, the model put forward by Locke changes from: 

Perceiver Ideas Material Objects 

To Berkeley's model of. . . 

Perceiver Ideas 

For Berkeley, only the "ideas" are real. The "representationalist" position is 
flawed in two major respects. The first is that it cannot provide a purely 
empiricistic account of the connection between "ideas" and the "objects" they are 
meant to represent. Secondly, this flawed empiricism has serious consequences. 
It creates a relativistic perception of reality. This relativism inevitably leads to 
skepticism, and hence to atheism. To avoid this relativism, we must embrace 
immaterialism. 

For Berkeley, there are no "abstract" ideas. In his Principles of Human 
Knowledge, Berkeley argued strongly against Locke's assumption that "general 
terms" (or words) can signify "abstract" ideas. There are no abstract ideas. 
Everything exists within the mind. 

If we accept Berkeley's claim that materialism leads to atheism, then the 
converse is also true: that immaterialism can restore our religious faith. Since our 
knowledge and "perception" of reality is "mind-dependent", then it follows that 
there must be a primary perceiver, God, in whose mind all ideas are contained. 

David Hume (1711-1776) 

The Scottish philosopher, David Hume, attempted to counter Berkeley's 
immaterialist philosophy by extending and developing many of Locke's 
philosophical assumptions. By the late 18 th century, science had made incredible 
progress. Mere metaphysical speculation, according to Hume, had become 
outdated. Hume rejected the notion that there should be a positive outcome for 
our philosophical investigations. Instead, he felt that an extreme philosophical 
skepticism was necessary in order to find the truth of reality. Hume's starting 
position was, however, value independent. It wished neither to arrive at a purely 
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materialist conclusion, nor an immaterialistic one. Hume believed that the correct 
goal of philosophy should be to explain why we believe what we do. He explored 
this goal extensively in both his Treatise of Human Nature and in An Enquiry 
into Human Understanding. 

Hume began his exploration of human belief by distinguishing between 
"impressions" and "ideas." "Impressions" are our "immediate" experiences. We 
"see" or "taste" or "touch" in an immediate sense. Our "ideas" are different. 
They are but flawed copies of our original experiences. They are our memories of 
these sensations. Hume thus declared that our primary aim should be to find the 
origins of these "ideas." In doing so, he distinguished between two particular 
concepts: "Relation of Ideas" and "Matters of Fact." "Relation of Ideas" refers to 
beliefs or opinions that are partially or entirely created within the mind. These 
ideas are contingent on speculation and theorizing. "Matters of Fact", however, 
are beliefs that we hold about the outside world that clearly refer to an external 
object or phenomena. These latter perceptions of reality are a priori beliefs. They 
"precede" experience, and would exist independently of our knowledge of them. 

Hume gradually eroded away many of the assumptions we take for granted. 
Many of our beliefs are based on habit. We are conditioned to believe and accept 
assumptions that have no basis in reality. These habits or customs are self- 
reinforcing and create a "subjective reality" that we mistake for an "objective 
reality." Even our assumptions regarding cause and effect are an illusion. These 
causes and effects are distinct and separate. That they occur in "constant 
conjunction" is no empirically reliable guide to the validity of their existence. 
Even the existence and autonomy of a "self comes under attack. Hume asks, 
"From what antecedent impression does the idea of the self arise?" But where, 
according to Hume, is the "I" that I refer to when I say, "I believe. . ."? No matter 
how hard I try to observe the events "in my mind", where is the "I" that I speak 
of? When I look inward, all I see are a numerous succession of individual ideas 
or sensations, each of which are linked by the habit of association and familiarity. 
Thus, our belief that there is an "I" within our minds is an illusion that we accept 
as a matter of habit, but not by empirical observation and verification. The idea 
of the "self or the "soul" is thus an illusion. We are but a mixture of distinct and 
separate sensations and perceptions. Yet another illusion we possess, according 
to Hume, is our faith in the existence of the external world. We believe in it, not 
because it can be shown to exist empirically, but because of the habit of 
familiarity. It is natural to believe in its existence, but its provability is in 
question. What then can we know? It would seem that Hume's empiricism, 
unlike that of even Locke or Berkeley, leads to total and absolute skepticism. 
Hume suggested that we adopt a "mitigated skepticism", one that accepts the 
limits of human knowledge. Pure mathematics because it rests entirely upon the 
relations of ideas - and that presumes nothing about the external world - is our 
only safe guide to truth. 

But how do we address the question of God, of morality, or the foundation for 
ethical behavior? Though it is impossible to account for our feelings in a purely 
empirical way, our feelings can nevertheless provide a reasonable guide for our 
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behavior. When we help someone, we tend to feel good about ourselves. When 
we do wrong, we have feelings of regret or guilt. Initially, this foundation for 
moral behavior seems extremely flawed. The subjective nature of its premises 
can lead just as easily to negative behavior. Hume responds by saying that our 
subjective approach to morality is at least equal to our faith in the existence of 
"facts" concerning the natural world. Both rely on an absence of rational 
evidence. Hume concluded that he had provided humankind with a moral 
principle that was consistent and no less significant than the "certainties" of the 
natural sciences. 



33. George Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831) 

Of all the German Idealists, Hegel was the most prominent. His aim was to 
construct an entirely comprehensive system of knowledge about reality. Hegel 
held that reality must be rational. The multiplicity of things is an illusion, for they 
are all part of a singularity or unity. This "absolute consciousness" contains 
everything that is knowable, or that can be experienced. Hegel focused on the 
study of logic in order to frame his study of reality. By utilizing logic, Hegel 
proposed the concept of the dialectic. For Hegel, a concept (thesis) can be 
countered with an objection (antithesis), thus leading to an accommodation 
between the two (synthesis). This synthesis wasn't static. It becomes the new 
thesis. As such, it anticipates the emergence of yet another antithesis - leading to 
a new synthesis. For Hegel, all of our ideas are part of a totality which he called 
"The Absolute" or "Absolute Spirit." In his Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel 
described "Absolute Spirit" as the evolution of Spirit from Subjective Spirit to 
Objective Spirit, and finally then to Absolute Spirit. This final stage in our 
understanding - Absolute Spirit - finally transcends the old dichotomy between 
empiricism and rationalism. For Hegel, all history is moving towards Absolute 
Spirit. 

34. Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) 

One of the most outspoken critics of Hegel's extreme rationalism was Soren 
Kierkegaard, the Danish philosopher. Kierkegaard was unique in the history of 
philosophy in that he published much of his work under different names, or even 
posthumously. Kierkegaard did so because he was deeply concerned with the 
problem of attachment. We become too easily attached - out of habit - to 
systems of thought or beliefs. This attachment undermines our ability to think 
freely: without habit or conditioning. Kierkegaard rejected absolutely the central 
premise of Hegel's work, the striving towards Absolute Spirit, focusing instead 
on the importance of every individual as being unique and separate. But how 
should the individual live? What should he follow, and what should he reject? 
Kierkegaard distinguished between two types of truth: objective and subjective. 
Given the limits on our ability to discern what are, in absolute terms, objective 
truths, we should instead embrace subjective truths. It is more important, 
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according to Kierkegaard, how we believe something, rather than what we 
believe. Most importantly, are we acting in an authentic or inauthentic manner? 



35. The American & British Idealists 

In the 19 th century, the study of idealism continued to prosper. Its desire to unify 
all knowledge into a single comprehensive system attracted some of the best 
American and British philosophers. These included T.H. Green, Edward Caird, 
F.H. Bradley, Andrew Seth, and Josiah Royce. 



36. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) & John Stuart Mill (1806-1873): 
Utilitarianism 

Another major philosophical movement of the 19 th century was that of 
Utilitarianism. This movement originated in Great Britain. Its key figures were 
Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. Bentham and Mill founded their 
principles upon a foundation of utility. Both Bentham and Mill used the "utility" 
of an idea as a guide to its intrinsic merit. For instance, Bentham based his 
"moral theory" upon a simple calculus. What are the consequences of certain 
types of behavior? What are the positives, and what are the negatives? Those 
actions that extend human happiness - as opposed to those which prevent human 
unhappiness - are deemed the most utilitarian. Because a society consists of 
individuals, those actions which increase the happiness of the greatest number is 
considered to be the most beneficial. However, this did not mean that there 
should exist a "tyranny of the majority." Every individual has the right to choose 
their own lifestyle, as well as possessing freedom of thought and action. The state 
could only legitimately intervene in curtailing this freedom if the freedom of 
other individuals was threatened. 

John Stuart Mill was born fifty eight years after Bentham. Mill focused much of 
his work upon creating a completely moral foundation for utilitarianism. As a 
starting point, Mill stated that ". . .everyone can agree that the consequences of 
human actions contribute importantly to their moral value" and that ". . .actions 
are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to 
produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and the 
absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure." But how do 
we know what the consequences of our actions will be? How can we be expected 
to be mindful of all the possible effects of our choices? Mill understood that 
"pure" or "idealistic" utilitarianism was unrealistic. Hence, he proposed a 
secondary form of utilitarianism. A set of moral rules, decided upon collectively, 
would provide a reasonable (but always revisable) guide to our moral decisions. 
However, Mill was mindful of the abuses of state power. In his book On Liberty, 
he clearly states that "The only purpose for which power can be rightfully 
exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to 
prevent harm to others." 
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37. Fredrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) 

Like Kierkegaard, Nietzsche was also deeply concerned with the plight of the 
individual within a social setting. How are we to act? Are we to be part of the 
herd, or can we live independently? How can we act in an authentic manner? 
Civilization - according to Nietzsche - was guilty of indoctrination. Habits and 
customs are substituted for true individualistic independence. We surrender our 
autonomy for the comforts of slogans and propaganda. Nietzsche rejected 
traditional values - both social and religious - and was committed to restoring the 
deep and passionate instincts of our nature. We can be heroic, but only if we 
unburden ourselves of tradition and habit. We attach ourselves to organized 
religions, according to Nietzsche, because we have become cowards. Values, 
codes of behavior, morality: these are illusions. We have no certainties, and the 
belief that we do or could acquire them is a cage we choose to live inside. 
Because of his austere and nihilistic outlook, many consider Nietzsche to be 
outside the realm of proper philosophy. Also, unlike many of his contemporaries 
and predecessors, Nietzsche didn't follow a strict methodology. In many ways, 
he was a poetic philosopher. 

38. Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism 

Early in the 20 th century, logic and mathematics began to gain prominence within 
the field of philosophy. Unlike before, logic and mathematics now took a central 
- rather than a peripheral - position within the study of philosophical questions. 
The work of Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) in these areas was instrumental in 
laying the foundation for the current direction in philosophy. 

In the early 1920's, soon after World War I, a number of philosophers and 
mathematicians began focusing on the study of logic to resolve philosophical 
problems. The purity of their approach had enormous repercussions. Because 
their methodology depended on purely logical tautologies (an extension of 
Russell's "formal system"), they rejected metaphysical speculation. What the 
"formal system" couldn't synthesize, it rejected. This rejection characterizes 
philosophy in the 20 th century. But logical positivism, because it depended on 
empirical data, was very seductive. Like science, it offered philosophy a chance 
to move beyond the never-ending debates that dominated its history, and to make 
"progress" in our knowledge. Logical positivism was powerful because it seemed 
to offer an objective response to the then prevalent subjectivity. At the heart of 
this "objective response" was the concept of "verifiability." This "verifiability" 
followed the logical structure of: 

• A statement is based upon a proposition. 

• A proposition can be verified or rejected. 

• If the statement can be verified, it is meaningful. 

• If the statement cannot be verified, it is meaningless. 
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This strict methodology was a complete rejection of the existing methodology of 
metaphysics. Metaphysics draws some of its inspiration from abstract 
speculation. We make educated guesses. We make observations. We formulate a 
hypothesis to demonstrate a "truth." The principle of "verifiability" is almost 
entirely absent from metaphysics. But why should this absence be seen as a 
negative? Why should only empirically provable propositions - which only 
occupy a small portion of our perceptions - be seen as the only propositions that 
possess value? Within the system of logical positivism, religion is considered 
meaningless: it cannot be verified empirically, as are most epistemology 
propositions and moral values. The only thing that is left is mathematics and 
natural science. 



39. Karl Popper (1902-1994) 

An interesting rejection of the purity of logical positivism was put forward by 
Karl Popper. Unlike the greatest proponents of logical positivism, Popper 
believed that even verificationism - the foundation of logical positivism - was 
itself an illusion. According to Popper, even a scientific fact isn't absolute. It is a 
hypothesis only. A scientific hypothesis is true only until it can be proved false. 
By continually applying the principle of "falsifiabilty", we gradually attain a 
more accurate picture of reality. 

40. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) 

Analytic philosophy took many forms. The logical positivism of philosophers 
such as Bertrand Russell and A. J. Ayer (1910-1989) was quickly succeeded by 
another variation: the analysis of language. This movement began with Ludwig 
Wittgenstein. Unlike the logical positivists, Wittgenstein felt that most 
philosophical problems were not genuine problems at all. They resulted from a 
confusion of language. Like Russell and Ayer, Wittgenstein held that 
mathematical logic was the surest means of understanding reality. But 
Wittgenstein applied this form of logic to the use of language. Only true 
statements (empirically provable observations of reality) are valid. When we've 
attained a completely comprehensive list of these "true statements", we will then 
have a complete understanding of reality. Much of the confusion we have about 
truth and reality, according to Wittgenstein, is due to our poor understanding of 
language. The absence of precision in how we formulate statements is the 
problem, for these distort our perceptions of reality. But are subjective statements 
- statements that cannot be verified empirically - worthless? Initially, 
Wittgenstein said that they were, but he later changed his opinion. After 
abandoning philosophy for more than a decade, Wittgenstein began to doubt the 
validity of his earlier position. In fact, Wittgenstein declared that the very value 
of language is its innate subjectivity. Rather than setting an unrealistic goal for 
the empirical certainty of individual statements or propositions, we should regard 
language as a flexible tool of communication and meaning. We use "language 
games" to communicate with each other. The terminology and methods we 
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employ - when speaking with someone who shares a particular interest - are 
appropriate for that context. They may seem meaningless or trivial to someone 
who doesn't share that interest, but they are still valuable within a narrow 
context. 



A Brief Overview of Symbiotic Panentheism 

(Extract from Tractate 12 - Volume II: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception - by Daniel J. Shepard) 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted 
concepts of present-day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the 
general flow symbiotic panentheism takes when integrated with the most 
generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 
Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three fields, 
some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic 
panentheism adds to the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the 
future of our species, society, and the individual. 

God and Panentheism 

1 . Reality exists 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 

3. God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our 
known reality. 

4. God is bigger than reality. 

5. God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original 
knowledge. 

6. God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot 
create new, creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 

7. God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and 
seven. Panentheism accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience while at the same time acknowledging the full significance of 
omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by recognizing God's ability to 
become even more so. 



The Soul and Symbiosis 

1. Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 

5. The soul, being within reality, which in turn is within God, is a part 
of God. 
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6. 


The individual is not God. 


7. 


The individual is a part of God. 


8. 


Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual 




and God. 


9. 


Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 


10. 


Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience 




untainted by God's knowledge. 


11. 


Souls can learn and grow. 


12. 


God can learn through the journey of souls. 



Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the 
human species, the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God 
and given an importance to God. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to 
the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the soul in a symbiotic relationship 
- a mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 



Human Significance 

1 . Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine 
its behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the 
level of our behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to 
have the free will to assist God in the one thing God cannot do as 
God - grow. 

6. The soul being God but separated from God (being non- 
omnipresent, non-omniscient, non-omnipotent) has the ability to 
learn, experience, and create isolated from God. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help 
God, ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human 
significance now becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now 
becomes defined as significant for it becomes significant beyond human needs. 
Human significance now becomes significant to God Itself. 

Social Ramifications 

1. The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of God, a piece of God. 

3. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The soul, a piece of God, is important to and needed by God. 
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5. The individual, a piece of God, deserves to be treated with the respect 
due to God. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical 
systems and perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the 
most fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the 
hierarchy system created between God and humans. It eliminates the status levels 
between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy what humanity has; it 
adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of 
God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the 
individual and of the species to this one way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic 
panentheism, a philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that 
actually defines a purpose for humanity, for the individual, for the environment, 
and for our relationship to God. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see 
that God grows. We have the free will to determine the direction God grows. 
This is truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for 
the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, 
humanity will rise to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little 
doubt that society, families, and individuals could use more human, humane, 
godly compassion in their journeys. To begin to understand this logic, one must 
examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three most 
universally accepted characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, 
God does not exist and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges 
God's knowledge base over atheism. Under pantheism, God and reality are one 
and the same size. God has size and God has knowledge. However, the 
knowledge has limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, 
whatever that size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's 
knowledge base over pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold 
that God knows everything that has been known, is known or could be known. 
This places limits on God. Since God knows everything, it closes the door on the 
possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God 
knows. But whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of 
omniscience and leaves God in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism 
goes on to expand God's possible knowledge base through accepting the 
scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even for 
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God. Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the 
four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omniscience to God, for it is the only theism to assign the knowledge of how God 
gains more knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no 
size, It has no power. God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over 
the perception of atheism. Within pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all 
the power of our universe and no more, for that is all there is. With the concept 
that God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's power is greater than 
in the case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases God's 
power by stating that God is all-powerful; however, it limits God's power to that 
of Its total power. Under classical and traditional theism, God is all-powerful but 
is limited, for It is not powerful enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through 
incorporating the concept that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the 
power to use Its knowledge to become even more so. This is not a factor tied to a 
location in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and realities - not 
God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end concepts 
built into universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic 
concept of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the 
complete characteristic of omnipotence to God, for it assigns the ability and 
power of God to gain more knowledge. 

Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is 
omnipresent, God is infinitely small, and its nothingness can be found 
everywhere. God's absence is everywhere. This is clearly the smallest form of 
God. Pantheism enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one God and 
that God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the 
size of reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional 
theism enlarges God over pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is 
greater in size than reality. Classical and traditional theism imply, however, that 
God and reality are separate items from each other. God transcends reality. God 
is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism 
purports that God is omnipresent. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is 
everything and thus, there is no place for reality to be other than within God 
Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic 
of omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence incorporating all 
of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond 
and between them. 



284 



Why Now? - A Short Introduction to Western Philosophy 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the 
expansion of the very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God 
that, in turn, through increased awareness, expands omnipresence itself by 
definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, 
in general, wants or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism manages to do so in total. Panentheism is the foundation for 
symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the "symbiosis" becomes 
illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, 
while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, 
and omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of 
permanent equilibrium we have assigned to God, a state we often refer to as 
stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous 
perceptual and behavioral shifts for our species, society, the environment, and the 
individual. Understanding the differences between the four basic perceptions of a 
causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic 
panentheism in particular. 

God 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical 
discussions around God or god. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that 
humans have, to our knowledge, always conceptualized God or a form of God in 
some sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this nugget of the universality 
of humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? The 
source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with 
which to identify: either there is a God, an originator, an original force, a source 
of a beginning, or there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is 
only one observation a this point in time that we cannot directly tie to having a 
beginning, an origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all 
things, except reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must 
also have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator, God. 
Another way of saying this is that all things in reality appear to be affected by 
time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in 
essence, most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The 
second option is the premise that reality itself is different from everything within 
it and has no origination; in other words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would 
accept the concept that God, an originator, is illogical. This thought process 
would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our observations point. It 
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would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that there 
is no God or originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, 
that there is a God to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct 
observations and logic. The premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no 
creative originating force, that there is no God, is supported by nothing we have 
observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of reality having 
no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is 
"possible" but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an 
original force, a source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the 
concept of reality, where reality fits into consciousness, and where humanity, as 
well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit into all of this. In other 
words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The picture 
we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, 
we will gain greater resolution regarding our observations. In the meantime, keep 
in mind that the Creator of reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so 
regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, 
through time and custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that 
whom we have drawn the Creator to be, through time and custom, was what we 
needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. The Creator is what the 
Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort 
in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be 
mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have 
not fully accepted the concept of other life forms and have not done so because 
they do not know how to fuse them into their doctrines of classical or traditional 
theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that very problem without 
destroying their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or 
traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our 
home, and to our planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) 
and as knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, 
equilibrium, decline - three choices we can comprehend for the state of God. 
Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an unnatural state of 
being. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent God 
appears to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent enough to become even more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium 
is not an option. Being tied to a God that exists in a state of decline is not a 
preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our Creator. The only state of 
being we can comprehend for God is that of a growing God. 
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Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial 
relationship between us and our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it 
could just as well be a mutually destructive relationship depending upon the 
actions we take under free will. This is precisely where our responsibility lies. 
We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of God that 
exists. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two 
possibilities that could exist between two identities. Understanding our 
significance in reality and to its Creator would definitely help us understand what 
actions we, humans with freewill, should take while functioning within reality. 
Our actions affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's 
physical mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even 
total annihilation of our reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as souls, 
for they transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very essence of God. 

Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become 
more so 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that 
already exist 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn 
more 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined 
these paradoxes ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate 
our irrationality into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience does not alter or call for the elimination of our 
rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three paradoxes expands 
our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and 
our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so 
does not bring down the foundations of our society; rather, it provides a 
foundation to our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience are 
paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these 
concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 

A-theism 

Our universe, reality, is alone. 

Pan-theism 
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Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within it. 

Pan-en-theism 

Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms 
waiting for a prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other 
half to, "God is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligence's within 
realities, humanity, the individual, is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle 
the hierarchical and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a 
part of God and continually contribute to God's knowledge and awareness. We 
create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all have an awesome responsibility. 

My thanks to Stephen Moore for this contribution of this tractate and the editing and 
layout involved in the three volume set comprising the work: The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception. 
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Peer Review II - Historical Development 

The following one page summations emerge directly from the issues discussed in Tractate 18: 
Why Now: A Short Introduction to Western Philosophy. The numbering system is left intact to 
facilitate the reader's ability to quickly cross check the context from which the questions are 
extracted. Both the numbered table of contents and the panel orientation are provided. 

The questions are at times expressed as addressing issues regarding a particular philosopher and at 
other times the questions appear to be addressing issues regarding a subject area of philosophy as 
opposed to originating from an individual. The reason subject areas of philosophy are included as 
focal points is due to the understanding that subject areas represent the perceptions of groups 
composed of individuals as opposed to being a single individual. As such a group of individuals 
have as much impact upon philosophy as do individuals themselves. 

As the questions and answers progress, one will begin to understand how it is that the forty 
philosophers/philosophies each represent a piece of the jigsaw puzzle which when fully assembled 
created a picture of a complete model of reality. The problem up to the time of this work was that 
neither the Cartesian nor the non-Cartesian models explained reality in a manner eliminating 
contractictions as opposed to creating contradictions. None of the philosophers/philosophies had 
put the puzzle pieces together as a complete picture, a complete system. As such, each 
philosopher/philosophy fought to preserve their personal piece of the puzzle. 

Assembling the forty puzzle pieces generates the concept of 'being' being 'Being' being in 
addition to the concept of 'Being' being 'being' being. In short assembling the forty puzzle pieces 
generates item # 41 of Tractate 18. 

This work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception deals specifically with the 
aspect of 'being' being 'Being', understanding individuality, as it pertains to metaphysics and 
leaves the aspect of 'Being' being 'being' to a field yet to be named. 

The question becomes: Why does the new metaphysical understanding being introduced emerge 
now? The new metaphysical perception emerges now because we have reached the limits as to 
what it is the Cartesianism metaphysical system and the non-Cartesianism metaphysical system 
have to offer us intellectually both as individuals and as a specie. 

We as individuals and as a specie have progressed beyond the confining limits Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism impose upon us as intelligent explorers of the vast expanses of our physical 
universe. In fact: We as individuals and as a specie have progressed beyond the confining limits 
Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism impose upon us as intelligent explorers of the vast expanses of 
future universes we begin to discover. 

Having explained the limits of Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism as opposed to the 
expansiveness a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system, 'being' being 'Being' 
creates, we can now begin a detailed examination of the system through a short summation format 
where the forty isolated pieces of the puzzle, as listed in Tractate 18, are exposed to the new 
Metaphysical system's examination. 

The first short summation outlines twelve major questions and themes, which define the essence 
of humankind's search for its identity, its purpose, its meaning, for the very meaning of existence 
itself. In fact the twelve questions and themes strike at the heart of the most fundamental of human 
inquiry: Is there such a 'thing' as existence itself. 
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1. Introduction - Ql: What are the major themes and questions of philosophy? 

There are many, but the most persistent of these would 
include the following: 

What is existence? 
Do we exist, and why? 
What is reality? 
What can we know? 
What is knowledge? 
What is truth? 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Why is the individual important? 

What is our function within society? 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

What is morality? 

S: This work introduces a new metaphysical perception, which presents specific answers to these 
twelve questions. All of the questions are addressed in great detail throughout the work, The War 
and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. In fact the very purpose of the work is to explain the 
shortcomings generated by the Aristotelian Cartesian system and the Hegelian non-Cartesian 
system in regards to their developing conflicting answers to these twelve questions. 

But the work does more than simply point out the shortcomings of the two metaphysical systems. 

This work provides a solution, builds a model, which answers our questions regarding the whole 
of reality itself. This work provides reasonable/rational/non-paradoxical answers to all twelve 
questions simultaneously. The means to finding the answers to the twelve questions 
simultaneously lies in expanding our perception of reality. The single model, which answers the 
twelve questions, inserts the Cartesian within the non-Cartesian. Such a process can occur only 
with the development of a metaphysical model, which is original but not original. Such a system 
merges the Cartesian system and the non-Cartesian system into one system, a Cartesian system 
within a non-Cartesian system. When taking into account the active existence of the verb being, 
symbiosis, as well as the passive form of the verb being, panentheism, one obtains the simple 
description of the system, symbiotic panentheism. 

Philosophically a description of the new metaphysical system might better be described as 'being' 
being 'Being'. The reason the system is not titled 'Being' being 'being' is because we in 
philosophy are concerned with our, 'beings' role in reality. We are concerned with what it is 
we/'beings' are to accomplish in reality. We are concerned with the individual's/'being's role in 
terms of existence. We are concerned with the answers to the twelve questions listed in terms of 
our/'beings' function. 

❖ 

The point: The twelve questions and themes as well as questions and themes similar to those 
listed, are relevant to the public and those controlling the arena of philosophy have no right to 
exile discussion of such questions from the field of philosophy just because they/the leaders in the 
field of philosophy religions, and science consider such questions to be irresolvable. The leaders 
in the fields of philosophy, religion, and science may believe the questions cannot be answered 
while their separate fields remain isolated one from the other but that does not mean we as a specie 
cannot answer such questions if we bring philosophy, religion, and science together to tackle the 
problem as opposed to our present approach of keeping these fields of study isolated one from the 
other. And who would benefit from such a cooperative action? You and I would benefit. Our 
specie would benefit. Future 'being's we encounter on our travels throughout the universe would 
benefit. The whole itself would benefit. 
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1. Introduction - Q2: Can you provide a brief simplistic explanation regarding 

answers to the twelve questions? 

What is existence? 
Do we exist, and why? 
What is reality? 
What can we know? 
What is knowledge? 
What is truth? 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Why is the individual important? 

What is our function within society? 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

What is morality? 

S: A brief answer to these twelve questions is provided as a one-page synopsis preceding each 
Volume of this three-volume work. A slightly longer answer is provided as Tractate 12: Resolving 
the Problem of Nihilism. 

Having stated where it is one can obtain a brief answer to the twelve questions; let me attempt to 
answer the questions in light of the new model - symbiotic panentheism where a greater reality 
exists as abstraction within which the physical universe is located: 

What is existence? Existence is both physical in nature and abstractual in nature. 

Do we exist, and why? We exist. We exist to circumvent the concept of eternal 

recurrence Nietzsche introduced which in scientific terms might be referred to as 
permanent equilibrium as opposed to the process of growth or decay. 

What is reality? Reality is both physical in nature and abstractual in nature. 

What can we know? We can 'know' what we create and experience abstractually 
and what we create and experience physically 

What is knowledge? Knowledge is that of which we are aware. 

What is truth? Truth is what is relevant to an existence functioning within either of the two 
regions of existence: the physical and the abstract. 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? The purpose in life is to add to the Whole 

Why is the individual important? It is from the individual/multiplicity that the 
Whole/singularity becomes more than what it is. 

What is our function within society? Our function within society is to 'create' and 

experience and to be responsible for what it is we as individuals 'create'/'experience' 
for it is what we as individuals 'create'/'experience' that we add to the Whole. 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? Appearance is what 
composes the abstract and 'reality' is what composes the physical. 

Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? If we exist we possess free 
will. Without free will we are not who we appear to be, ourselves. 

What is morality? Morality is universally acceptable knowing action of free will 

which initially emerges from the categorical imperatives a metaphysical system 
(systems encompassing physical universes and what it is physical universes lie 
within) generates. Morality then progresses as knowing actions of free will which 
one initiates based upon the combination of beliefs/religion, observations/science, 
and reason/philosophy. 

❖ 

The point: Answers to such questions can be stated and the rational/reasonableness of such 
answers are available in their entirety in The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. 
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1. Introduction - Q3: Philosophy appears to have formed many specialized 

branches of study, all of which ignore the question 
regarding the individual's purpose for existing. Can you 
comment briefly regarding: 



Above all, philosophy, which comes from the Greek work philosophia, means the love 
of wisdom. 

The study of philosophy, in the Western tradition, began in Ancient Greece early in the 
6 th century B.C. Since that time, the range and scope of its journey has expanded into 
very specialized and distinct branches. Among these branches are: 

Metaphysics The Study of Existence 

Epistemology The Study of Knowledge 

Ethics The Study of Action 

Politics The Study of Force 

Esthetics The Study of Art 

Logic The Study of Reason 

Language The Study of Communication 

These in turn consist of many subcategories, including: ... 

Going back to first principles is a reoccurring theme, as is the reassessment of well- 
established or even forgotten works. It is organic. It changes constantly. ... philosophy 
continually returns to its past in order to formulate new philosophical perceptions. As 
we change, so does our appreciation of our philosophical heritage. 

S: The significance of philosophy with respect to 'the love of wisdom' and significance of 
philosophy's role regarding 'the love of wisdom' is addressed in the introduction to Volume III. 

Regarding the branches of philosophy: One cannot begin to examine branches two through six, 
nor can one begin to examine the subcategories of philosophy until one embraces the validity of 
existence itself. The action of embracing the validity of existence then moves into answering three 
basic questions in a very precise sequence: 



1 . Where are we? 

2. What are we? 

3. Why do we exist? 



The process begins with the examination of the basic question: Where are we? In other words are 
we in the physical, meaning is the physical the limit of existence or are we in an existence other 
than the physical. This question led to the concept of Cartesianism/physicality/cause and effect 
existence versus non-Cartesianism/abstractual existence. Such a debate led to the ethical 
foundation, the ethical base for behavior of physical hedonism versus abstractual/altruistic 
behavior. 

♦:♦ 

The point: What is ethical or moral behavior? The foundation for such an understanding lies in 
understanding the answers to the three questions listed above. Philosophically such an 
understanding leads to the development of what is often referred to as universal/categorical 
imperatives or what some would refer to as first principle, second principle, etc. 

Regarding first principle, Tractate 6 dealt with the issue of Kant's first categorical imperative and 
why this categorical imperative was not a categorical imperative. The tractate outlines just what 
the first categorical imperative would be under the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 
'Being' and then lists the second categorical imperative. The issue is addressed in great detail as to 
the rational behind the establishment of the two categorical imperatives and their order. 
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1. Introduction - Q4: Philosophy appears to have lost its way. Would you care to 

comment regarding the statement: 

But what should the future of philosophy look like? Should it continue on its present 
course, a course that excludes metaphysical speculation, or should it return to a more 
inclusive and broader understanding of philosophy's function? 

Philosophy, in its present form, has turned away from the very questions that it was 
created to answer. As such, it has become less and less relevant to the public, a public 
that still seeks answers to questions regarding meaning and purpose. 

S: Perhaps the best response to the statements given lies in the next paragraph presented in the 
introduction: 

One response to the present impasse is Symbiotic Panentheism. It explores the model of 
a new perception that could integrate the three disciplines of philosophy, science and 
religion. In so doing, it outlines how the conflicts that have defined our species could 
be eliminated. As our perception of our significance changes, so do we. 

Regarding the issue involving the validity of the subject of metaphysics. If we do not know 'where 
we are' we cannot begin to understand 'what we are' which in turn prevents us from knowing our 
function for existing, the purpose for existing. 

We have a long way to go before we can say unequivocally: There is no 'outside' to the physical 
universe. Until we can state such a fact unequivocally, the study of 'meta' - beyond, 'physics' - 
the physical, will remain a critically relevant subject for the public regarding the efforts to answer 
questions regarding meaning and purpose. 

<♦ 

The point: Philosophy has a moral obligation to return to the basics of its intended purpose, which 
is to address the questions: 

Where are we? Where is the individual in the scheme of it all? 

What are we? What is this 'thing' we call individuality? 

Why do we exist? 
Why does individuality exist? 

This work is an attempt to help philosophy return to its moral task of finding 
answers to the most basic of questions, which have haunted our specie as far 
back in time as we are capable of remembering. 
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2. Before the Pre-Socratics - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

Before the Ancient Greeks, two great Empires existed in close proximity to the Eastern 
Mediterranean: These two Empires, though they differed outwardly in many respects, 
had much in common with each other. Both the Egyptian and Babylonian Empires 
were the first two examples of urban civilization, each of which supported large 
populations. 

Despite their size there was little or no diversity of outlook or opinion. It was the kings 
and priests - possessors of magical powers - who ruled their people. These 
civilizations, with their theocratic and monarchical institutions, had little tolerance for 
diverse viewpoints. As a consequence, there was little scientific or technological 
progress or innovation other than that employed to support the prevailing belief 
systems. 

S: Diversity of viewpoint existed before the ancient Greeks. Diversity of viewpoints existed 
through the acknowledged forms of heads of state: the kings and priests. It took many millennium 
for the concept of diverse viewpoints existing through individuals as opposed to the state. In 
essence it took many millennium for the concept of multiplicity/individuality/diversity to rise to 
the level of superceding the concept of the state being more important than the individual. 

The argument regarding the concept of multiplicity versus singularity was fully addressed in 
Tractate 1 1 : The Error of Philosophy. But what does the issue have to do with a new metaphysical 
perception? 

The new metaphysical perception being presented in this work, suggests that what the multiplicity 
of individuality our universes spawns, suggests that what the individuality the Cartesian concept 
of 'cause and effect'/'beginning and end' generates is vital to the concept of abstractual existence 
of the whole/singularity, non-Cartesian existence. Understanding such a model helps civilizations 
to simultaneously strengthen both the concept regarding the significance of the state and the 
concept regarding the significance of the individual. 

In the ancient civilizations of the Egyptians and Babylonians, the kings and priests symbolized the 
state and those they governed as a whole, represented individuality. Individuality exhibited by the 
person was not encouraged or tolerated because it represented independence. Historically our 
specie has been waging a long and often violent struggle to raise the value level of the individual 
to that of the state, to that of the heads of state, to that of those who wield power. 

With the onset of this new metaphysical perception, symbiotic panentheism, the value level of the 
individual rises to the level of the most knowledgeable, powerful, and all present entity we as a 
specie have been able to conceive, namely - God. 

Symbiotic panentheism not only raises the value level of the individual to the level of the divine 
but explains the dynamics of 'being' being 'Being', of individuality being a part of 
singularity/God. Without the understanding regarding the interrelationship of 
singularity/God/'Being' and individuality/'being', without the understanding regarding why 
individuality is significant to the whole, the argument regarding the legitimacy and importance of 
the individual simply becomes an interesting dialectic of suppositions. 

The point: This work, using reason and rationality as a tool, clearly demonstrates the argument 
that the individual has importance, clearly demonstrated that the individual verifiable significance. 
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2. Before the Pre-Socratics - Q2: What is knowledge? 

This isn 't to say that there weren 't advances in knowledge. It was that these advances 
were the sole domain of the kings and priests of the time. These cultures relied 
exclusively on custom, priestly revelation, and divine authority for their social 
cohesion. As such, all knowledge was used to maintain the prevailing view. For 
example, Egyptian geometry was used to build the great pyramids, while Babylonian 
astronomy and mathematics were used - exclusively by the priests - to make "magical" 
predictions. In essence, the prevailing outlook of both the Egyptian and Babylonian 
empires was that the world was explainable in strictly mythical terms. The gods had 
created the world, and were responsible for all aspects of it. 

S: The question becomes: What is knowledge. Knowledge is the awareness of 'what is' with the 
understanding that 'what is' is. Such a statement both is and isn't circular in nature. Within either 
a Cartesian model of reality or a non-Cartesian model of reality such a statement is circular in 
nature and thus nonsensical in understanding reality itself. 

This work, however, is not an examination of reality in light of either a Cartesian model of reality 
or a non-Cartesian model of reality. This work fuses the two, the Cartesian model with the non- 
Cartesian model. As such, this work establishes a new model, a new metaphysical perception of 
reality, which combines both the Cartesian model 'and' the non-Cartesian model into a single 
model where the non-Cartesian System is 'powered' by a Cartesian system which finds itself 
located within, finds itself to be an element of the non-Cartesian system. 

With the fusion of the two, one can understand that 'what is' is the summation of the Whole but 
because the Whole is void a universal fabric of time and space 'what is' can become 'what could 
be' without ever losing its characteristic of being 'what is'. Again the examination of the topic 
becomes to complex to address on one page but the details of such dialectics can be found in 
Volume II of this work. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Knowledge is a noun versus being a verb. Knowledge does not belong to the outdated 
scientific principles of physics, which characterized the nature matter and energy: 

Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 
Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 

As we have discovered, both statements are incorrect and have now become the conservation of 
matter and energy: 

The sum total of matter and energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
This work, this new model of reality, clearly demonstrates that the philosophical principle: 

Knowledge cannot be created or destroyed. 

is as invalid as were the two previously perceived inviolate principles of physics. 

The new metaphysical model clearly demonstrates that it is more logical to argue knowledge 'can' 
be created than it is to argue that knowledge 'cannot' be created. The new metaphysical model 
accomplishes something philosophy has not accomplished until now and that is to clearly 
demonstrates why it is knowledge is 'something' which cannot be destroyed while simultaneously 
being 'something' which can be created without interfering with the concept of 'what is'. (See 
Tractate 6: The Error of Kant: Resolving the Problem of Universal Ethics.) 
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3. The Pre-Socratics - Ql : What is morality? 

Western philosophy began with the pre-Socratics. ...The pre-Socratics developed a 
fresh and dynamic way of looking at the world. They turned away from the established 
theocratic and monarchical structures of their neighbors, and created social structure 
based upon republican city-states. In these city-states, those who governed did so by the 
consent of the people. 

S: The quote does not appear to be directly related to the concept of morality but in fact the new 
direction society took immensely impacted our perception regarding what it is we 'believed' 
morality to be. The act of initiating 'republican city-states' governing with the consent of the 
people was an action clearly embracing a new perception of morality. 

The establishment of city-states governing by the consent of the people established the concept 
that each person/individual is significant. Granted the 'right' to 'provide consent' did not apply to 
all people universally but the fundamentals of the concept were begun nevertheless. In essence the 
pre-Socratics initiated the move to extend the significance of a few, the kings and priests, to being 
individuals in general having significance. The task of extending the concept of significance to all 
individuals universally had a long way to go but the journey was begun. 

The pre-Socratics intuitively understood the concept regarding equality of unique entities of 
individuality but the pre-Socratics lacked a philosophical model rationalizing such a concept. 

It was Aristotle who initiated the concept of metaphysics. Aristotle understood Zeno's paradoxical 
concepts, understood the concept of an existence 'beyond'- meta 'the physical' - physics. The 
concept of a 'location' beyond the physical universe may not have been the perception Aristotle 
grasped but today science, observations, suggests such an existence may in fact be the 'location' 
within which our universe lies. 

Should a 'location' literally exist 'outside' our universe or should the 'location' within which our 
universe exists be of a slightly different perceptual orientation, the concept of the physical not 
being the 'greater' reality still emerges as a rational/reasonable concept. 

But what does metaphysics have to do with morality? The foundation/rationality regarding the 
establishment of morals begins with an understanding of the location of our very existence. 

1 . If we exist solely in a physical world then physical hedonism/materialism becomes 
the foundation of our morality. 

2. If we exist solely in an abstractual world then abstractual hedonism/altruism 
becomes the foundation of our morality. 

♦:♦ 

The point: We know we exist in a physical world so it would appear that materialism would be the 
foundation for our moralities. 

This work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, however, suggest that we do 
not exist solely in a physical world nor do we exist solely in an abstractual world. Rather this work 
suggests we exist in a physical world, which in turn exists solely in an abstractual world. 

The result of such a model suggests materialism is the foundation of morality for the short term 
but in the long term, in terms of the most fundamental of foundations regarding morality, the 
model suggests altruism is the foundation of morality. Morality is thus steeped in an understanding 
of the abstractual versus our present perception of morality being steeped in an understanding of 
the physical. 
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3. ThePre-Socratics-Q2: What is knowledge? 

From the very beginning, the Ionians were willing to embrace new ideas and 
perceptions. In so doing, they were able to shape those ideas and perceptions to new 
purposes. For example, both Babylonian astronomy and Egyptian geometry were vital 
as an aid to maritime navigation. Using these tools, in such a revolutionary new 
manner, allowed them to trade with diverse cultures scattered all around the Eastern 
Mediterranean. In so doing, they were exposed to new knowledge and perceptions. 

S: Through the new metaphysical model, we obtain a new understanding regarding what 
knowledge is. Knowledge is 'what is' and in fact knowledge is 'created' thus producing 'what 
could be' but 'isn't'. Knowledge is the means by which 'what is' 'grows'. For such a creative 
process to exist, knowledge must not just 'be' but knowledge must 'be known'. In other words, the 
verb of action must be applied to the noun of existence. Such a process of 'creating knowledge' 
circumvents Nietzsche's concept of eternal recurrence. 

The new metaphysical model of 'being' being 'Being' suggests the engine of such a dynamic 
model lies with the concept of multiplicity/individuality. If such is the case, then the means of 
changing the historical vector generated by human behavior lies within an understanding regarding 
the significance of the individual and the role the individual has to play regarding the very 
expansion of the whole of knowledge. 

The Pre-Socratics may not have consciously understood the process of 'creating' knowledge' but 
the Pre-Socratics did intuitively understand the significance of knowledge and as such the Pre- 
Socratics expanded the respect due a greater number of individuals, which in turn increased the 
potential development of the practical use of knowledge, which in turn exponentially expanded the 
potential development of new knowledge (the noun) itself. 

We create knowledge, which in turn circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium for the whole, 
which in turn circumvents the state of eternal recurrence for the whole. If new knowledge were 
never created, the whole/singularity/God would have no choice but to eternally watch and 
experience the sum total of knowledge reruns, since the whole/singularity/God is eternal in nature. 

We create knowledge in many ways. We 'create' new knowledge through art, music, literature, 
and perhaps as Hegel suggests through observation/science itself. We create knowledge in the 
form of experiencing be it the forms of experiencing natural events occurring within the physical, 
which surrounds us, or in the form of actions we intentionally precipitate through choice, free will. 

Knowledge is created but knowledge created with 'no knowing' capable of perceiving knowledge, 
be it perceiving by the whole/singularity/God or be it perceiving by various forms of 
multiplicity/individuality, is no knowledge at all for knowledge the noun exists only through 
knowing the verb, through action. 

Passivity of knowing is knowledge but simultaneously passivity of knowledge is no different than 
'life' without action. Just as life is an action noun, knowledge is an action noun. Knowing of 
knowledge is the action, which gives knowledge its life. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Multiplicity/individuality/the individual is the key element in the process of 
singularity's/the whole's/God's ability to circumvent the boredom of eternal reruns. 
Understanding such a concept, possessing such knowledge leads to the recognition regarding 
morality: the first of society's obligation is to protect the right of the individual to travel life 
unimpeded and the second obligation is to travel life unimpeded is a critical issue to the system. 
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4. The Invention of Philosophy - Ql : 



What is reality? 



Thales of Miletus (585 B.C.) 

The invention of philosophy is attributed to Thales of Miletus ... Thales was 
considered to be one of the Seven Wise Men or Sophoi.... They desired to strip away all 
dogma in order to get to the underlying truth of nature. The study of the origin and 
nature of the physical world was their highest priority: all else was discarded. 

S: Of the twelve questions presented in ' Section 1. Introduction', perhaps the least complex to 
question to answer is the question: What is reality? This is not to say such a question does not tax 
our scientific, religious, and philosophical abilities to the limit. In the time of Thales of Miletus the 
question was thought to encompass the 'underlying truth of nature'. But through time the concept 
of 'nature' has evolved to mean the physical and eventually to mean the universe. 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 




Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



The diagram illustrates why our philosophical thinking has gravitated towards the perception that 
the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. 

It was not the speculation of Thales of Mellitus, which led us to such a perception. What led us to 
such a perception was our predominant reliance upon observation spurred by science, which did 
so. We can use graphics to demonstrate what reality is in terms of the new metaphysical 
perception presented in this work. 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
'Being' 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



The point: The new metaphysical perception leads us to the understanding that the abstract of 
individuality, the abstract in the form of multiplicity, is not an innate characteristic of the physical 
but rather that the physical is an innate characteristic of the abstract as opposed to our present 
perception that the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. 
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4. 



The Invention of Philosophy - Q2: 



What is reality? 



Anaximander (612-545 B.C.) 

Thales's student, Anaximander ... recognized that the world, and cosmos, was in a 
constant state of change. He proposed to explain this change by referring to the 
Apeiron. The Apeiron was something both infinite and indefinite. Within it, the four 
states - hot, cold, wet, and dry - arose. Anaximander believed that the conflict and 
interaction of these states gave rise to the cosmos, the earth, and to life. 

S: Anaximander' s 'Apeiron', simply becomes the name for abstraction within the new 
metaphysical model being examined within this work. 



'...both 

infinite and indefinite' 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
'Being' 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



The concept of the world now expands to become the universe and the cosmos, which now 
expands into being the region outside the universe within which the universe finds itself located. 
In other words the universe/the physical is located within abstraction or the Apeiron. 

The 'constant state of change' becomes the means by which Nietzsche's dilemma regarding 
'eternal recurrence' and by which present day science's dilemma regarding the concept of 
permanent equilibrium become resolvable. 

'Newness/change' is 'created/initiated' within the mechanism of the universe and becomes a part 
of the Apeiron but does not 'change' the Apeiron in the sense we perceive change to take place. 
The full discussion of such a concept is addressed in Tractate 6: The Error of Kant. It is the 
tractate regarding Kant that the dialectic regarding a region changing but remaining unchanged is 
found. 



If one then proceeds to ' . . . strip away all the dogma of order' from within the new metaphysical 
model of reality, as Thales of Miletus suggests, one can then find '...Within it, the four states - 
hot, cold, wet, and dry existing as forms of abstractual existence. Anaximander believed that the 
conflict and interaction of these states gave rise to the cosmos, the earth, and to life'. 

Abstractually the states of hot, cold, wet, and dry take on a symbolic analogous state represented 
by the concepts of 'being'/multiplicity/individuality - noun, being/existence - passive verb, 
feez'ng/process - verb of action, and 'Being'/singularity/the whole - noun within the new 
metaphysical system. 

❖ 

The point: Through the development of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being', reality now 
becomes an expanded perception of what we previously perceived it to be. Reality now becomes 
the sum total of physical reality as well as the whole of abstractual reality within which physical 
reality finds itself. 
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4. The Invention of Philosophy- Q3: What is reality? 

Anaximenes (545 B.C.) 

... Anaximenes believed that there must be a single form of "stuff" as the primary 
source of everything. He suggested that vapor or mist was this "stuff. " 



S: We know now that vapor is simply a gaseous form of water. Does having learned the nature of 
vapor mean Anaximenes was incorrect in his perceptions regarding the source of 'everything'? 
Absolutely not, Anaximenes used the concept of vapor merely to exemplify the potential source of 
'everything'. Just because we have shown vapor is not the source of everything does not mean we 
have invalidated Anaximenes' intuitive grasp of everything having a source from which it forms. 

Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger provides an in-depth examination regarding the source of 
every-thing' Within Tractate 10, the 'vapor' or 'mist' to which Anaximenes refers is examined in 
light of metaphysical thought as it relates to modern science. The underlying principle of physics, 
namely symmetry, is factored into the dialectic along with the very functionality of nothingness'. 

To discuss the details regarding the 'source' of every-'thing' within the context of this conclusion 
is impractical. What can be practically stated at this point, however, is that many philosophers 
believe that any newly developing metaphysical system demonstrates its validity through the 
process of reinforcing past philosophical concepts as opposed to casting out all the 'old' to make 
room for the new. The new metaphysical model presented in the work, The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception, embraces the 'old', embraces past philosophical ideas and rejects 
the concept that it, the new system, should replace the 'old' concepts of philosophy. 



Simply put abstraction is substituted for the Anaximenes' 
perception of 'being' being 'Being' being. 



'vapor' in the new metaphysical 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
'Being' 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



The point: Anaximenes' concept is not being rejected as incorrect or inadequate by the new model 
of reality being introduced by this work. What the new metaphysical system does do is validate 
Anaximenes' intuitive thoughts through the process of updating them with science's more 
advanced observations regarding our physical universe. 
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4. 



The Invention of Philosophy - Q4: 



What is reality? 



Heraclitus (500 B.C.) 

... He saw the natural world as an environment of struggle and difficulty and 
concluded, "all was flux" and was ever changing. 

S: If reality is as Heraclitus perceived it, the question emerges: How is it that the new 
metaphysical model embraces a Heraclitus' concept of 'all' being in flux if change takes place in 
the universe and constancy is a universal aspect of the fabric which lies 'outside' the universe? 
Wouldn't an unchanging exterior to the universe imply change in fact was not occurring? 

The answer to the question lies in the understanding that an unchanging 'outside' in fact changes 
while remaining unchanged. It would appear the concept of the 'outside' of the universe being in 
constant flux while never changing is a nonsensical concept. The issue was discussed in great 
detail within Tractate 6: The Error of Kant. Again the issue is too complex to address in the short 
space provided here. 

The concept of change is a concept, which requires the entity changing to be immersed within 
time as opposed to having time immersed within the entity. Since the region 'outside' the universe 
is void time as a universal fabric the region 'outside' time cannot change even if it appears to do 
so. Again the understanding of such a concept is discussed in great detail within Tractate 6: The 
Error of Kant. 



Again we can use diagrams to illustrate the new perception of reality. The diagram not only 
illustrates the passive state of existence, timeless existence, and the universal fabric of time but 
also illustrates both forms of action, the passive state and the active state, as they are found to exist 
in reality. 



The 

Interrelationship 
Dynamics 
Of the system 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
'Being' 



Timelessness 

The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



Again we find the new metaphysical system embraces the 'old' rather than replaces the 'old'. As 
illustrated, the concepts 

initiated by the 'Wise Men of Sophoi' are fully embraced within the new system being introduced 
within this work.. 



The point: Heraclitus' concepts are not replaced by the new metaphysical model of reality but 
rather Heraclitus' concept of 'all' being in flux, the idea that the verb of action as well as the 
passive state of existence, is a part of reality, is a concept which becomes a critical element of the 
new metaphysical system. 
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5. 



The Eleatics-Ql: 



What is reality? 



The Eleatics rejected the views of Heraclitus, and defended the stability and unity of 
the natural world. Parmenides, founder of the school of Eleaticism, stated that "what 
exists" cannot come into being, nor can it pass away, because it would have to either 
come out of nothing, or to become nothing - whereas nothing, by its very nature - does 
not exist. It follows that there can be no motion, for how can one object occupy the 
space of another? Our perception of change is thus an illusion. This idea - for its time 
- was revolutionary. For the first time, it introduced the idea that there are two forms 
of truth: the real and the perceived. 

S: The paradox regarding the very existence of 'nothingness' and the functionality of such an 
existence is extremely important metaphysically and therefore the concept regarding the existence 
of nothingness and the functionality of nothingness is given its own tractate within this work: 
Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger. In terms of the new metaphysical model espoused by this 
work, the Eleatics are correct but simultaneously the Eleatics are not correct. The Eleatics' 
observations and their intuitive perceptions that nothingness does not exist are accepted as 
observationally correct and intuitively correct when examined from within the reality of the 
physical. (See Tractate 10) 
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Within the reality of abstractual existence, however, nothingness is demonstrated to both exist and 
to exist with a purpose, to exist with a function, just as do all forms of existence found within the 
whole, found within singularity, found within 'Being'. (See Tractate 10) As we have found so 
often to be the case, the new metaphysical model does nothing to expunge our repositories of 
human knowledge but rather embraces the ideas of previous thinkers. The new model of reality 
acts as the mortar, which holds together the intuitive perceptual building blocks developed by 
humanity. 

The point: Nothingness may not exist within the 'reach' of our present day abilities defining 
scientific study. Nevertheless, nothingness does exist within the 'reach' of our present day 
abstractual abilities to reason, within abstraction, within Apeiron's existence. With the existence 
of two 'realities' comes the realization that their can be ' . . . two forms of truth: the real and the 
perceived. ' and that each form of truth is in fact 'truth'. 
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5. 



The EIeatics-Q2: 



What is reality? 



Zeno of Elea, 

...he attempted to demonstrate the absurdity of the idea that the world is constantly 
changing. ...Zeno used these paradoxes to demonstrate that by accepting the idea of 
motion - and change of any kind — we arrive at absurd conclusions. We should 
therefore reject "change" as a natural part of the world. How can there be unity in a 
world that appears to be multiple? 

S: The new metaphysical model demonstrates how and where it is possible to have change occur 
without change taking place. Such a location occurs where there is a lack of a universal fabric of 
time and thus in essence a lack of change. (See Tractate 6) 
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The new metaphysical model also demonstrates both how and where it is possible to have change 
emerge out of the very seed of this 'thing' called nothingness. (See Tractate 6) 

In essence both the Eleatics and Heraclitus were correct for each had a piece of the puzzle 
regarding the nature of reality. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The great thinkers of the past, who represent humanities journey to understand reality 
and our function within reality, have been in conflict not because their intuitive instincts were 
incorrect. The deep thinkers of the past were in conflict with each other because they rejected each 
other. The thinkers of the past perceived reality to be 'either' physical in nature or 'abstractual' in 
nature when in truth there is a third possibility: The new metaphysical model demonstrates reality 
can be literally both abstractual and physical in nature simultaneously. When one stands in 
physical existence the physical is real while the abstract is a real illusion. When one stands in 
abstractual existence the abstract is real and the physical is a real illusion. (See Tractate 1) 



There are many existing pieces to the puzzle regarding the complete picture of reality and we 
cannot, must not, throw away any of them if we are ever to complete the entire mosaic of reality. 



307 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



6. Empedocles, Plurality, and Greek Atomism - Ql: What is existence? 

The Atomists - Leucippus (440 B.C.), Epicurus (341-271 B.C.), and Democritus (460- 
370 B.C.) - attempted to counter the position put forward by Parmenides by 
introducing plurality back into our worldview. 

S: Singularity or multiplicity, ' . . .there is but one solid being' (Zeno section 5 of Tractate 1 8) or 
there is plurality of existence (Heraclitus section 4 of Tractate 18, all knowing or individual 
elements of knowing, singularity of knowledge or elements of knowledge, the knowing of all or 
the knowing of parts, monism or dualism: These are all fundamentally the same conflicting issues. 

The past debates hinged upon which of the two choices was the correct choice. 



The new metaphysical perception clearly states we have been debating the issue as an 'either'/'or' 
issue due to the fact that we perceived we only had two choices available from which to chose. 

We perceived either: 

Cartesainism exists: multiplicity, individuality, 'being's' (plural), elements of knowledge 
(plural), elements (plural) of knowing, souls (plural), change, nothingness and something, 
... exist 

or 

Non-Cartesianism, singularity, the whole, 'Being' (singular), the sum of Knowledge, the 
sum of Knowing, God, constancy, no nothingness, . . .exists. 

The new metaphysical model suggests we have a third perception from which to choose. It is 
possible existence is both singularity and multiplicity simultaneously. 
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The point: The third option for a metaphysical system is developed through the fusion of the two 
as opposed to being forced to accepting only one or the other metaphysical perceptions. 
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6. Empedocles, Plurality, and Greek Atomism - Q2: Do we possess free will 

or are our actions 
predetermined? 

Contrary to Parmenides' argument, the Atomists argued that "nothing" does, in a way, 
exist. It takes the form of empty space. As such, there are two fundamental principles 
that govern the physical world: empty space and filled space. 

The filled space consists of indivisible atoms, which are tiny, indivisible, and 
unobservable. Within the framework of these "atoms", there is, contrary to 
Parmenides' position, constant change. Since these "atoms" exist, their motion is not 
only possible, but also inevitable. The Atomists concluded that everything that happens 
in the world is caused by these "atoms" colliding with each other. The activity and 
change we observe in the world is due to the effects of these collisions. This pluralistic 
view of reality became a dominant trend in philosophy for many later generations. 
Anticipating much of the deterministic positions taken by modern philosophy, Epicurus 
ventured to conclude that all our actions, on account of fundamental physical laws, are 
inevitable. 



S: 'Empty' space or 'filled space' - two regions of existence leading to two potentially 
contradicting ideas: 'pre-determinism' or 'free will': Again the intuitive reasoning behind each 
concept appears to be indisputable on its own and irresolvable contradictory one to the other. 
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The point: Free will can coexist with predetermined action. Both have a place within which to 
operate and both have a unique and critical function to fulfill within the new metaphysical model 
put forward by this work: The model: 

Scientifically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Philosophically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Metaphysically speaking: 'being' being 'Being' being 
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7. The Sophists - Ql: What is our function within society? 

Athens in the 5 th century underwent a series of external attacks, and some internal 
rebellions, which contributed to a renewed interest in practical philosophy. 

S: The question becomes: Where does the 'practical', the sensible, and the realistic lie? 

In terms of a Cartesian model of the whole of reality, the 'practical', the sensible, the realistic, the 
'no nonsense' lies within the physical and as such the physical, materialism becomes the sensible, 
the realistic, the 'no nonsense', the practical. 

In terms of a non-Cartesian model of the whole of reality, the practical, the sensible, the realistic, 
the 'no nonsense' lies within the abstractual and as such the abstractual, altruism, becomes the 
sensible, the realistic, the 'no nonsense', the practical. 

The two conflicting perceptions generate two conflicting forms of action, which in turn generate 
two conflicting forms of exponentially accelerating multiply reactions, which in turn generates a 
society within which constant conflict abounds. In such a scenario, society's function is in 
continual conflict as to which side of the philosophical debate to support, materialistic principles 
in the form of materialism or abstract principles in the form of altruism. 

The function of society becomes confused and the action of its members, which in the form of 
summation is society, becomes confused. The confusion often becomes so intense it becomes what 
society classifies as 'violent' in nature, 'destructive' in nature to the very members of society who 
create the environment within which they voluntarily or involuntarily live. 

The means to reducing such confusion is to find a means by which the materialists and the altruists 
can coexist without generating a high degree of intense conflict. 

The means of accomplishing such a task, reducing conflicting issues regarding the function of 
society itself, is to choose one perception of reality. Such an action, choosing to accept one form 
of reality, will not take place as long as those who embrace materialism will not concede the 
higher ground of rationality to the altruists or the altruists will not concede the higher ground of 
rationality to the materialists. 

As long as the two opposing philosophical perceptions, reality is the physical or reality is the 
abstractual, remains an issue the conflict will not abate. Two conflicting perceptions of reality will 
only intensify with the increase in population density our specie is experiencing. 

Is it possible to come to a consensus regarding the structure of reality, which in turn will define the 
function of society, which can define the function of the individual within society? An either/or 
scenario will not resolve the answer. The answer can, however, be resolved through the merger of 
the two conflicting perceptions of reality into a single model of reality enfolding both perceptions 
into itself as two independent and equally critical aspects of the model. 

Such a model now exists. The model is technically identified as a non-Cartesian system powered 
by a Cartesian system located within the non-Cartesian. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The first, primary function of society generated by the new metaphysical model of 
'being' being 'Being' is to protect the ability of the individual to journey and grow unimpeded. 
The issue is address in great detail within Tractates 5, 6, and 7. 
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1. 



The Sophists - Q2: 



What is morality? 



The Sophists rejected almost all of the philosophy that preceded them. They were not 
interested in abstract speculation. In the truest sense, they were phenomenologists: 
they focused exclusively on the "phenomenal" everyday world as opposed to the 
abstract "real" world described by earlier philosophy ...Thrasymachus of Chalcedon 
declared openly that "right is what is beneficial for the stronger or better one. " 

S: The question then becomes: 'What is beneficial for the stronger or better one'? and what is 
meant by 'the stronger or better one'? 

If the universal fabric of reality is simply the physical then materialism is the answer to both 
questions. What is beneficial for the stronger or better one is the attainment of both 'power' and 
material goods for hedonistic purposes. Within a reality whose universal fabric is the physical, the 
'better one' is the 'one' who is physically and/or mentally the 'superior', who is physically and/or 
mentally capable of dominating others. 

Morality is based upon our perception of reality. A model of physical reality could be illustrated 

as: 
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Process/reality 
being 




Abstraction within the Physical 
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Individuality 

'being' 



If the universal fabric of reality is the abstract within which physical reality is immersed then the 
model would be based upon a universal fabric of abstraction and appear as: 




Abstraction 



The Physical 



Abstraction within the Physical 



In such a scenario individuality exists, evolves, temporarily within the physical but once fully 
developed exists timelessly within the abstract. 



The point: The new metaphysical model presented in this work would suggest morality is a 
perception based upon one's interpretation of reality. Conflicting moralities therefore emerge 
from conflicting perceptions regarding what we perceive reality to be. To eliminate social conflict, 
therefore, one must construct a uniform perception of reality. 
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8. Socrates (469-399 B.C.) - Ql: Is there a difference between 'appearance and 

'reality'? 

... Socrates was dedicated to truth. ... He was concerned primarily with questioning all 
previous assumptions and wouldn 't settle for anything less than a rigorous account of 
the nature of things. 

S: For the ancient Greeks, the nature of 'things' did not apply only to 'things' composed of matter 
and energy, as we perceive of them today. To the ancient Greeks, 'things' included ideas, music, 
art, emotions, knowledge, etc. as well as those substances composed of matter and energy. 

Socrates' concern with questioning previous assumptions in order to obtain a rigorous accounting 
of the nature of things was no less than an attempt to understand the root structure of reality. An 
understanding of the nature of our reality leads to the understanding of the nature of ourselves 
which in turn leads to a potential understanding regarding our function within reality. 

In essence Socrates' was seeking to understand the answers regarding three questions: 

1. Where am I? - What is the nature of the reality within which I find myself to exist? 

2. What am I? - What is the nature of myself? 

3. Why do I exist? - What is the purpose of my existence? 

Questions 1, 2, and 3 are questions 3, 2, and 1 in the list the twelve questions facing philosophers. 

Understanding the answers to questions 1 - 3 leads us to understanding the answers to the 
remaining nine questions put forward previously in Section 1 of The Peer Review II. 

Philosophers have always sought to answer the twelve questions. The reason philosophers have 
such a difficult time answering the twelve questions is because they do not ask the questions in the 
correct sequence. 

To understand one's function within reality one must first ask 'where one is' in order to 
understand 'what one is one'. It is only through understanding 'what one is' that one can begin to 
understand one's function within reality. In short the function of an entity depends upon what it is 
the entity is capable of accomplishing. The entity's function based upon the capabilities of the 
entity are in turn characterized by the evolutionary development, be it intentional or unintentional 
development, for which the entity evolved within its natural environment. 

The ultimate environment may be physical in nature such as the universe (what we perceive reality 
to be) or ultimately the environment may be abstractual in nature (an appearance of reality) as is 
the case of the universe being located 'within' the abstractual as proposed by the new 
metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being' 

The metaphysical model presented within this work evolves through the process of examining 
answers to the twelve questions and in particular the first three questions in a specific order. 

The point: Philosophers can come to a semblance of consensus as to what is 'reality' and what is 
'appearance' if they priorities their questions, focus upon the task of answering their questions one 
at a time as best they can, and then address the next question. The process suggested is not an 
evasion of 'truth'. The process suggested is an understanding that 'truth' is not an easy thing to 
find and even science bases its development of truth upon establishing models as best they can and 
then moving towards answering the next question and then developing conclusions implied by 
such a model. Scientific models change all the time and there is no reason philosophy should feel 
any less of itself if it uses such a process. The process works well for science and there is no 
reason the same process should not work well for philosophy. 
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8. Socrates (469-399 B.C.) -Q2: What is truth? 



... He was more interested in engaging everyone - old or young, rich or poor - in a 
debate about the nature of things. In doing so, he felt that the inconsistencies of 
many opinions and actions could be revealed - thereby revealing the truth of things 
by eliminating the flawed assumptions. 

S: The perception that truth is either truth or an illusion of truth is no more accurate than the 
perception that the physical is either 'real' or an illusion. Tractate 1: The Error of Zeno, Resolving 
the Problem of Abstraction, fully addresses the validity of both the abstract and the physical being 
real. One is real while one stands within its existence at which point the other becomes not an 
illusion but a 'real illusion'. If on the other hand one changes location and stands in what 
previously was regarded as the real illusion then the 'real illusion' becomes what is real and the 
real becomes the 'real illusion'. In short reality is not based upon either one or the other. Reality is 
based upon both simultaneously. 

The truth regarding what is real and what is an appearance is simply a contention of semantics. 

But what of all forms of truth? Is there such a 'thing' as 'truth' and if so, what is this thing we call 
'truth'? Truths are perceptual in nature and as such take on the 'appearance' of being 'truth' based 
upon ones perceptions which in turn are based upon the point of view, location, from which one 
speaks. 

This is not to say there is no such thing as truth. Truth is the foundation upon which societies are 
built and as such, truth is the foundation of civilizations. The type of civilization, which emerges 
from the cooperation of its 'citizens', is where free will of choice enters the dynamics of 
civilization building. 

Tractate 1 1 : The Error of Philosophy dealt with the foundations of civilizations in great detail. The 
concepts of monism/singularity/conformity as represented by Nazism versus the concepts of 
dualism/multiplicity/individuality as represented by the Western democracies is a prime example 
of opposing 'truths' based upon the civilization emerging from group actions. 

Both are based upon 'truth', however both are in stark contrast one to the other and as such the 
two collided in a violent explosion of traumatic actions which saw more than a fifty million people 
die and countless other lives thrown off their course of traveling unimpeded. 

The same conflict is epitomized within the science fiction of Star Trek wherein the Klingons and 
the Federation clash. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Appearance (A) - Reality (B) or Reality (A) or Appearance (B) appears to be a reversal 
of words but it is not a reversal of words rather it is a reversal of position from which one 
perceives. 

Which then is the 'true' choice? Which represents 'truth'? The position we take regarding 'truth' 
from which all actions arise becomes a matter of choice, becomes a matter of free will. The 
choice, the stand we make, becomes one we as individuals and we as a society choose to take. It is 
taking 'the stand', making the choice, wherein our responsibility lies. But: Responsibility to what? 
then becomes the question. Responsibility to the whole of reality is the answer. Truth becomes the 
understanding regarding the complete model of reality and the internal dynamics of such a model. 
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9. Plato (427-347 B.C.) - Ql: What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... According to Plato, an ideal society would be ruled by an elite, an elite skilled in the 
art of reason: the philosophers. There would be two other classes within that society: 
the warriors, who would protect the society from external threats, and the working 
population. Neither the philosophers nor the warriors would be allowed to own 
property 

S: The three classes - philosophers, warriors, and workers - have a purpose, which adds meaning 
to their life, but what is the purpose of each class and why is it significant? 

Within present day society there is no rational universal answer to such questions, no answer 
steeped in reason. In society, throughout human history, the answers to these questions have had 
only one constant characteristic - change. The answer has constantly been in flux depending upon 
the perceptual means one uses to examine the question. If one uses science/observation the answer 
becomes: One exists to continue the specie. If one uses religion/faith the answer becomes: One 
exists to serve God. If one uses philosophy /reason the answer becomes: One exists to be happy. 
Even such answers vary depending upon the branch/school/group within which one stands as the 
question is asked and depending upon the time in history one stood within a particular 
branch/school/group. 

In short, humanity has never found 'an' answer to the question. Humanity has been unable to 
define the function and meaning of life for Plato's three classes and humanity has been unable to 
define the function and meaning of life as it pertains to the individual. 

Why have we been unable to reach a consensus as to the meaning and purpose of life. The answer 
becomes obvious with the examination of human history. We have been unable to reach a 
consensus regarding the meaning and purpose of life because we have not applied Ockham's 
Razor to the problem and we have not applied Ockham's Razor to the problem because each of the 
three means of our perceiving, science/observation - religion/faith - philosophy/reason, have 
refused to 'let go' of their most cherished principles in order to begin the process. 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, however, releases our three means of 
percieving from their dogmatic stands and having done so discovers that all three means of 
developing perceptions have their own role to play in terms of verifying the validity of symbiotic 
panentheism. Symbiotic panentheism, in turn, provides meaning and purpose to the very 
existence of the three classes: 

The philosophers/scientists/theists are to discover and create new truths 
The warriors are to protect and defend civilizations as they function to create. 
The working population is to maintain civilizations as they function to create. 
The purpose of all three classes becomes: To circumvent the nightmare of eternal recurrence. 

♦:♦ 

The point: As a specie, we have three means of developing perceptions of 'truth'. We form 
perceptions through observation/science, faith/religion, and reason/philosophy. If the three 
disagree as to what is true and what is not true, conflict arises. If the three come to a consensus 
regarding what truth is, then the 'truth' upon which they agree becomes the strongest form of 
'truth'. This work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, provides overwhelming 
evidence that the three not only can come to a consensus but have unconsciously come to a 
consensus regarding the make-up of reality. The three agree that that both the physical and the 
abstract exist simultaneously and the three agree that the abstract and the physical have their own 
unique purpose. The three have formed their own arguments supporting the concept of symbiotic 
panentheism and as such concur that the ultimate application of Ockham's Razor leaves both the 
abstractual and the physical in place which in turn confirms altruistic action as being the most 
fundamentally logical form of action/truth. 
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9. 



Plato (427-347 B.C.) - Q2: 



Is there a difference between 'appearance 
and 'reality'? 



... Plato concluded that this Idea or Eidos exists in the world beyond our senses. Plato 
called this the world of Ideas. ... Plato said that we are like people in a cave who are 
looking at a wall - and seeing nothing but the shadows of the real things that are 
behind our backs being projected on the wall 

S: An incomplete model of Plato's metaphysical system can be demonstrated as: 
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Such a perception is counter to Plato's intuitive sense regarding the structure of reality. The 
illustrated system does not account for a world 'beyond' our senses. Most present day 
philosophers would suggest that Plato's world of Ideas is found 'beyond' our senses when looking 
inward. Such a perception is Eastern in scope but ignores Plato's clearly verbalized suggestion that 
the world of Ideas lies 'beyond' our senses. To suggest Plato meant otherwise is to put words into 
Plato's mouth in the attempt to validate one's own perceptions regarding what and where the 
'world of Ideas' must lie. 

The new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being' does more than 'suggest' there is a 
'world of Ideas' lying beyond our senses. The new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 
'Being' flatly and categorically states that such a region exists and can be rationalized as a region 
of existence when one hypothesizes what remains when the physical along with its innate 
characteristics of time and space are removed from the discussion. Such a model appears as: 




Abstraction 



The Physical 



Abstraction within the Physical 



The Point: Plato's 'world of beyond the senses' was not symbolic in nature but rather Plato meant 
such a region existed in the literal sense. As such the shadows in actuality are the physical objects 
and the physical objects are in actuality the ideas themselves. Reality is in essence the reverse of 
what we perceive it to be. As we look at reality we are looking at the negative of the picture, we 
are looking at the reverse of reality. Understanding the concept of the 'real' and the 'real illusion is 
fully addressed within Tractates 1, 8, and 9 of this work. 
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10. Pythagoras (570-495 B.C.) - Ql: What can we know? 

... However, scholars believe that he introduced the concept of the "transmigration of 
souls" because of what he had learned in the East. But Pythagoras' most influential 
contribution, both for philosophy and for science, was his doctrine that "all things are 
numbers," meaning that the "essences" and "structures" of all things can be 
determined by finding the numerical relations contained in them. 

S: What may be of primary interest to science and philosophy may not be of primary interest to 
the individual. Philosophy and science are not 'living' entities with knowing of their own, rather 
science and philosophy are inanimate fields of study established by knowing/aware elements of 
individuality, namely persons of unique individuality. The point of developing such fields of 
study, science and philosophy, was to establish an orderly and comprehensible means of gaining 
insight into what reality is and what the individuals function is within reality. 

In essence the purpose of establishing a field of study which would use observation, namely 
science, as its foundation for developing an understanding of reality and establishing a field of 
study which would use reason, namely philosophy, as its foundation for developing an 
understanding of reality was to answer the twelve basic question confronting humanity and in 
particular the individual. These twelve questions are in fact the very questions the Peer Review 
Part II uses as its basis for examining what it is Western Philosophical History has to offer the 
individual. 

Science has been unable to verify through observation, the concept of 'transmigration of souls' put 
forward by Pythagoras. The concept of 'transmigration' thus became an issue of religion/faith. In 
fact the concept of 'transmigration' is a primary element of all religions be they religions based 
upon concepts of reincarnation or based upon the concept of resurrection. The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception does what science failed to do. This work makes a reasonable 
connection between the physical and the abstract, which would establish a rational or reasonable 
explanation regarding the 'need' for the 'transmigration of souls'. 

No scientific or philosophical model of reality, no demonstratively observable or demonstratively 
rational argument based upon reason, previously illustrated the 'need' by the whole of reality for 
'transmigration of souls' nor did any previous model demonstrate that 'transmigration' was a 
critically element for the interactive dynamics of such a model. 

The model presented by this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception does 
both. The model 'being' being 'Being, symbiotic panentheism, establishes both the 'need' and the 
explanation regarding the interactive dynamics such a concept provides to the whole of the model 
itself. 

The need - panentheism - all in the whole - Without the 'soul' transmigrating the whole 
cannot become whole unto itself. 

The interactive dynamics - symbiosis - without the symbiosis an element of the whole 
takes on a function of unnecessary redundancy. 

❖ 

The point: The concept of 'transmigration of the soul' now becomes a reasonable issue for both 
philosophy/reason and religion/faith and thus two out of the three means we have of developing 
perceptions - religion/faith, and philosophy/reason - now support the concept of 'transmigration of 
souls' and as such the individual now finds a majority of our perceptual tools concur with 
Pythagoras' intuitive sense that an individual's life has meaning for if life had no meaning there 
would be no 'need' for the 'transmigration of souls'. 
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10. Pythagoras (570-495 B.C.) -Q2: What can we know? 

... But Pythagoras' most influential contribution, both for philosophy and for science, 
was his doctrine that 'all things are numbers,' meaning that the 'essences' and 
'structures' can be determined by finding the numerical relations contained in them. 

... He concluded that the aim of human life was to live in harmony with this natural 
order. 

S: ' . . . to live in harmony with this natural order.' And what is this 'natural order'? Abstractual 
existence is the natural order. The concepts of numbers are abstractual. The concept of the 
perceptual existence of individual numbers, individually unique numbers, individually unique 
knowing, individually unique... is abstractual. 

The physicality is but temporary and exists only as long as time and space exist. Time and space in 
turn are innate characteristics of matter and energy as demonstrated through Einstein's equations: 
Energy equals the product of mass and the quotient distance squared over time squared (velocity 
of light squared). The details of such a relationship, the relationship between the physical and the 
square of the abstractual are provided in depth within Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, Resolving 
the Problem of Imaginary Numbers. 

The philosophical model of 'being' being 'Being' demonstrates the validity of 'transmigration of 
the soul' and now we see through Einstein's equations that the theories of science demonstrate the 
validity regarding a direct relationship existing between physical existence and abstractual 
existence. 

As we assemble the pieces of knowledge past philosophers had developed, our picture regarding 
the nature of reality is beginning to take a definite form. Our learning curve is pointing toward an 
understanding that reality is not just the physical universe. Our learning curve is indicating that we 
can 'know' and study both realities, the reality of the physical and the reality of the abstractual. 

We have seen throughout this work that paradoxical puzzles can often be resolved if the concept 
regarding the simultaneous existence of two realities, the reality of the physical and the reality of 
the abstractual, is taken literally regarding the composition of the whole of reality. 

Science has demonstrated there is a direct relationship that exists between the physical and the 
abstractual. As such if the abstractual does not exist then Einstein's equations of relativity are 
invalid. Likewise if the physical does not exist then Einstein's equations of relativity are invalid. 
In short, what we are learning scientifically regarding our physical reality is that there is a direct 
correlation between the physical world and the abstractual world and if either the physical or the 
abstractual do not exist then all our scientific suppositions regarding reality are false. 

In short we can know not only the physical but we can know the abstractual even though we 
cannot observe the abstractual through the same means we observe the physical. It should be of no 
surprise that observing the abstractual takes a different approach than does observing the physical 
since one reality is physical in nature and the other is nonphysical in nature. 

♦:♦ 

The point: We are physical in nature and as such we can know the physical, but we are also 
abstractual in nature and as such we can know the abstractual and in fact have begun to do both 
without being consciously aware of just how far we have come in understanding the nature the 
physical and the abstract both in terms of their location relative to the w 
hole and their function to the whole. 
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11. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) - Ql: Do we exist and why? 

Aristotle, a contemporary of Plato, soon raised objections to the theory of Ideas put 
forward by Plato. Aristotle declared that it is unnecessary to assume that there is a 
separate realm of perfect Ideas. He rejected Plato 's claim that we are but imperfect 
copies of perfect Ideas. 

S: Aristotle may have been correct regarding the need for a location of 'perfect ideas' such as a 
perfect circle and a 'perfect' square but Aristotle's perception of perfection was skewed. Any 
circle is perfect. A circle drawn within reality may not be 'perfect' by geometric definition but it is 
perfect in terms of its own uniqueness. No example of a circle can be drawn perfectly in terms of 
being a 'perfect' circle. The only duplication of itself comes in the form of the idea/definition of 
perfection itself. 

Likewise no individual can be identically reproduced as itself. The concept of what is meant by a 
'perfect' individual may be definable to a greater power but the reproduction of such an example 
is not possible as a physical entity. The physical is the arena of chaos wherein a pattern of 
complexity emerges. The discussion regarding the connection between chaos, complexity, and 
metaphysics is touched upon in the Postscript following this section: Conclusion: The Peer 
Review. 

Regarding the necessity for a separate realm of perfect ideas, Aristotle overlooked the value of 
examining the potentiality regarding the literal existence of just such a region. This three-volume 
set clearly demonstrates the advantages of examining just such an idea. The simultaneous 
existence of an abstractual region existing within which infinite time and space are located in a 
limited manner (See Volume 1, Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the Problem of 
Cartesianism,) provides a means by which the great paradoxes of philosophy can be resolved. 
Neither the Cartesian model nor the non-Cartesian model offers such solutions. In fact both the 
Cartesian and the non-Cartesian systems when taken separately, do nothing but confuse the great 
debate regarding the great philosophical paradoxes that face us as a specie. 

The confusion generated by the either/or debate, as opposed to the 'and' solution this work 
provides, generates great havoc within the social debates regarding moral and ethical behavior we 
as individuals and we as a specie face on a daily basis. 

The very concept of existence and the meaning for such a state of being is thrown into disarray by 
our accepting Aristotle's conclusion ' . . . that it is unnecessary to assume that there is a separate 
realm of perfect Ideas. 

This is not to say Aristotle was 'wrong' in his perception that the physical existed but it does say 
that unless the physical provides a means of resolving the philosophical, religious, scientific, 
ethical, moral, social, individual, . . . dilemmas and paradoxes we face day by day, week by week, 
year by year, century by century, then we should seriously consider reevaluating our 
philosophical, scientific, and religious stance regarding the validity of metaphysics and begin to 
give this subject area another serious look. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Metaphysics is the study of what lies 'beyond the physical.' Aristotle himself 
developed the term. The concept of a separate region existing for perfect ideas, perfect beings 
(defined as simply completion of being), provides the means by which we can resolve many 
academic and social dilemmas and as such the idea deserves a serious consideration as to its 
validity and vitality as opposed to our present action of tolerating its presently perceived annoying 
existence. 
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11. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) - Q2: Do we exist and why? 

Aristotle recognized that all living things develop from an imperfect state to a more 
perfected state. A seed grows into a plant; a baby grows into an adult. 

S: The first question to emerge from Aristotle's intuitive sense of an 'imperfect state' is: What is 
meant by a 'prefect' state? In terms of the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 'Being', 
the perfect state is the completion of existence being what it is, complete. For an abstractual entity 
developing through experiencing the physical, the perfect state is reached when the entity of 
abstractual formation is no longer capable of experiencing the physical, no longer capable of using 
the physical to develop itself. The point of completion is not defined as having reached the level of 
'attainment' others think such an entity should take nor is completion having reached the level of 
attainment others define as a goal for that entity. The entity reaches a state of completion when it 
no longer continues to develop its unique pattern of complexity/experiencing/affecting.... 

For a Giant Sequoia seedling the point of completion may be two days after germination of a or 
thirty seven hundred years after germination moves to becoming an ancient Giant Sequoia Tree. 

Aristotle may have rejected the concept of a region existing solely for the 'perfect' state of being 
as we previously perceived 'perfection' to be, but Aristotle understood the concept of a region 
existing 'beyond' the physical well enough to name such a region 'metaphysics'. 

Without existence being timeless in nature, existence does not exist. An existence defined by time, 
an existence limited by time, an existence snuffed out when time ends, is no existence at all. An 
existence limited by time will eventually end for by definition time has a beginning and an end for 
time is defined by the very nature of matter and energy themselves as Einstein's equations so 
eloquently point out to us. Time, as with matter, energy and space, is an element of the Cartesian 
model - the 'beginning/end' model - the 'cause and effect' model. 

What then of the seedling and the baby to which Aristotle referred? The seedling and the baby are 
complete entities when their journey, when their pattern of complexity has ended, has terminated. 
Patterns of complexity, as we presently understand the concept of complexity, never end rather the 
pattern of complexity become terminated and it is the termination not the potential continuation of 
the pattern which fmalizes/'completes' the pattern. 

The seedling therefore becomes a complete entity/element of individuality with the termination of 
its pattern formation be it one hour into its development or five years into its development. 
Likewise the baby becomes a complete entity/element of individuality with the termination of its 
pattern formation be it one hour into its development or 100 years into its development. 

The point: It must be noted at this point in the discourse that the perceived instant of human 
origination, virgin formation, is, as is the case of all entities of individuality, dependent upon one's 
definition of a human's function within the whole of its environment. As far as we are able to 
determine a rock exists as a function of the physical and thus begins to emerge from virgin-ness 
into actively being at the moment of its formation. If the whole of the human individual is only 
physical in nature than the same can be said of a fetus and thus one can rationally define the 
virgin-ness as occurring at either conception or at birth. This conflict, life begins at conception or 
life begins at birth, is in actuality a debate regarding the moment when the pattern of complexity 
begins. This discussion initiates one of the greatest social debates of our time. If on the other hand 
the whole of a person's environment is abstractual then the point of the brain wave function, 
which in turn defines the point of awareness, defines the point of virgin-ness. As such the point of 
virgin-ness occurs approximately in the second trimester of fetal development. Such a 
development has no other conflicting point of abstractual origination which in turn leads to a 
consensus of opinion and an end to the of one of the greatest social debates of our time. . 
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12. Hellenistic and Roman Philosophies - Ql: 



What is morality? 



Stoicism 

... It stressed the importance of endurance and self-control. The Stoics taught that 
pleasure and pain were of no importance to a person '$ happiness. The possession of 
virtue, and not worldly wealth or power, was of prime importance. The Stoics also 
believed in divine providence. 

S: If reality follows the model of Cartesianism/cause and effect/physicality as demonstrated by 
the diagram: 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 




Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



Then the stoics are wrong for the physical then becomes the ultimate environment within which 
our knowing exists and as such physical sensations of pleasure, pain, wealth, power become the 
ultimate expression of 'happiness'. 

There is little logic to support the concept that the physical does not exist. As such if we ignore the 
concept that the physical is an illusion and move instead to the concept introduced by this work, 
the concept of two separate locations of existence, the Cartesian within the non-Cartesian, then the 
ultimate region of reality becomes the abstract: 




Abstraction 



The Physical 



Abstraction within the Physical 



The illustrated model demonstrates that the stoics are ultimately correct. Within the model, the 
abstract becomes the ultimate environment within which our knowing exists and as such physical 
sensations of pleasure, pain, wealth, power ... are secondary expressions of 'happiness' and 
altruistic pursuits are the primary expression of 'happiness' since abstractual existence is the 
ultimate form of existence. 



The Point: The in-depth examination of reality, the attempt to model reality as science models the 
atom, is no task for society or the individual to take lightly. The metaphysical model we create 
becomes our fundamental bases for understanding reality, which in turn becomes the very 
foundation upon which all our actions become rationalized. 
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12. Hellenistic and Roman Philosophies - Q2: What can we know? 

Epicureanism 

... They held that pleasure was the very essence of a happy life, and that the gods were 
indifferent to human being. ... Epicurus felt it was important to look upon the gods as 
perfect beings, in order that men could also approach perfection. 

S: The issue of the gods' indifference to human beings implies that if the gods do not 'assist us' 
then they are indifferent to us. Metaphysics would say the implication is not necessarily the case. 
The metaphysical issue is not 'can' the gods overrule the laws of physics/natural occurrence but 
would the gods logically do so. 

If the universe were created from of the realm of nothingness through the laws of symmetry (See 
Volume II, Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger) then the act of initiating creation must have a 
purpose. But what possible purpose could the act of initiating creation have and is it even possible 
for a limited creature as ourselves to understand such a purpose? The answer to the first part of the 
question is specifically addressed in Volume I, Tractate 5 The Error of Leibniz, Resolving the 
Problem of Theodicy, and the answer to the second part of the question is addressed in Volume 
III, Tractate 16: Introducing the Problem of Being Right and Tractate 17: Introducing the Problem 
of the End. The answer to two questions can, however, be briefly stated as: We not only have the 
ability to understand the purpose for the need to 'create' a universe but this work actually proposes 
a specific purpose for creation. 

What possible connection is there between the last few statements and the concept that there is a 
difference between the gods being able to interfere with the laws of creation and their willingness 
to do so? 

If the gods/God created the universe with the intent that the physical aspect of the physical follows 
the physical laws established to govern the very region of physicality itself, then why would the 
gods/God interfere with the very laws they established in the first place? Wouldn't the act of 
gods/God interfering with the laws governing the region of the physical simply be a conscious 
effort upon a knowing creator to supercede its own purpose creating a universe? The act of 
interfering with its own creation would therefore appear to be an irrational act performed by a 
defined rational source/being 

What then of 'free will', isn't free will an interference of an entity of creation to overrule the laws 
of the physical universe? Any action occurring as a reaction to nature or for that matter any action 
occurring as an attempt to supercede the acts of nature only succeed if they follow some law of the 
universe be it a law we understand or be it a law of which we presently have no comprehension. 

Can the gods/God supercede the laws of the physical? The answer to this question is not a subject 
of metaphysics but rather is subject of ontology. 

❖ 

The point: If we have the ability to ask the question that in itself means we have the ability to both 
understand and develop the answer. Granted the answer may not be immediately perceivable but 
given time we as a specie have the ability to understand the whole of our reality which in turn 
leads to understanding the contents of the immediate environment within which we find ourselves 
(the physical) but leads us to understand/know the purpose of said contents and 
understanding/knowing our purpose for existing. 

If we can ask the question we can eventually come to a scientific, religious, and philosophical 
consensus regarding the answer to the question we ask. This work develops a specific model that 
provides extensive in-depth answers to the twelve fundamental questions humanity has attempted 
to answer since the advent of philosophy. 
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13. The Skeptics - Ql: What can we know? 

Pyrrho of Elis (365-270 B.C.) founded the school of Skepticism. The main doctrine of 
this philosophy was that we could never know anything with certainty. 

S: Because we are physical in nature, we can know the physical. Because we are abstractual in 
nature, we can know the abstract. We are capable of knowing both the physical and the abstract. 
Because we exist, we can know of existence. Because we pass out of the physical, leave the 
physical, become nothing within the physical, we can know of 'nothingness' itself. 

We cannot only 'know of but we can understand the physical, the abstract, and nothingness. It 
may take time for us to learn of such 'things' but we can, nevertheless, know them. 

We cannot, however, know of that which we are not 'a part'. Such a statement would imply we are 
'a part of abstraction, 'a part of the physical, and 'a part of nothingness. It is only symbiotic 
panentheism, 'being' being 'Being' which fully details the rational of our being 'a part of the 
physical, abstraction, and nothingness simultaneously. 

It was Descartes who stated: 'I think therefore I am.' But one cannot think without awareness. 
Knowing (verb) is the process of being aware. If one exists because one is aware/knowing then 
one must be aware/knowing of some 'thing' or 'concept'. Without some 'thing' or 'concept' of 
which one can be knowing/aware there is no 'knowing' (noun). 

What can we know? We can know and understand the passive state of existence - being. We can 
know and understand the active state of existence - being (italicized). We can know and 
understand the individual, an element of the whole of knowing 'being' (in quotes). And we can 
'know of and understand 'the concept of the whole of knowing - 'Being' (in quotes). This is not 
to say we can know all elements of knowing, nor does it suggest we are capable of being the sum 
of all knowing itself, for to be the sum of all knowing is to be the whole which in turn would mean 
we are no longer 'a' sub-element of the whole. 

Metaphysically we transform the discussion regarding 'knowing' into a discussion regarding 
existence or the state of being. The transformation becomes a discussion regarding four forms of 
being: being - the passive state of existence, being - the active state of existence, 'being' - 
multiplicity/individuality of existence, and 'Being' - singularity/the whole of existence. The 
discussion then moves towards understanding the being of 'being' being 'Being.' 

What then of the being of 'Being' being 'being'? What then of the whole? What of 'Knowing' 
knowing 'knowing'? The question regarding what the whole of Knowing knows is not the 
question put forward by the Skeptics. The question put forward by the Skeptics was: What can we, 
you and I, know? The question directs itself to each individual's very existence and places into 
question the very significance of the individual, raises the question: Does the individual have a 
purpose for existing. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model illustrated within this work suggests: We know of the physical for we exist 
'inside' a physical reality, which is a part of the model. We know of the abstract for we exist 
'inside' the physical, which in turn is 'inside' the abstract. We know of nothing for 'nothingness' 
exists as a part of the model. 

We know nothing less and nothing more than this for as yet we have no concept of what lies 
'beyond' the abstract within which the physical and nothingness lie. 
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13. The Skeptics - Q2: What is existence? 

...We cannot even trust our own senses. 

S: The Skeptics position that 'we cannot even trust our own senses' is perceived to be a true 
statement because we presently think in terms of the 'either/or' scenario: 

Either reality is physical in nature or reality is abstractual in nature. 

Presently we believe: If reality is physical in nature, than abstractual concepts, thoughts, 
awareness of experiences, perceptions, knowing, etc. are not real. On the other hand, we also 
believe that if reality is abstractual/composed of ideas, thoughts, awareness of experiences, 
perceptions, knowing, etc. then the physical is not real. In short we have fallen into the trap of 
thinking the only option is to choose 'one or the other' form of reality. This either/or trap is what 
creates philosophical paradoxes - paradoxes of reason, scientific paradoxes - paradoxes of 
observation, and religious paradoxes - paradoxes of faith. 

This work introduces a third option. The third option substitutes the term 'and' for the 'either/or' 
conjunction. Symbiotic panentheism folds into its model all forms of being/existence: 

1 . being - the passive state of existence - verb: passive 

2. being - the active state of existence - verb: action 

3. 'being' - multiplicity/individuality of existence - noun: elements of 

4. 'Being' - singularity/the whole of existence. - noun: the 'universal set' 

The result of substituting the 'and' conjunction for the 'either/or' conjunction is that the 'and' 
model, symbiotic panentheism, embraces all the arguments of those advocating reality being 
physical in nature and all the arguments of those advocating reality being abstractual in nature. 
Symbiotic panentheism provides no alternative 'location' for those rebutting the arguments. In 
other words, If those rebutting symbiotic panentheism state there is no such existence as the 
physical, nothingness, or the abstract (all of which have a 'location' of existence and a function for 
existing within the model of symbiotic panentheism) then the question put to them becomes: What 
is your explanation? What is the model you suggest supports your position? 

If the response from the skeptics is that: I have no model of reality to present. Then their argument 
becomes mute for they have nothing to offer which supports their position. Those arguing the 
model of symbiotic panentheism, on the other hand, have an overwhelming supply of arguments 
to draw upon. Not only do the advocates of 'being' being 'Being' have an overwhelming supply of 
arguments to draw upon but the arguments emerge from all three of our means of developing 
perception regarding what reality is: perceptions developed through observation/science, 
perceptions developed through faith/religion, and perceptions developed through 
reason/philosophy. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Existence begins in the passive form of: a state of being, moves to the active form of 
being, and it is the knowing (noun) of existence both in the passive state and the active state that 
makes knowing a noun of multiplicity - 'being' and makes the total/summation/whole of what is 
known the noun of singularity - 'Being'. In short it is only the metaphysical system introduced 
within this work, the being of 'being' being 'Being,' that simultaneously resolves the paradoxes of 
philosophy and society. It is only the model of 'being' being 'Being being, symbiotic panentheism 
which absorbs all possible locations of reality, the physical, the abstract, and nothingness, into 
itself. It is only symbiotic panentheism, which demonstrates that all three locations play a critical 
role in reality that only they as a unique realm of existence can fulfill. 
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14. Medieval Philosophy -Ql: What is our function within society? 

... During the medieval period, western thinkers sought to create a synthesis between 
religion and philosophy. ... In every instance, the goal was to create a philosophical 
foundation for religious thought. 

S: The attempt to lay a foundation of reason beneath religion was no small task. On the other 
hand, the need for such a foundation was no insignificant matter. Religion had an intuitive sense 
that eventually reason/philosophy and science/observation would compete with faith/religion for 
the minds of the individual, for the commitment of the individual, and for the loyalty of the 
individual. 

It was intuitively obvious that science/observation would be the last of the three perceptual tools, 
faith - reason - observation, which would be capable of providing overwhelming support to 
religions. The ability to 'observe/measure' abstractual concepts would be a long time coming. So 
it was that religions looked to reason/philosophy to be the next means by which the individual 
could justify its intuitive sense that physical existence was not the ultimate region of existence. So 
it was that religions looked to reason/philosophy to be the next means to substantiate altruism, as 
opposed to materialism, as being the ultimate goal of life. 

The human specie appears to have an innate sense that altruism is the epitome of human behavior. 
It is faith represented most prominently by religion that supports such a concept. It was obvious to 
religious groups during the Medieval Period that faith alone could not remain the most prevalent 
perceptual tool forever. It was beginning to become obvious that observation/science would 
become the more convincing of the three perceptual tools. It was also intuitively obvious that it 
would be a long time before science, through observation, could substantiate a region of non- 
physical/abstractual existence. 

Faith/religion had little choice then but to look to reason/philosophy to reinforce its very belief in 
the existence of an abstractual realm. 

Try as it may, philosophy was unable to develop the rationale to support faith/religion in its most 
fundamental principle: There is an alternative form of existence to the physical. There is a non- 
physical form of existence, an abstractual existence. This work overcomes philosophy's inability 
to provide the rationale regarding an existence of a specific 'location' for all abstractual existence. 

This work does what philosophy was unable do. This work moves beyond the self-imposed 
paradox: Either reality is physical in nature or reality is non-physical/abstractual in nature. 

This work resolves the paradox, which the 'either/or' scenario generates. Philosophy could not 
move beyond the 'either/or' scenario and as such philosophy became mired in the quagmire of 
linguistics. 

The obvious solution to the paradox, which in turn would fully support faith's/religion's 
fundamental intuitive principle regarding the location of an abstractual existence, is to replace the 
'either/or' scenario with an 'and' scenario: The physical 'and' the abstractual exist. Reality 
contains a physical region within its abstractual realm. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The solution to philosophy's paradox is simple, obvious, and rational once one 
identifies the large number of potential models which could emerge from such a perception (See 
Volume III, Tractate 13: Introducing the Problem of Metaphysical Systems 7 and 9.). 
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14. Medieval Philosophy - Q2: Do we possess free will or are our actions determined? 

... Their goal was to use philosophy as a means of giving a rational interpretation of 
Christian faith. 

S: It was more than just Christian faith, which sought a rational interpretation. All forms of 
religion and all forms of religious arguments sought a rational interpretation to support their 
intuitive positions. 

Cartesianism existing within non-Cartesianism, 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism 
illustrates a perception of reality, which accomplishes the feat. Symbiotic panentheism lays a 
foundation of rational interpretation beneath not only Christianity but beneath all religions be they 
theistic, atheistic, scientific, or mathematical in nature. The model of symbiotic panentheism is 
addressed in detail within this work as well as the book, Stepping Up To The Creator, Daniel J. 
Shepard, Proctor Publications, 1998. The work can be accessed and downloaded free of all fees in 
its entirety in the library section of the web site: www.panentheism.com. 

What, however, of the Medieval Philosophers? How does symbiotic panentheism specifically 
address the issue regarding the reconciliation of reason/philosophy and Christianity? 

The rationality goes as follows: If a creator of a region as complex as the universe did in fact 
create the universe then the creator may have placed itself in a dilemma. If the universe had the 
function of allowing 'newness' to germinate uninhibited then the creator of the universe would 
have had a tremendous incentive not to interfere with the very 'newness' the universe was in fact 
generating. Likewise if part of the 'newness' being created was being generated through strange 
attractors governed by the laws of free will, then the patterns of 'newness', complexity, they were 
developing (see Volume III, Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics) would eventually 
became a part of the whole of Passive Complexity - the whole of abstraction (see Postscript) and 
if such developments generated though strange attractors (individual humans and others) governed 
by the laws of free will were generating an undue proportion of harmful effects upon the whole of 
abstraction within which individuality of all forms eventually became a part, then the creator 
might feel an obligation to reverse such a trend. The means to do so might very well be to 
introduce a piece of itself, 'the son', into the mix of physicality in order to plant a seed, to bring 
into creation an idea. The idea, the seed, may have been the concept: love unconditionally. This 
seed of 'love', this seed of behaviorally expectation would have been intended to change the 
directional formation of the whole itself within which each and every individual would find 
themselves eventually immersed. The difference between a general strange attractor governed by 
the law of free will and a strange attractor sent for a specific reason is that the general strange 
attractor begins at the point of virgin-ness and evolves from the point of virgin-ness/zero-ness/lack 
of awareness, whereas the strange attractor sent with a message is sent knowingly by the 
'sender/creator' and with the consent of the strange attractor of knowing. The sacrifice is great and 
the consent on the part of both parties, the sender and the sendee would have been extraordinary to 
say the least. Such speculation would be ontological in nature and not metaphysical in nature. As 
such the argument is not the issue of this work. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The objective of using philosophy as a tool to provide a rational interpretation of 
Christian faith, all faiths, becomes possible with the model of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' 
being 'Being'. Such an objective may not have been possible before the advent of symbiotic 
panentheism since we did not know then what we now know regarding our physical universe. It 
can now be demonstrated, through model building, that it is possible to lay a foundation beneath 
religious messages using the rationality of philosophy. The development of symbiotic 
panentheism does not destroy religious arguments. Symbiotic panentheism reinforce religious 
arguments regarding the significance of the individual and free will. 
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15. Saint Augustine/Augustine of Hippo (354-430) - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

... Augustine believed that philosophy was only useful or meaningful to those who 
already had faith. He said, "I believe in order that I may understand. "... This view has 
much in common with Descartes. Augustine, for example, believed that there existed - 
beyond the world of the senses - a spiritual and eternal realm of truth. This truth is the 
object of the human mind, and the goal of all our striving. He identified this truth with 
the God of the Christian faith. Augustine felt that man was a combination of two 
substances: the body and the soul. The soul is the more important and the superior of 
the two. 

S: Without faith in what one reasons, reason has no bases for acting as a foundation for one's 
actions. 

But reason would argue that if 'I exist' then so do others. If I am aware, if I have knowing, it is not 
reasonable to suggest that I am the only sub-element of knowing to which these statements apply. 
It is not reasonable to suggest that it is I who creates, initiates, develops all manner of scientific 
models of the universe, mathematical equations defining the universe, biological - chemical - 
geological - genetic - technological - astronomical - psychological - pharmaceutical - 
metrological - physics based concepts, laws, and unveilings that take place let alone produce the 
creative side of our specie's music, art, literature, ... 

It is reasonable, however, to argue that many sub-elements of knowing, billions of sub-elements of 
knowing, billions of sub-elements such as myself, could develop and create the vast array of 
intricate pieces of knowing, intricate pieces of knowledge, and intricate forms of creativity our 
specie has added to its collection. 

It is reasonable to acknowledge there is a total summation of knowing/knowledge, which is 
'known'. The total summation of such knowledge/knowing may not be something any sub- 
element 'knows' for each sub-element is just that a 'sub' element. On the other hand it is more 
reasonable to perceive of a whole of knowledge, be it in the form of singularity or multiplicity, 
than it is to perceive of no 'whole'/'summation' of knowledge. 

Thus reason would argue for the existence of both multiplicity and singularity. Thus reason 
suggests any existence should be in the form of both singularity 'and' multiplicity, as opposed to 
philosophy's present attempt to prove overwhelmingly that existence is an 'either/or' scenario. 

The only existing model to incorporate a dynamic 'and' scenario where all the elements, 
multiplicity - nothingness - singularity, have a specified function is symbiotic panentheism, 
'being' being 'Being'. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model being put forward by this work fully supports St. Augustine's intuitive sense 
that: 

... there existed - beyond the world of the senses - a spiritual and eternal realm of truth. 

as well as supports St. Augustine's intuitive sense that: 

... man was a combination of two substances: the body and the soul. The soul is the more 
important and the superior of the two. 

for it is the soul/the abstractual existence of 'being'/individuality which, within this model of 
reality, identifies with the furthest reaches of reality, namely the whole of the abstract itself. 
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15. Saint Augustine / Augustine of Hippo (354-430) - Q2: What is morality? 

... He rejected the epistemological criticisms of earlier philosophers such as the 
Skeptics. He argued that even if everything around us is an illusion, then one 
inescapable truth will still remain: that I exist. ... The truth of existence could not lie 
in a contingent and changing world, but in the truth that could only be found by inner 
reflection. The mind was the means of finding the "intelligible light" where the real 
truth could be found. Consequently, the soul's immortality is proved by its possession 
of this unchanging "truth. " Thus, the "intelligible light" is where real truth is found. 
... To prove that God exists, Augustine drew heavily upon the ideas of Plato and 
Pythagoras. If we are capable of achieving mathematical knowledge - thereby 
transcending the sensory realm of appearance - we can therefore logically conclude 
that our souls are immaterial and immortal. Augustine recognized that additional 
metaphysical support was needed for this argument. Where does the abstract 
mathematical knowledge come from? What is the eternal source of these abstractions? 
This, he concluded, must be God. 

S: These arguments put forward by St. Augustine himself speak more eloquently regarding the 
validity of the model of reality being suggested by this work than anything additional I could add. 

What can we conclude regarding the practicality of morality? ... Augustine believed that we were 
all sinful by nature, but that a good God had given us the freedom to choose our own actions. 
But the question then arises: if we are sinful by nature - and have original sin - then how can 
we make free and moral choices? 

If our actions generate complex abstractual patterns, which remain indissolvable, then we, as 
individuals governed by the law of free will, must take responsibility as to what it is we add to the 
whole of abstraction. We have a choice as to what it is we will decide to do with our lives and 
such a decision will ripple through both physical reality and abstractual reality. 

But what of the concept of sin? The metaphysical model being examined would suggest 'sin' is a 
choice we freely make. 'Sin' is the choice we make to impact the physical and the abstractual in a 
negative fashion. The model suggest 'sin' is an act of free will committed in a conscious effort to 
fashion positively impact ourselves while knowingly impacting others in a negative manner. The 
so-called acts of 'sin' lie not in the act but in the intent of the act. 

Are we sinful by nature as St. Augustine suggests? The metaphysical model of 'being' being 
'Being' would suggest we are 'sinful' by nature since 'sin' is the 'chosen' act of succumbing to 
the attraction of the physical at the expense of our own abstractual existence, the physical 
existence of to others, the abstractual existence of others, as well as the whole/God itself. If we did 
not have 'free will' 'sin' would not be an issue. But, we, have free will. We have a choice as to 
what actions we take. It is our intent to look out for number one and step on number two that gets 
us 'repulsive' dilemmas. 'The end justifies the means.' will not absolve one from the irreversible 
affects one's actions have upon themselves, others, and the whole. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model suggest that the ultimate form of action/behavior would be altruistic in 
nature since it is our abstractual form which is timeless in nature. Action based upon materialism 
thus becomes a shortsighted goal immersed within time. The more visionary goals, actions 
intended to impact timelessness itself are actions based upon altruism, principles, and practical 
idealism. Acts of altruism, principles, and practical idealism, however, are not acts of selflessness 
since such acts affect the very environment within which one eventually finds oneself existing 
once having completed their journey within physical reality. 
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16. Boethius / A. M. S. (480-525) - Ql: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... Are "universals" real? If so, are they corporeal or incorporeal? 

S: The corporal/physical is 'real' when the incorporeal/abstraction 'appears' to be an illusion and 
the incorporeal/abstractual is real when the corporal/physical 'appears' to be an illusion. 

It 'appears' to be undeniably apparent that: 

Either the corporal/physical is real or the incorporeal/abstractual is real. 
It 'appears' to be irrefutably apparent that: 

Either the corporal/physical is an illusion or the incorporeal/abstractual is an illusion. 

It 'appears' to be unquestionably apparent that: 

Either what I 'see', 'feel', 'hear', 'smell', 'taste' is real or what I think I 'see', what I 
think I 'feel', what I think I 'hear', what I think I 'smell', what I think I 'taste' is real. 

Again and again and again we come back to the same paradoxical dilemmas, which the 'either/or' 
scenarios germinate. Again there appears to be no reasonable solution we can model which 
resolves the vast diversity of 'either/or' dilemmas, which confront us philosophically, religiously, 
and scientifically. 

The social, religious, scientific, philosophical, . . . paradoxes have been with us for thousands of 
years, have been with us since we began attempting to resolve the issues. The existence of these 
seemingly irresolvable paradoxes have been with us for eons not because we cannot resolve them 
but because we choose not to do so. We are not willing to seriously consider any scenario other 
than the 'either/or' scenario. 

But is there a different scenario than the 'either/or' scenario'? There is another scenario. The 
second scenario is the 'and' scenario. We can simply replace the words 'either'/'or' with the word 
'and'. 

This work examines eleven historical 'either/or' philosophical paradoxes and replaces each with 
an 'and' scenario. The replacement is modeled within the framework of 'location' of existence/the 
where, a move to composition of existence/the what, and finally formulates the purpose of 
existence/the why. The work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, immerses its 
examinations within the realm of metaphysics. Metaphysics becomes the initial field of study for 
the new model of reality because metaphysics is in the most expansive field of study regarding 
'location'. It is through an expansion of location that the 'and' becomes clearly exemplified as 
'the' means of resolving the less emotionally volatile issues of philosophical paradoxes. 

♦:♦ 

The point: We can resolve our religious, scientific, philosophical, . . . contentious issues once we 
are willing to think 'out of the box', think 'beyond' the physical, think metaphysically. The 
thought process required to resolve our divisive issues is not a difficult process to learn. The 
process simply requires we replace the 'either/or' scenarios we have freely and willing established 
for ourselves with the 'and' scenario. 
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16. Boethius / A. M. S. (480-525) - Q2: What is truth? 

If incorporeal, do they exist in the world of our senses, or apart from it? 

S: Both in the world of our senses, singularity of the individual, and apart from our senses, 
multiplicity of individuality, time exists as a 'perceived' concept. Within the model of 'being' 
being 'Being', time does not exist as a universal pattern found 'everywhere' rather time exists as a 
part of some sub-elements of 'being'. Other sub-elements of being may have evolved within 
universes lacking time as an innate characteristic and thus sub-elements emerging from such 
existences, existences wherein time is not found, will have no comprehension of this thing called 
'time'. The individual generated in a universe lacking time as a universal fabric, lacking matter 
and energy as universal 'things' within the fabric of their universe will appear unique to 
individuals generated in a universe where time is a universal fabric. 

As such corporal truth generated by a corporal universe may be different than corporal truths 
developed by other universes where the 'corporal' as we know it does not exist. 'Existence is 
physical in nature' may be a 'truth' but all universes may not be physical in nature or may be 
physical in nature but following different laws of physics unique to their universe. 

Where then does the concept of universality regarding universal truths lie? 

Corporal universal truths lie 'within' the corporal, and incorporeal universal truths lie within the 
incorporeal. 

Incorporeal 'universal' truths, to be universal, must be consistent with incorporeal truths 
developed within other universes, must be consistent with any incorporeal existence found 
existing within any universe, and must be consistent with each incorporeal sub-element/individual 
existing 'outside', 'beyond' corporal universes. 

It is for this very reason that we, being both corporal in nature and incorporeal in nature, can begin 
to understand the concept of abstractual universal morality. Abstractual universal morality applies 
to abstractual existence. The understanding of our abstractual function/purpose emerges from an 
understanding of where it is abstraction lies. The 'location' of abstraction thus becomes a critical 
issue upon which we develop abstractual concepts such as ethics and morality. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Physical/corporal truths may vary from universe to universe but within the parameters 
of any particular physical/corporal universe there are 'constants'/physical laws which drive that 
unique universe. 

Abstractual/incorporeal truths may vary from universe to universe but outside the parameters of 
any particular physical/corporal universe these abstractual/incorporeal truths are consistent with 
each other/'universal' in the incorporeal sense and are 'constants '/abstractual laws which drive the 
realm of the abstract, which drive metaphysical/timelessness itself. 

It is all forms of human faith not just religious faith, which reinforces our sense that such a 
'region', the incorporeal/the region of the abstractual/the metaphysical, exists. It is this work, 
represented by many forms of reasoning, not just philosophical reasoning, which lays out the 
understanding that such a 'region', the incorporeal/the region of the abstractual existence/the 
metaphysical, exists. The next and last human perceptual tool, which will eventually confirm such 
a perception, will be observation/science. This order of development regarding the confirmation of 
the incorporeal is as one would expect it to be for human history gave birth to the subject areas of 
faith/religion, reason/philosophy, and observation/science in the same sequence. 
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17. Saint Anselm/Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

... He felt that philosophy, and secular learning in general, were harmful to faith. 
Anselm, in particular, was a keen student of the dialectic method, and of philosophy in 
general. ... Anselm, a passionate logician, used both faith and reason in his pursuit of 
truth. ... He believed that faith should come first but also that reason must follow in 
order to demonstrate reasons for why we believe what we do. 

S: Saint Anselm's perception that faith comes first is a logical perception. But the question 
becomes what is faith? Faith is trust, confidence, conviction, certainty, belief, . . . There is more 
than one form of faith. Generally we perceive faith to be religiously based but when it comes to 
philosophical and in particular metaphysical discussions, religion is only one of many states of 
faith. As such we shall approach faith as 'belief in'/'certainty of /'conviction for'/'confidence in' 

Without faith in ones conviction, without faith in what one observes, without faith in what seems 
reasonable, existence appears to become simply an illusion. 

Without faith in our ability to observe, science simply becomes a series of questionable theories, 
laws, and principles. The state of questioning or not questioning everything science suggests is not 
the issue. The issue is that for science to 'advance', science has no choice but to accept some laws, 
principles, and models. Science must 'accept' concepts with which they can have a certain degree 
of faith in order to move on with what it is science does, examining our physical reality. 

Without faith in our ability to reason, philosophy becomes simply a series of questionable 
dialectics, extrapolations/interpolations/critiques, and analysis. The state of questioning or not 
questioning everything philosophy suggests is not the issue. The issue is that for philosophy to 
'advance', philosophy has no choice but to accept some laws, principles, and models. Philosophy 
must 'accept concepts with which they can have a certain degree of faith in order to move on with 
what it is philosophy does, examining the whole of reality: Where is existence? What is existence? 
And why do we exist. 

Without faith in what it is we conclude through observation and faith in what it is we reason, 
science and philosophy cannot 'advance'. 

Saint Anselm is correct: Philosophy without faith, be it religious faith or generic faith, is harmful 
to our specie, harmful to ourselves as individuals, harmful to all forms of 'thinking' entities 
universally because philosophy without faith never cuts to the chase, never answers the questions: 
Where is existence? What is existence? And why do we exist. The result of leaving its work 
unfinished creates societies awash in nihilism, despair, and hopelessness. 

♦:♦ 

The point: This work suggests a means by which religion can build a foundation of reason beneath 
its present foundation of faith. 

The rationality/reasonableness regarding question one of Saint Anselm and the discussion 
regarding science and philosophy found in question two of Saint Anselm is dependent upon the 
existence of individuality /multiplicity and a whole/singularity. Again the 'either/or' scenario falls 
short of addressing the issues of faith and again we see it is only the 'and' scenario which has the 
potential to resolve the needs of faith itself. 
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17. Saint Anselm / Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) - Q2: What is existence? 

From faith, we believe God to be the greatest entity. There are two ways to believe 
something: either it exists in reality, or it exists in our intellect. If God is the greatest 
entity, then it must exist in reality and in the intellect, than simply in the intellect alone. 
It is therefore contradictory to believe that God exists only in the intellect, for the 
greatest entity must exist both in reality and in the intellect. Therefore, God must exist 
in reality. 

S: In response to the conjectures: 

From faith, we believe God to be the greatest entity. 

What greater concept can we conceive than totality/summation/the whole/singularity? 

There are two ways to believe something: either it exists in reality, or it exists in our intellect. 
There is a third way to believe something: It exists in reality/physical reality 'and' it exists in our 
intellect/abstractual reality. 

If God is the greatest entity, then it must exist in reality and in the intellect, than simply in the 
intellect alone. 

If there is multiplicity of individuality then the multiplicity of individuality must be a part of the 
whole/summation/totality/singularity. If there is such a thing/concept as 'nothingness' then 
'nothingness must also be a part of the whole/summation/totality/singularity for there is no 
'where' else for 'nothingness' to be, there is 'nothing' else of which 'nothingness' can be a part, 
can belong. 

It is therefore contradictory to believe that God exists only in the intellect, for the greatest entity 
must exist both in reality and in the intellect. 

There are two locations of existence. 

Therefore, God must exist in reality. 

If there are two locations of existence then God must belong to both at the same time. To 'belong' 
to both at the same time does not necessarily mean God needs to be within both locations at the 
same time. An alternative option is an existence of a location without God's 'presence' being 
located 'within' God as opposed to being located 'outside' God. (An 'outside to God contradicts 
the definition of God being the whole.) Within such a model, even though God is not 'within' such 
a location, by being a part of God, the location without God is immersed 'within' God's presence 
and thus 'belongs' to God. (See: Tractate 9: The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non- 
Members). 

♦:♦ 

The point: Not only can the existence of the whole/singularity, individuality/multiplicity, and 
nothingness be reasonably discussed within the framework of the 

'and' model which this work presents but the rationality/reasonableness regarding the very 
function of all three forms of existence can be discussed. (For the discussion regarding the 
existence and functionality of 'nothingness' see Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, Resolving 
the Problem of the Void of a Void.) 

It is Metaphysics' responsibility to address the issue regarding the possible locations of God. It is 
Ontology's responsibility to address the issue regarding whether or not God in facts exists there. 
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18. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) - Ql : What is truth? 

For Aquinas, reason and faith cannot contradict each other, for they both come from 
the same divine source. ... Aquinas believed that theology was a science. Careful 
application of reason will demonstrate the certainty of theoretical knowledge. ... For 
Aquinas, it was always preferable to support one's belief with a rational argument. ... 
Aquinas objected to Anselm's ontological proofs for the existence of God. ...Aquinas 
argued that since we are ignorant of the divine essence from which it began, we 
couldn't even begin to demonstrate its necessary existence. ... Aquinas said that we 
must first begin with the sensory experiences that we do not understand. Then we 
should reason upward to locate their origins in something eternal. 

S: Reason and faith to come from the same source must find themselves to be 'within' the same 
source if the source is the whole. The religious argument regarding God is that God is 
characterized by three 'omni's': omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience, (See Tractate 5: 
The Error of Leibniz, Resolving the Problem of Theodicy to understand why 'benevolence' does 
not fall into the category of being an 'omni' concept.) The three Omnis lead to the metaphysical 
understanding that God is the 'whole'/the singularity of totality. Reason and faith, therefore, both 
emerge from the whole. Reason and faith, being abstractual in nature, suggest the whole/God is 
abstractual in nature. Thus to be dialectically opposite each other, the two, reason and faith, would 
suggest the whole is filled with the lack of universal truth which would be quite a conundrum 
indeed. 

If 'universal' truths, truths pertaining to the whole, do in fact exist, then it would follow that 
reason would support such truths. Before reason could emerge as a means of supporting such 
'truths', however, the truths need to emerge. The emergence of 'universal' truths would most 
likely materialize from intuitive thought followed by faith in the validity of said 'truths'. Until 
'truth' emerges, supported by faith in said truths, vast quantities of energy will continue to be 
required of us to formulate the reasoning necessary to validate intuitive truths generated by faith 
alone. 

In this sense, theology is a science. Theology is preceded by intuition, as is science. Theology 
initiates intuitive perceptions followed by faith in its intuitive abilities followed by observational 
reinforcement just as science does. Having established its premises, pure theology then questions, 
examines, and scrutinizes its premises, as does pure science. 

Some would say theology does not question itself, as does science. The statement does not say 
'theology' questions itself; the statement says 'pure' theology questions itself. Many if not most 
theologians do not question the basic premises of religion. The same is true of science. Many if 
not most scientist do not question the basic premises of science. 

Scientist like theologians tend to be narrow minded and work from the premise that what science 
or what religions state is truth. It is the theoretical theologian like the theoretical scientist who 
introduce radically new ways of thinking into the mix of science and theology. It is these creative 
thinkers who introduce ideas, which change the very vector of thinking and change our 
perceptions regarding the development of new knowledge and perceived truths. Such thinkers do 
not emerge without controversy nor do they emerge sparkling and clean. These thinkers emerge 
out of isolation from their associates not as equals but as unequaled. 

The point: Truths are universal not in the sense of being physical universals but in the sense of 
being abstractual universals. The truths of which we speak are abstractual in nature not truths of 
physics. Truths can be established. The process regarding the validation of 'truths' first emerges 
through intuitive thought and are then, if in fact they are, truths', supported first by religion/faith, 
then supported by philosophy/reason, and finally supported by science/observation 
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18. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) - Q2: 



What is existence? 



From our sensory experience, we see that something is moving 

To move, something has to be moved, or put into motion, by something else 

The series of movements cannot reach back infinitely 

Therefore, there must be a first mover 

This mover must then be God 

S: In response to the conjectures: 

From our sensory experience, we see that something is moving 

There is a region of physicality as indicated by the operative words of physicality: 'sensory 
experience', 'we', 'something'. As such it is the physical within which 'movement' takes place. 

To move, something has to be moved, or put into motion, by something else 
The physical is 'cause and effect' in nature/Cartesian in nature 

The series of movements cannot reach bach infinitely 

The Cartesian/'cause and effect' must be 'located' within an existence other than physicality. 
Therefore, there must be a first mover 

The first mover's ultimate existence has no option other than to exist in some form other than 
being physical in nature. 

This mover must then be God 

God must be abstractual in nature and exist in a region of abstraction within which the physical is 
imbedded. 



The model of such a concept, the model of the whole of reality, the model of existence could 
easily be modeled as: 



No 
Universal 
Fabric 
Of 

No Time 
No Space 
No Matter 
No Energy 




Abstraction 



The Physical 



Abstraction within the Physical 



The point: The Cartesian/physical/universal fabric of cause and effect is imbedded within the 
'greater' universal fabric of the non-Cartesian/the non-physical/the 'greater' underlying universal 
fabric of timelessness and spacelessness. 



Faith, like observation, lacking the foundation of reason to support its conjectures and premises, 
cannot achieve its full potential. 
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19. W. Ockham (1285-1347) -Ql: Do we possess free will or are our actions determined? 

... In his philosophy, he was primarily concerned that an over-emphasis on 
"universal" forms would undermine the theological doctrine of free will. 

S: The argument of concern to Ockham was: 

Either free will exists or free will does not exist. 
Again it must be emphasized that the statement not only could be altered with the 'and' scenario 

Free will exists and free will does not exist. 

but in fact the 'and' scenario resolves more of the issues than does the 'either/or' scenario. 

Within the model of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being', individuality, found within the 
physical universe, is in some instances governed by both the laws of physics and the laws of free 
Those entities of individuality which are comprised of both the physical and the abstractual are 
examples of the 'and' scenario. Entities of individuality comprised solely of the physical are 
governed solely by the laws of physics. It should be noted at this point that we may be unaware of 
entities within the physical that are composed solely of the abstract but should such be the case, 
such entities may potentially be subject to the laws of free will, to the laws of abstraction (should 
such laws exist), or both. 

While in the physical there is little doubt that some forms of actions are predestined by nature. 
'Predestined by nature' simply put, suggests the physical universe is subject to physical laws. 
There is little reasonable bases to deny our physical existence other than the argument that the 
physical is simply an 'illusion'. The argument that the physical is an illusion is founded upon the 
principle that the abstract is the only form of reality. In a model where the abstract is reality, the 
physical becomes either an illusion or an innate characteristic of the abstract. 

The reverse of the argument can also be made in which the physical becomes the real and the 
abstract becomes the illusion. The model of symbiotic panentheism suggest both models are 
incorrect yet correct. Symbiotic panentheism suggest that both the physical and the abstract are 
simultaneously real and separate entities but entities which depend one upon the other. (See 
Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, Resolving the Problem of Imaginary Numbers and Tractate 9: 
The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non-Members). 

It may or may not be that entities of individuality exist within the physical but the model of 
symbiotic panentheism suggests such entities do exist. Symbiotic panentheism clearly implies that 
an existence of multiplicity /individuality can be found both within the purity of the physical and 
within the purity of abstraction, (see Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics) 

It is within the purity of the physical where free will is often checked by the laws of physics. It is 
only within the purity of abstractual existence where free will of the individual takes on the purity 
of free will unrestricted by the physical. Such lack of restriction becomes limitless within the 
parameters of Metaphysical System 28/symbiotic panentheism/'being' being 'Being'. (See 
Tractate 13: Introducing Metaphysical System 28: Introducing the Problem of Metaphysical 
Systems # 7 & # 9.) 

❖ 

The point: It is only through the metaphysical model being suggested within this work that 
limitless free will emerges as a form of existence in and of itself. It is only through the 
metaphysical model being introduced within this work that eternal recurrence is a non-issue. 
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19. W. Ockham (1285-1347)-Q2: Do we possess free will or are our actions determined? 

S: Regarding four conjectures found within the description of Ockham given in Tractate 18: 

... For him, God's freedom is incompatible with the existence of divine ideas. God doesn 't use 
preconceived "ideas" when he creates, but creates the universe as he wishes. Consequently, 
human beings have no natures or essences in common. 

And why not? If there is a 'greater' reality within which our personal universe is located, as the 
model of 'being' being 'Being'/symbiotic panentheism suggests, and if such a region is permeated 
with a universal fabric of timelessness and spacelessness then there would be 'room' for a 
limitless number of universes. Each and every one of these unique universes could conceivable be 
ruled by different laws or lack of laws. Universes may be as unique as individual entities found 
within our particular physical universe. 

... Because God is free, he can create the universe - and its rules - as he wishes. Fire could be 
cold rather than hot. 

The whole/God is independent and free of all 'outside' influences including the concept of limits 
because there is no existence 'outside' God. God is by definition both, the whole of existence and 
non-existence and as such limits may be found 'within' aspects of God but not as a universal 
characteristic of God 

... Light might be dark, rather than bright. Ockham distrusted our ability to find the truth of 
things. Instead, he relied on "probable" arguments to support his position. 

The concept of there being other forms of universes, within which the laws of physics or lack of 
laws, as we know them 'to be' or think we know them 'to be', does not preclude our being capable 
of 'knowing' our own universe. We live within what appears to us to be an ordered existence of 
physicality moving towards chaos or perhaps chaos moving towards complexity/order as emerging 
fields of science suggest The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism again would suggest 
the perception of either chaos/disorder emerges from complexity/order or complexity/order 
emerges from chaos/disorder is again a paradoxical scenario created by an either/or conjunction. 
The resolution to such a paradox once again becomes obvious. We simply replace the 'either/or' 
concept with the 'and' scenario. (See Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics. 

... A vital principle in his philosophical method was that "plurality is not to be posited without 
necessity. " This economy of thought is often referred to as Ockham 's Razor 
There is no denying the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism/'being' being 'Being' 
introduces plurality/multiplicity to the system as opposed to exclusionism and inclusionism 
produced by our two existing systems: The Cartesian System and the Non-Cartesian System. 

The Cartesian system is a system of multiplicity: the multiplicity of individuality /unique entities. 
The Non-Cartesian system is a system of singularity: the singularity of wholeness/lack of 
individuality. If we refer to the metaphysical system of the Cartesian as multiplicity and the 
metaphysical system of the Non-Cartesian as singularity then both systems are less complex than 
the metaphysical system of the Cartesian being within the Non-Cartesian. Ockham' s Razor would 
therefore imply one or the other of the simpler systems would be the correct perception of reality 
since the dual system is more complex. It would appear, therefore, that the metaphysical system 
introduced by this work, would then defy Ockam's principle of simplicity until one includes 
Ockham's qualifier: '...plurality is not to be posited without necessity.' 

❖ 

The point: Since neither the Cartesian system nor the Non-Cartesian system can resolve the issues 
surrounding philosophical and social paradoxes and the new metaphysical system of symbiotic 
panentheism can resolve such issues, the case has been made for the 'necessity' regarding the 
simultaneous and independent existence of the physical and the abstractual, determinism and free 
will, multiplicity and singularity. 
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20. The Collapse of Scholasticism Ql: What can we know? 

In the 14 th and 15 th centuries, the critical philosophy of Ockham began to undermine 
the scholastic project of synthesizing the traditions of philosophy and religion into a 
single and comprehensive system of thought. Many argued that the attempt to unite 
religion with philosophy had failed. Many prominent thinkers of the time - Jean 
Buridan (1300-1358), Nicholas of Autrecourt (1300-1350) - felt that such a synthesis 
wasn 't possible. 

S: Science had not fully developed by the 14 th and 15 th centuries. As such, the concepts of an 
expanding universe, contracting universe, complexity theory, chaos theory, string theory, matter's 
natural tie to energy, the mathematical relationship existing between matter/energy and time/space 
(Einstein's equation of relativity), microbiology, organic chemistry, genetics, cloning, artificial 
intelligence, mimicry, Non-Cartesianism, , the uncertainty principle, anti-matter, 
electrons/positrons, sub-atomic physics, the physics regarding the fusion process, topology, 
entropy, along with a myriad other concepts were not even comprehensible during the 14 th and 
1 5 th centuries. 

It was science, which would advance our knowledge of the physical universe, of the Cartesian, far 
enough for us to rationally speculate regarding the concept of a potential 'outside' to our physical 
existence. As such, it was to be science, in its effort to limit reality to the 'observable/measurable', 
that introduced the concept of there being an outside to the physical. It was science which 
inadvertently reintroduced the rationality and reasonableness regarding there being an 'outside' to 
the universe, a 'beyond' the physical. 

And what is the study of a region located 'beyond the physical' as it relates to the physical? The 
field of study which examines the physical and what it is the physical lies 'within' was named by 
Aristotle thousands of years ago. The name of the field is metaphysics. 

We exist within the physical and as such we can 'know' the physical. 

But what of the abstract? Do we live 'in' the abstract? The model of symbiotic panentheism 
demonstrates how it is that the physical exists within the abstract and thus we exist not only within 
the physical but we exist within the abstract. Since we exist within the abstractual, we can not only 
'know' the physical but we can 'know' the abstract. 

It may be more difficult to 'know' the abstract since the abstract is once removed from us by the 
physical but the abstract is 'within' ourselves and as such this innate characteristic of 'knowing' 
(innate to our 'being' not necessarily innate to our physical existence) provides us the means by 
which we can 'know' the abstract. This characteristic of innateness of knowing is not necessarily 
found 'within' all physical entities and therefore 'knowing' abstraction is not necessarily found as 
a characteristic of all entities of individuality. 

Philosophy may not have been capable of being united with religion in the 14 th and 15 th centuries 
but it appears, as clearly demonstrated through this work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, that philosophy, through the advancements of science, is now capable of 
such a union. Not only does this work demonstrates such a union is possible but it demonstrates 
such a union need not, in fact should not, destroy uniqueness existing between religions or the lack 
of religions. 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is possible to unite religion with philosophy but such an effort took more knowledge 
regarding the nature of the physical than the philosophers and theist had at their disposal in the 
14 th and 15 th centuries. 
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20. The Collapse of Scholasticism Q2: What can we know? 

... Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), who deliberately embraced contradiction in trying to 
unite religion with philosophy made one final attempt. Cusa argued its logical 
consistency was, therefore, unimportant. 

S: Ah but if ' . . .logical consistency was, therefore, unimportant' then philosophy was unimportant 
since reasonableness is demonstrated through logic as well as other means of reasoning and 
rationalizing. Without 'logical constancy' philosophy by definition becomes unimportant. 

This would appear to imply Cusa was incorrect in his argument that if God's perfect unity 
can encompass contradictory qualities, then the contradictions evident in the philosophical 
tradition should also be embraced in a single comprehensive whole. ' Such is not the case 
however. 

Contradiction to ourselves is simply that 'contradiction'. Contradiction occurs from a lack of 
broad perception. 

We create 'either/or' scenarios, which in turn appear to be contradictions when in fact they 
represent positions of principles based upon shortsighted analysis. The means of circumventing 
such contradictions is briefly described within Volume II: Introduction: A New Tool For Conflict 
Resolution. A detailed application of this new tool, metaphysics, is demonstrated throughout the 
sixteen hundred pages of this three-volume set. 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is through 'knowing' the physical and knowing the abstract that we can then fuse the 
two systems into one system through philosophy/reason. We can do more than build a basic 
foundation for philosophy and religion, we can build a fundamental foundation for all three means 
we have of understanding reality. We can build a fundamental foundation for: philosophy, 
religion, and science. 

The three - science, religion, and philosophy - can remain unique and independent from one 
another and still embrace a common foundation. The three can find grounds for a common 
foundation in terms of their perception of reality itself. From a common perception of reality 
emerges the very independence each field of study wishes to maintain for itself. 

A common foundation established by symbiotic panentheism is no more stagnant then the whole 
of the system itself. The common foundation is what might be called a 'living' foundation, a 
foundation which changes as we learn, 'know', more regarding the whole of reality itself. 

The source of change, which knowledge generates, emerges from new 'knowing' the independent 
studies of science, religion, and philosophy generate. The remaining two fields of study must 
accept any change in the common foundation generated by any one of the three fields. In short 
consensus is a basic principle applied to the foundation of the three. Confirmation by each of the 
three fields of study, to the best of their 'knowing', to the best of their 'knowledge', becomes a 
key element, cooperation becomes a key premise for establishing a common foundation, 
establishing a concept that would benefit all three equally. 

In essence philosophy and religion can be united through what it is we 'know' of the physical and 
the abstract and what it is we 'will know' of the physical and the abstract. 

What then of 'nothingness'? Can we know of 'nothingness'? The answer is yes for 'nothingness' 
is found within the whole. (See Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, Resolving the Problem of the 
Void of a Void) 
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21. The Renaissance - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

... Beginning with the Renaissance, philosophers began to move away from theology 
as a vital part of their work. ... Instead, there was a new focus: the individual. ...There 
was a renewed emphasis on individual freedom and choice. 

...By emphasizing the importance of direct observation, Renaissance thinkers created 
the foundation for a completely empirical view of the world, a view of the world that 
was completely new. This "new science" coincided with - and was made possible by - 
new advances in instrumentation and optics. Without these tools, an accurate empirical 
study could not have been made. 

S: But why is the individual important? The Renaissance philosophers may have moved away 
from theology but they were unable to explain why such a move was logical. To move from 
theology, the study of the whole/God, to the individual was significant but was unexplainable in 
terms of defining the purpose for individuals existing in the form of individuality. 

The movement from one concept, singularity/theology, to another multiplicity/individuality - was 
initiated by philosophy through an intuitive sense that the individual was important but the 
question as to 'Why is the individual important?' found itself to be irresolvable. 

Science was simultaneously beginning its quest of multiplicity. Science was beginning its 
initiative to understand the concept regarding the multiplicity of the physical/the many laws and 
interactions regarding the subcomponents of the physical, both living and nonliving. 

But why was multiplicity /individuality important and in the case of human beings: Why was the 
individual important? Neither the Cartesian model of reality representing multiplicity nor the non- 
Cartesian model of reality representing singularity were able to answer the question without 
reducing the individual to a position of 'lesser' significance relative to the whole. 

Symbiotic panentheism, however, is a model of reality, which both demonstrates the equality of 
significance for singularity/the whole/God and multiplicity/individuality/the individual through 
the process of illustrating a critical purpose for multiplicity/individuality /the individual as regards 
the model of reality itself. 

Was the move from theology, the study of the whole/singularity/God, to science, the study of sub- 
elements of the whole/multiplicity /individuality, necessary to fully understand reality and the 
importance of the individual to the whole? Understanding the elements/multiplicity /individuality 
(i.e. the individual) and how multiplicity relates to the whole/singularity (i.e. panentheism) and 
(symbiosis) how the whole/panentheism/singularity relates to its elements/singularity/individuality 
is only important if the whole is composed of elements/multiplicity /individuality. 

By moving humanity's energies from theology/the whole/singularity to individuality/multiplicity , 
the Renaissance movement validated the intuitive understanding that the individual must play 
some significant role to the whole. What significance the individual/multiplicity/the Cartesian 
plays to the whole/singularity/the non-Cartesian would be revealed later with the advent of 
symbiotic panentheism. 

The point: The individual within the model of reality demonstrated by symbiotic panentheism is 
important because 1. Individuality/multiplicity provides 'a'/'the' means by which the whole 
avoids stagnation/eternal recurrence. 2. Without the individual/multiplicity the whole would not be 
what the whole is. 3. Without individuality/multiplicity the region of the 'you' as opposed to the 
T would not exist. (See Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the Problem of 
Cartesianism. 
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21. The Renaissance - Q2: What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... philosophers defined four distinct areas of philosophical enquiry: metaphilosophy, 
ethics, metaphysics, and epistemology. 

S: Symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being' specifically addresses the four distinct areas of 
philosophical enquiry the Renaissance established: Symbiotic panentheism addresses the four 
areas not with questions but with answers. 

/. Metaphilosophy: What is the purpose of philosophy? Does it have a place, generally, in 
humanlife? The fundamental purpose of philosophy is to accomplish two tasks: (1) Develop a 
reasonable/rational model of the whole of reality and (2) Develop an understanding regarding the 
function/purpose of the elements found within said model and in particular establish an 
understanding regarding the significance of the individual. The two tasks must reach a degree of 
reason that is acceptable to our sense of faith, and is capable of being substantiated by our ability 
to observe. A mission statement of this type does not establish an 'absolute' model of reality but 
rather establishes a model approximating reality as best we are able from the knowledge we have 
at hand. The construction of such a model allows faith/religions, observation/sciences, and 
reason/philosophies to come to a consensus as to what reality is. The establishment of a common 
perception of reality in turn allows each area of study to move forward with their research and 
debates. This work demonstrates how to accomplish the task of developing a common model of 
reality as well as outlines 'a' model, which could accomplish such a feat. 

2. Ethics: How do we judge and evaluate human behavior? What is "the good" and what 
motivates our moral actions? Without the support of religious belief, is a moral life possible? A 
moral life is possible. Morality, however, is based upon one's perception of reality. It is from 
one's perception of reality that an understanding emerges regarding what one's function/purpose is 
within reality. As long as science, religion, and philosophy are diametrically opposed to each 
other's positions, conflict will exist as to what a 'moral' life is or is not. In short one cannot 
'judge' morality without a definition/model of reality and purpose. The only way to resolve the 
issue regarding what is a moral life and what is not a moral life is to establish a consensus as to 
what reality is and from such a model establish a consensus as to what our function within such a 
reality is. 

3. Metaphysics: Does God exist? We cannot determine if God exists if we do not know to what it 
is we are referring. This work suggests the first three characteristics of God are omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience. Such characteristics mathematically describe 'the whole', 
scientifically describe the whole, and philosophically describe the whole. The personality attached 
to the whole/singularity /God is left to the religious field of ontology. The question then becomes: 
Does the whole exist? Science, mathematics, philosophy, and religion would all appear to agree 
that the whole does exist. 

What is the universe? The universe is what it is, the physical, our reality, which in turn is located 
within the 'greater' reality of the abstract. 

What is the meaning and purpose of the universe? The purpose of the universe is to act as a 
'virgin' region where 'virgin' newness can emerge as 'untainted' newness in order to grow 
established existence 

Why are we in the universe and what is our purpose? We are in the universe to accomplish our 
purpose, which is to become unique in our individuality without interfering with others. 
Epistemology: Is certain knowledge of the world possible? What does it depend upon? 
Certain knowledge is not possible. What is certain is that we can define knowledge to the best of 
our ablility. Having defined knowledge, as best we are able allows us to move on with our search 
for new knowledge. If at some point we discover knowledge is not what we thought it to be we 
then redefine knowledge and move on from that new point. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Questions regarding the meaning of life are answerable through modeling the whole of 
reality as demonstrated throughout this work. 
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22. Political Philosophy -Ql: What is morality? 

When secular authority replaced ecclesiastical authority as the dominant focus of 
interest, there was a shift of attention from religion to politics ... But political 
philosophy during the Renaissance was essentially dualistic. It recognized a conflict 
between two opposing points of view: political necessity and general moral 
responsibility. 

S: Again we see the conflict and negative social results of an 'either/or' scenario. In this case the 
'either/or' scenario became: 

Either political morality or general morality applies depending upon. ... 

So it is morality became relative to the situation rather than relative to the category of the entity. 
And just what is the difference? Morality based upon the situation implies there is no specific 
purpose for an organism as it functions within the whole of reality. For instance, rocks, sticks, 
water, mountains, stars. . . most likely have no morality involved with the actions they generate 
since they appear to have no 'choice' in what it is they do. Their actions are actions lacking the 
element of 'free will' and it is this lack of 'free will' we describe as the absence of moral choice 
we assign to individual humans. 

It is the existence of perceived 'free will', which imposes the element of what we perceive to be 
moral and immoral characteristics to our action. 

It is the 'either/or' scenarios, which then add the characteristic element of 'relativistic morality' to 
morality itself. So it is morality/ethics became an issue of politics/political ethics/morality, 
society/social ethic s/morality, business/business ethics/morality, person/personal ethics/morality, 
religion/religious ethics/morality, medicine/medical ethics/morality, . . . 

Humans and perhaps other life forms within our universe, on the other hand, appear to have the 
ability to 'choose' their actions 'based' upon what it is they perceive to be 'right' and 'wrong' 
which in turn is based upon what our three tools of perception perceive reality to be. 

Again, the means to resolving the conflict, the means to establishing morality as morality, is to 
replace the 'either/or' conjunctions with the 'and' conjunction. 

Morality is not 'relative'. Morality is based upon what actions impact the whole in the manner 
'best' for all of us since we all eventually become directly a part of the whole as opposed to our 
present irrational perception of being simultaneously both 'within' 'and' 'not within' the whole. 
(See Volume II, Tractate 9: The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non-Members.) 

The point: There is no difference between morality and ethics. There is no difference between one 
form of morality and another. We, as a specie, have defined and categorized various forms of 
morality and ethics but this does not make it so. Our actions to categorize morality, create 
relativistic forms of morality and ethics, has emerged as an intellectual exercise. This exercise has 
in turn has been absorbed into our cultures, traditions, and individual perceptions. 

Morality/ethics is not relative. Morality/ethics are absolutes. We can reestablish the concept of 
'absolute morality' if we bring faith - represented by religions, observations - represented by 
science, and reason - represented by philosophy together and have them construct a model of our 
realty upon which they can all agree. It is from the model of 'where we are' that the three can then 
define 'what we are' and from that point define 'why it is we exist'. The immediate response 
becomes: That will never happen. The reply should be: 'It definitely won't happen if we don't try 
to make it happen.' 
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22. Political Philosophy - Q2: What is our function within society? 

... Many philosophers of the time, including Machiavelli and Hobbes, attempted to 
resolve the conflict between these two positions. Both struggled with the conflict 
between institutional power and human freedom. By different means, they both 
concluded that only with a strong institutional base could morality flourish. 

S: It is not the strong institutional base, which allows morality to flourish. An institutional base 
has no awareness of its own. The 'institutional' base, be it strong or be it weak, may act as a 
foundation but the institutional base is composed of the individual or individuals who in turn 
define the morality, which the strong institution is intended to support. 

Individuals develop/define morality based upon their perception of reality. 

1. Perceptions of reality being the physical naturally lead to moralities based upon the 
physical and thus physical hedonism emerges as the bases for morality. 

2. Perceptions of reality being the abstract naturally lead to moralities based upon altruism and 
thus abstractual hedonism emerges as the bases for morality. 

Once again it becomes clear that it is our perception of reality, which generates our perception of 
morality, and our present perception of reality is that reality is either the physical or the abstract. 

It is difficult to deny the physical for we see, feel, hear, smell, taste, in essence we experience the 
physical outside ourselves day and night. 

It is difficult to deny the abstractual for we are immersed within emotions of joy, hate, boredom, 
interest, curiosity, longing, memories, ... In essence we experience the abstract within ourselves 
day and night. 

The 'either/or' controversy of reality again confronts our basic instincts: Either the physical is real 
or the abstract is real. 

The controversy of which is real, the physical or the abstract, is what causes our inability to 
resolve the issues regarding morality/ethics. If the multiplicity of the physical is what is real then 
we perceive morality and ethics to be multiply unique concepts each of which can be divided into 
multiple categories and subtopics of ethics/morality. If the singularity of the abstraction is what is 
real then we perceive morality and ethics to be 'a' singular concept of black and white. 

The issue has not been resolved nor will the issue ever be resolved as long as we perceive reality 
to be power struggle between religion/singularity/abstraction and science/multiplicity/physicality. 

❖ 

The point: Reaching a consensus as to what our function is within society will only occur with the 
implementation of the 'and' conjunction: the physical is real 'and' the abstract is real. The answer 
to the question of which lies within which must come from the metaphysical application of the 
'and' conjunction, which generates the model: The physical lies within the abstract and the 
abstract lies within the physical. (See Tractate 13: Metaphysical System 28, Introducing the 
Problem of Metaphysical Systems 7 and 9.). In short: Metaphysical perceptions are important. 
Metaphysical perceptions generate actions. Actions generate reactions. Reactions generate social 
ambience. And it is social ambience generated by Metaphysical perceptions, which wash over 
each and every one of us from the beginning of our living within the physical to the end of our 
living in the physical live 
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23. Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) - Ql: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and reality? 

On initially reading his work, the impression is given that his main concern is solely 
with maintaining the power of the state, with little regard for the moral consequences 
of doing so. ... The term "Machiavellian" is often used in present times to refer to 
someone who is politically deceitful and unscrupulous. But this is a 
mischaracterization of his real attitude towards morality. For Machiavelli, the 
unification of Italy was of prime importance. In order to make this unification possible, 
...he believed that only a strong state - based upon the ancient Roman virtues - could 
provide the proper environment for morality to flourish. 

S: Morality is not a 'Roman' virtue. Morality is not a 'human' virtue. Morality is itself what it is. 
Morality is not something we 'define' to our personal semantic liking. Morality is and as such, 
morality is something for us to 'uncover', discover, and understand. Morality 'is' rather than being 
what we want morality to be. 

We have the perception that morality is what we make it 'appear' to be. In our present state of 
social development, we do not understand that morality is defined by what 'reality is' as opposed 
what we wish reality would be. We develop a model of reality for ulterior motives. We develop a 
model of reality to suit our needs, desires, wishes knowing that ultimately the way we describe 
reality determines what we consider morality to be which in turn, if we do not give the 'correct' 
appearance as to what reality is, will cause us to fail at accomplishing what it is we ultimately 
wish to accomplish based upon our personal motives. 

Reality is not an 'appearance'. We may temporarily confuse the issue and define reality for what it 
is not, give reality the 'appearance' of being something it is not but somewhere, somehow, truth 
triumphs and reality's true appearance will emerge and as such truth will emerge and with the 
emergence of 'truth', true morality will emerge. 

One principle emerging from the complete picture of reality as opposed to emerging from an 
'appearance' of reality which will help us identify the true morality is: Morality must apply 
universally to the whole as well as to the elements of multiplicity comprising the whole. 

To understand what morality is, to understand moral behavior/actions one must understand what 
the whole is and what the active sub-elements of the whole are which comprise the whole. One 
must understand the characteristics of the whole and the characteristics of the sub-elements. One 
must understand what is the innate and what is the primal source of the innate. One must 
understand what is absolute longevity and what is not. One must understand the whole of all and 
the sub-elements/multiplicity of its existence if such sub-elements/multiplicity in fact exists. 

All this 'uncovering', 'discovering', and 'understanding' is the very function of metaphysics. Such 
a process best begins with a sequential unveiling regarding the answers to the questions prioritizes 
as: Location: Where are we? - Substance: What are we? - Function: Why do we exist? 
These are the very questions, which act as the nucleus of this work, The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception. These are the questions, which have haunted the minds of individual 
humans since the beginning of our historical development. 

♦:♦ 

There is no such concept as 'appearance' to morality any more than there is an 'appearance to 
reality. Reality is what reality is and it is through an honest, unbiased, uncompromised revealing 
of the whole of reality that we can come to understand morality not as an 'apparent' morality but 
as an universal absolute morality emerging from an absolute reality. 
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23. Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) - Q2: Why is the individual important? 

... Unlike the ethical philosophers, Machiavelli held that success in the public arena 
was distinct from private morality. The question, for Machiavelli, is not what make a 
human being good, but what makes him a good prince. A good prince will use any 
means necessary in order to create the foundations of a stable state. 

S: Morality exists for the individual. Morality does not exist for itself. But does morality exist 
only for the individual or does morality exist for the 'greater good' itself? 

The concept of morality existing simply for the individual emerges from a metaphysical 
perception that the physical/multiplicity /multiple individuality exist be they entities of knowing or 
entities of non-knowing. The concept of morality existing simply for the individual ignores the 
metaphysical concept of singularity/non-Cartesianism. As such the whole is not 'the' whole' but 
rather the whole is the existence of multiple 'wholes' and no single 'whole' exists. An exclusive 
system of multiplicity establishes a void of 'a totality'/'a summation'/'a 'universal' set of all 
including the all of nothingness itself. 

The concept of there being multiple 'wholes' and no single 'whole' leads to the concept that any 
whole which is capable of being created, such as 'a' 'state' leads to the concept that such a 
creation has the 'right' to protect itself, dominate other 'wholes'. A 'right' granted to 'a' state to 
protect itself generates the rationale regarding the 'right' of the state to call upon its 'sub'- 
elements, individuals found within the state, to protect the state at the expense of the individual. 

Such a social condition supports the concept that the individual's purpose in society is to 'serve', 
'serve' the state, 'serve' established authority, 'serve' corporations, 'serve' institutions, 'serve' 
religion.... In such a state the authority figures, the organizations within the state, and the state 
itself acquire the highest 'level' of significance and the individual becomes secondary, becomes 
'relatively' insignificant. 

In such a state there is no 'whole' of all and as such there is no single 'greater good'. In such a 
state there are multiple 'greater goods' each of which is established a power broker and it generate 
the power broker who is given 'control' of the individual through the rationale established through 
the metaphysical system they have established or chosen for the purpose of 'retaining control'. 

The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism clearly defines 'a' whole of all and as such it is 
not the state which is recognized as 'a', 'the' 'greater good' but rather the whole is recognized as 
the all of knowing, the all, abstraction within which even the physical is located. The individual is 
recognized as the entity of multiplicity. 

The element of primary importance within this metaphysical system becomes the individual 
because the individual has the function of not 'serving' the whole/singularity but of actually 
'causing' the whole to become more than what it is. Thus the function of the state within such a 
model becomes secondary to the individual. Within such a state, the state's function becomes to 
serve the individual rather then the individual serving the state. 

The point: Within the model of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being', the individual 
becomes of primary importance because the individual is the element within the whole, which 
directly impacts the whole. The state in turn becomes of secondary importance because the state's 
function is to facilitate the very development of the individual which in turn directly affects, grows 
the whole. The importance of the state is not to be ignored for the existence of the state allows for 
the development of the individual but on the other hand the state is secondary to the ultimate 
propose of physical reality, is secondary in terms of physical reality's purpose for existing. 
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24. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) - Ql : What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... A century later, Thomas Hobbes - tutor to Charles II - proposed the idea of a 
"social contract." Hobbes believed that the life of man in the "state of nature" was 
"solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short." ... This "commonwealth" would provide the 
environment for liberty, freedom, cooperation, and contentment. 

S: Humanity living in the state of nature implies humanity living in the state of the physical and 
ignoring the abstractual aspect of the individual. To ignore the abstract and focus upon the 
physical is nothing short of mimicking animals. Is there any wonder such a life would be 
"solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. " How is it possible to expect anything other than a life 
of mimicry if one decides to live by the physical/material alone? 

If we perceived the individual to be a part of the whole as this work demonstrates and if the whole 
of reality is not the physical but rather the abstractual within which the physical itself is located, 
then we would perceive the individual/ 'man' to be both abstractual in nature as well as physical in 
nature. Recognizing the dual aspects of 'man', science would be compelled to observe both the 
physical and the abstractual/paranormal equally. Simultaneously philosophy would likewise be 
obligated to provide equal consideration regarding the purpose for physical existence and 
abstractual existence. And religion would view the individual, as being both the physical and 
abstractual/divine in nature and as such would find itself morally obligated to respect and show 
due consideration for both the unique physical and unique abstractual/emotional aspects of the 
individual. 

We have found that when the individual lives to serve the state, individual liberty, freedom, 
cooperation, and contentment become secondary issues to the state and as such these issues 
eventually become lack of liberty, lack of freedom, lack of cooperation and lack of contentment. 

... Thus, in order to live in a civilized world, it was necessary to create a "social 
contract. " Within this social contract, we would be expected to surrender our 
individual rights in order to benefit from the security of a stable society. 

S: To expect the individual to 'surrender their individual rights in order to benefit. . . ' is to suggest 
the individual has no purpose for existing other than to exist. The lack of purpose existing for the 
individual generates the very 

rationale that the individual should concede its 'rights in exchange for 'stability', 'comfort', 
'materialism' .... 

If the individual has a purpose for existing other than simply to exist, then to concede one's 
'rights' to pursue one's purpose for existing in exchange for personal physical gain is more than a 
'simple' request uttered as a minimalistic bargaining position. 

But what is the purpose and meaning of life? Answering such a question is the very point of not 
only philosophy but the very point of science and religion. As such it is the three together that 
must answer the question as best they can in a consensus fashion in order that the individual may 
move on from such a consensus and attempt to accomplish their very purpose for existing without 
compromising such important endeavors based upon a bartered agreement to give up their rights 
in exchange for what Hobbes calls 'stability' and 'security'. 

The point: We can come to a consensus regarding the answers to the three questions: Where are 
we? What are we? And why do we exist? The consensus can be reached through a cooperative 
effort by the fields of science, religion, and philosophy. The process to reach such a consensus is 
best known as 'making the effort'. The tool to be used to reach such a consensus is outlined in the 
Introduction to Volume II: A New Tool for Conflict Resolution 
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24. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) -Q2: What is knowledge? 

... Hobbes is also credited with the creation of one of the most comprehensive 
philosophical systems of the time. His philosophy - which is usually labeled as 
mechanistic materialism - sought to provide a consistent description of man, nature, 
and society. ... Hobbes distinguished between two philosophical approaches: synthetic 
and analytic. When we reason "forward" from causes to effects, we are reasoning 
synthetically. And when we reason "backward" from effects to causes, we are 
reasoning analytically. 

S: Hobbes may have created one of the most comprehensive philosophical systems of his time but 
those times are gone and so is the validity of his arguments supporting simple mechanical 
materialism. This is not to say that Hobbes arguments are no longer relevant rather it says that 
Hobbes arguments now support the existence of a portion of a more accurate model. Hobbes' 
arguments, however, fail to address the existence of the second component of the new model 
described by this work. The failure of Hobbes' arguments to support the second element of the 
new model does not invalidate the new model, rather it demonstrates the unavoidable short- 
sightedness that the lack of knowledge generates when it comes to understanding the whole of 
reality and our function within such a whole. The lack of knowledge and the shortsightedness it 
induces by itself is enough to justify our spending copious amounts of time, energy, and social 
resources upon the field of scientific and mathematical research, the arts, the literatures, and all 
other manners of expanding upon our knowledge of the physical universe within which we live. 

Man, nature, and society are all elements of the physical, all elements of multiplicity. Singularity 
becomes an invisible entity within Hobbes' model of reality. Singularity becomes non-existent 
within Hobbes model. What then becomes of the mathematical concept regarding the 'universal' 
set/the whole/totality/' summation of all' which includes by definition 'what is not'. 

Reasoning forward/synthesis eventually leads to final effect. Reasoning backward/analysis 
eventually leads us to the first cause. Some would argue that such reasoning forward or backward 
is linear and too simplistic. But the lack of such a perception defies the very laws of observation 
which science underscores. Granted there are studies of physics and mathematics, which suggests 
a beginning and end may not be essential characteristics of our physical universe but such 
suggestions defy both the perceptual tool of reason and the perceptual tool of faith. 

This is not to suggest fields of study examining the concept of 'no beginning' and 'no end' to the 
universe are not relevant nor is this to suggest these fields of endeavors are frivolous fantasy. 
Quite the contrary, these fields of study will eventually lead us to a better understanding regarding 
the whole of reality be it simply the physical or the abstractual or the hybrid model demonstrated 
within the entirety of this work, the physical within the abstract. 

Knowledge is the means by which we can understand the whole of our reality and understand the 
role we play within such a location. Understanding the whole of reality and understanding what it 
is we are relative to the whole, leads us not only to understanding our role within reality but 
understanding how it is we accomplish such a goal. 

The means we use to accomplish our function for existing within the whole of reality defines 
morality. Working to prevent one's self or preventing others from accomplishing their reason for 
existing within the whole of reality defines immorality. 

The point Knowledge may be a noun of what we call 'fact' but knowledge is also the means by 
which reason and faith are able to define active action as moral/immoral, just/unjust, right/wrong, 
ethical/unethical/, and altruistic/materialistic. If knowledge is incorrectly perceived so to is 
morality/ethics incorrectly perceived. 
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25. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) -Ql: What is knowledge? 

... Descartes defined philosophy ...as the "study of wisdom or the perfect knowledge 
of all one can know. " In explaining the relationship between philosophy and our lives, 
he used the metaphor of the tree. The root of this tree is metaphysics. The trunk is 
physics, while the branches are morals, mechanics, and medicine. Descartes primary 
concern was with the trunk of the tree, which represented physics. In fact, unlike 
Aristotle - who attempted to create metaphysics upon physics, Descartes did the 
opposite. He attempted to create a "physics" build upon a "metaphysical" foundation. 

S: What we can know of the physical represents the limit of knowledge accessible to ourselves as 
entities of knowing within a specific type of physical body which in turn is limited in regards to 
what that physical body is capable of receiving as an input. This limitation is restricted not only by 
the body but by the physical brain. Our ability to reason is a function of the abstract and the 
physical body and brain. As such the limits of our 'knowing' are confined to the abstractual, the 
physical, and the lack of both the abstractual and the physical or what we term - nothingness.. The 
ability of the abstractual self is thus limited in what it is in the process of becoming, experiencing, 
and creating. 

We as an organism have the ability to expand the limits of our body's physical functioning 
through technological innovations. Such innovations do not allow us to 'experience' what it is the 
particular technology converts to our form of experiencing. By helping us to beter understand the 
whole of reality, this perceptual expansion assists us in better understanding what it is we are in 
relationship to the whole of reality, which in turn helps us to better understand what our 
function/purpose is for existing. 

Knowledge is the key. As is often stated, a lack of knowledge is a dangerous thing, and we are 
only now beginning to emerge from such a lack of knowledge. The recent past saw philosophy 
embracing Descartes" Cartesianism which in turn led to the philosophical development of relative 
moralism, physical hedonism, and spiritual self questioning both the significance of the individual 
and the significance of religious institutions. 

Knowledge is the means of reversing such self-doubt and there is now enough knowledge to 
establish fundamental answers for the twelve philosophical questions introduced in the 
introduction of this section: Conclusion: Peer Review II. 

Knowledge is thus a means for process. But does knowledge exist beyond our means to 
understand and fathom? Within the model of symbiotic panentheism the answer is: Yes, 
absolutely. The model of symbiotic panentheism embraces the concept that we exist, that we exist 
within the physical universe, and that we exist within a whole greater than the physical. However, 
because we are separated from the whole by the physical we can only experience the physical and 
thus indirectly experience how it is the abstractual aspect of ourselves applies to the whole. This is 
not to suggest we cannot abstractually understand how nonphysical universes might impact the 
whole. What it does suggest is that there are most likely aspects of the whole as well as aspects of 
other forms of universes, which we will never be able to conceive while remaining confined 
within the physical. 

The point: Knowledge is a means to an end. Knowledge is the most critical element necessary for 
our understanding morality itself. While it must be conceded that there is undoubtedly knowledge 
which exists within the whole that we can never know while being limited to the physical, we can 
know the physical and by learning to know the physical, although this is limited knowledge, we 
gain knowledge nevertheless. As such we have an obligation to apply knowledge as best we can to 
answer questions regarding our existence and our purpose for existing which in turn leads us to 
understanding and defining 'universal' ethical and moral behavior. 
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25. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) -Q2: What is reality? 

... Descartes can also be credited with introducing dualism into our philosophical 
speculations. This dualism took two forms: the first was between God and the material 
world. The second was between the material world and the mind. 

S: The metaphysical model presented in this work embraces the dualism which was suggested by 
Descartes. 



A 

relationship 
between the 




Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 



Descartes' work, like that of other philosophers, is not rejected by the model of symbiotic 
panentheism, rather the work of Descartes, like that of other philosophers, is fully integrated into 
the work. 

Descartes employed three distinct methods to build his philosophy. These were as follows: 
Skepticis: To systematically question and doubt every belief that does not pass the test of 
indubitability 

S: This work does just that, questions systematically every belief regardless of whether or not the 
belief 'passes' the test of indubatiblity. 

Subjectivism 

To base all knowledge upon a foundation of certainty. For Descartes, consciousness, and in 
particular self-consciousness was that foundation. As such, "I think, therefore I am" emerges 
as the only innate belief that is unshakable by doubt. 

S: This work not only employs first truth as 'I exist' but adds to the list of first truth, the first 
truths of 'The physical exists.' And 'The whole exists.' The understanding of how it is possible to 
have more than one first truth and still have 'a' first truth is fully explored within the topic 
'Relativistic First Principles' found in Volume I: Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the 
Problem of Cartesianism. 

Mathematicism 

To reject any idea that is not concise, clear, and free of contradiction 

❖ 

The point: Mathematicism is exactly the point. The new metaphysical perception, model, being 
presented in this work is concise, clear, and free of contradiction: You and I exist. The physical 
universe exists. The whole exists. You and I are in the physical. The physical is in the whole. You 
and I therefore exist in the whole. You and I exist for a reason. You and I are in a symbiotic 
relationship with the whole. Concise, clear, and free of contradictions. 
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26. Rationalism - Ql: What is existence? 

If Descartes original intention was to create a comprehensive outline of scientific 
certainty, it was his successors - Leibniz and Spinoza - who formulated that intent into 
a coherent framework. Leibniz and Spinoza had much in common with Descartes. 
They both accepted a mechanistic and deterministic view of reality. 

S: The mechanical and the determined are both aspects of the physical. So how does one integrate 
the physical into the realm of the abstract? If the model of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 
'Being' is correct, how does one extract the physical from the abstract while keeping the physical 
'imbedded' within the abstract? 

The process of extracting the physical from the abstract is a process of creating 'nothingness' and 
through the process of symmetry splitting 'nothingness' into its two opposite existences/regions: 
energy and anti-energy. The process of applying the tool of symmetry is then applied to each of 
the two regions obtaining four regions: matter/energy, anti-matter/energy, matter/anti-energy, and 
anti-matter/anti-energy. The four regions form four symmetrical universes (symmetrical in terms 
of summation of matter/energy/space/time, anti-matter/energy/ space/time, matter/anti- 
energy/space/time, and anti-matter/anti-energy/space/time not symmetrical in terms of action 
found within). The details of such an event are fully examined throughout the work and 
specifically addressed in Volume II, Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, Resolving the Problem 
of the Void of a Void. 

The question becomes: Is such a process an absolute necessity for the model of symbiotic 
panentheism to function. No, the process is not an absolute necessity. The process does, however, 
demonstrate: 

'Nothingness' could exist and 

'Nothingness' could have functionality 
If one reasonable mechanism can be found explaining physical creation then if such a mechanism 
is later shown to be illogical another could very well emerge in its place. 

It is logically/reasonably possible to explain the dynamics of creation from nothing. 

The physical could be 'located' within the abstract. 

The abstract could 'create' the physical. 

The abstract could exist. 

Time and space could exist in a 'limited' 'limitless' location. (See 'infinite finites and 

finite infinities - Volume I, Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, The Resolving the 
Problem of Cartesianism. Etc. 

In short we have first hand knowledge regarding the existence of the physical for we are directly 
immersed within the physical. 

To deny the physical's existence is to initiate the doubt regarding the validity of our very being. 
This is not to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our physical existence. 
Nor is this to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our abstractual 
existence. Both questions are important to ask. Both questions lead us to examine the whole of 
reality which in turn leads us to knowledge and as we have discussed previously in these Q & A 
sections, knowledge leads to the understanding regarding the very purpose for existence. 

The point: The physical exists. To deny the existence of the physical is to deny our senses and to 
deny our senses, our ability to observe is to deny our very ability to reason. To deny what it is we 
observe/sciences and to deny what it is we reason/philosophies is to undermine our ability to 
believe what it is we observe and reason. To deny our abilities to observe, reason, and believe is 
nothing short of absolute nihilism. The point of this work is to reverse the very concept of 
nihilism, which is running rampant throughout our particular point in history. . 
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26. Rationalism - Q2: What is existence? 

... "True reasoning depends upon necessary or eternal truths, such as those of logic, 
numbers, geometry, which establish an indubitable connection of ideas and unfailing 
consequences. " But if it was Descartes who regarded mathematical reasoning and 
logic as the paradigm for achieving progress in human knowledge, it was Spinoza and 
Leibniz who extended these principles even further. 

S: Logic, numbers, geometry, ideas, mathematics, reasoning, and knowledge are all elements of 
the abstract. So how does one integrate the abstract into the realm of the physical? If the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being' is correct, how does one extract the abstract from 
the physical? 

The process of extracting the abstract from the physical is a process of creating multiplicity of 
individuality using the tool of 'active complexity', 'strange attractors' functioning within chaos 
(See Volume III, Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics), 'virgin knowing' emerging, 
etc. This three volume work moves through a large number of minute details which explain how 
an omniscient existence could wield its omnipotence within its omniscience to create 'what is not' 
while 'changing' its very 'changelessness'. The paradoxical appearance of such statements is only 
paradoxical within a framework of either Cartesianism or non-Cartesianism. The paradoxical 
appearance of such statements evaporates when examined from within a model of Cartesianism 
located within non-Cartesainism. The paradoxical appearance of such statements evaporates when 
examined from within a model where the Cartesian not only exists but powers the very region 
within which it is found to exist. 

In short we have first hand knowledge regarding the existence of the abstract for the abstract is 
immersed within the physical. 

To deny the abstract's existence is to initiate the doubt regarding the validity of our very being. 
This is not to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our abstractual 
existence nor is it to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our physical 
existence. Both are important questions to ask. Both questions lead us to examine the whole of 
reality which in turn leads us to knowledge and as we have discussed previously in these Q & A 
sections, knowledge leads to the understanding regarding the very purpose for existence be it 
physical existence or abstractual existence. 

The abstract exists. To deny the existence of the abstract is to deny our individual souls and to 
deny our individual souls, our ability to rise above materialism through actions of free will, is to 
deny our very existence. The lack of an abstractual existence of individuality /the individual soul is 
to deny one's own existence. All becomes simply a temporary existence of the physical, which 
evaporates within the eternity of time itself. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The denial of what it is our souls experience through our senses/observations/sciences 
and experience through our ability to reason/philosophies is to undermine our ability to believe 
what it is we observe and reason. To deny our individual soul's abilities to observe, reason, and 
believe is nothing short of absolute nihilism. In short we have first hand knowledge regarding the 
existence of the abstract for the abstract/our abstractual existence is directly immersed within the 
physical, within our bodies. 

Again it must be emphasized: The very point of his work is to reverse the very concept of 
nihilism, which is running rampant throughout our particular point in history. . 
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27. Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) - Ql : What is existence? 

... This perfection would be achieved when humankind could perceive the universe in 
all its "wholeness. " Spinoza was a pantheist in that he perceived the universe to be a 
single and infinite "substance. " 

S: 'Pantheism' literally means 'pan' - all, theism - God/the whole. The present position of the 
pantheism has been twisted to mean God in all. If God is the 'substance', which makes up the 
universe then Spinoza's perception regarding the metaphysical model of the whole of reality 
becomes: all is God. If such is the case, then the concept of 'nothingness', the concept that we are 
able to conceive of a 'location where God does not exist becomes an impossible situation. If on 
the other hand we use the present philosophical perception that pantheism means 'God is in all' 
then the same paradox arises: Humanity has been able to conceive of a concept that does not exist 
either within the physical or abstractual and thus must exist 'outside' the whole which be 
definition makes the whole/God incomplete or in essence makes the whole/God no longer the 
whole/God. 

Such a model would defy the very definition of God, which St. Anselm established: God is the 
greatest concept of which the individual, any individual can conceive. 

Such a model, pantheism, would defy Ockham's principle: ... A vital principle in his (Ockham 's) 
philosophical method was that "plurality is not to be posited without necessity. " This economy of 
thought is often referred to as Ockham 's Razor 

The plurality posited by Spinoza is that there are two forms of existence: The existence of 
'something' and the existence of 'nothing'. Heidegger would say such is not the case since 
nothing is nothing but if nothing is nothing in the pure form of nothing including the very 
existence of nothing, how is it we can discuss nothing, how is it we have come to rely upon 
nothing as a significant element of our mathematical systems, how is it we express the very 
fundamental principle of physics as the product, quotient, sum, difference, limits, reducing to 
zero/nothing? 

How then do we incorporate nothingness into a metaphysical model, which accepts the singularity 
of Spinoza's 'substance' and yet accepts the multiplicity of the physical? We can do so by 
expanding 'pantheism' - all God/'God in all' to panentheism. 

Panentheism literally means: 'pan' - all, en- in, theism - God/the whole. The model of reality 
labeled 'panentheism' accounts for a location where God is not present/nothingness. Panentheism 
accounts not only for the existence of nothingness but accounts for the existence of the 
individual/multiplicity and the whole/God/singularity, free will and determinism, predestination 
and pre-destination, the physical and the abstract, matter/energy and space/time, Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism, real numbers and imaginary numbers, . . . 

Symbiosis on the other had accounts for the function of something and nothingness, 
individual/multiplicity and the whole/God/singularity, free will and determinism, predestination 
and pre-destination, the physical and the abstract, matter/energy and space/time, Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism, real numbers and imaginary numbers, . . . 

It is the combination of the two, existence - panentheism and function/purpose - symbiosis, which 
best describes the metaphysical model examined throughout this work. 

*♦* 

The point: Symbiotic panentheism does not reject the thoughts of Spinoza. Symbiotic panentheism 
folds Spinoza's model into itself. No philosophical concepts, efforts, or creations are wasted with 
the model of symbiotic panentheism. 
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27. Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) - Q2: Do we possess free will, or are 

our actions determined? 

... But if everything is determined, as Spinoza maintained, how can we then speak of 
good or evil? If our actions are predetermined strictly by cause and effect, how then 
can we speak of human freedom and choice? By acquiring an adequate knowledge of 
the desires and emotions that are the "causes" of my "effects", I become free. This 
freedom is my reward, because it allows me to see that I am a significant "mode" in the 
greater reality. 

S: Spinoza's model of reality clearly demonstrates that the individual is not 'free' until they 
acquire an adequate knowledge of the desires and emotions that are...' In essence Spinoza's 
model exempts one from the responsibility of 'free will' until one obtains such knowledge if in 
fact such knowledge is available. 

Within Spinoza's metaphysical model, responsibility for one's action has no sense of timelessness 
attached to it. Social perception that one is responsibility for one's action is the key ingredient for 
stability, order, civility as opposed to what Hobbes characterized as ' . . . the life of man in the 
"state of nature " was "solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. " Spinoza's model lacks the key 
ingredient of responsibility for one's actions. 

Without free will the individual has no responsibility for their action. 

Within the model of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism, the individual attains free will 
once the abstractual aspect of virgin abstractual individuality /the soul/awareness enters the essence 
of the physical 'being'. Free will is not something the individual gains with knowledge. Such a 
gift, the gift of free will and the responsibility, which comes with it, is no gift at all. The 
characteristic of free will is a responsibility and responsibilities are work not recreation. Living a 
responsible life is quite different from living a carefree, fun seeking, physically hedonistic life. 

Spinoza's metaphysical model would provide the individual the impetus not to learn, not to gain 
knowledge. Such an impact would destroy civilizations not strengthen them. Such an impact 
would negatively impact the drive of our specie to gain knowledge. The impact a metaphysical 
system has upon society and the individual is important in terms of validating the model. A model, 
which negatively impacts society and individuality, gains little support for its validity (See 
Volume III, Tractate 14: Principle Three, Introducing the Problems of Principles One and Two. 

As such, responsibility must have its own benefits and Spinoza's metaphysical model is strikingly 
void of such benefits. 

Within the model of Cartesianism within non-Cartesianism, symbiotic panentheism, the benefits 
of living a responsible life are strikingly present. One lives the responsible/moral life because one 
will live with the repercussions of one's life and all the ripples such a life generates throughout the 
timelessness of the whole of abstraction itself. 

♦:♦ 

The point: In short there is a timeless existence within which one exist, a timeless existence 
within which one can never undo what it is one has done, a timeless existence whose ambience is 
dependent upon ones very 

use of the free will one has been given the responsibility to use. (See the book: You and I Together 
Have a Purpose In Reality) 
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28. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) - Ql : What is truth? 

... In the field of philosophy, he was the first to distinguish between "truths of fact" 
and "truths of reason. " In so doing, he sought to draw a distinction between the 
"contingent" world of observation, with that of the logical or empirical world of 
reason. By applying rigorous and formal reasoning, leibniz believed that we could 
attain knowledge of the ultimate structure of reality. 

S: There is no such thing as 'truth of fact' nor is there such a thing as 'truth of reason' if one 
defines 'truth' to be an indubitable concept which is beyond question. There is no way to 'prove' 
anything in the absolute sense. 

There are, however, 'truths of fact' and 'truths of reason' in the sense that they are 'truths' as best 
we can determine through observation ('truths of fact') and as best we can determine through 
reason ('truths of reason'). The statement suggests science, representing observation, and 
philosophy, representing reason, can establish 'truths' to the best of our ability. Observation and 
reason, however, are only two of the three means we have at our disposal for developing 'truths'. 
We also have the perceptual tool of 'belief. 

To deny our perceptual tool of faith/reason the same latitude in determining 'truths', in this case 
the 'truth' of faith/belief/intuitive sense, is to create a double standard. The double standard is 
accepting the validity of 'truths of fact' and 'truths of reason' based upon establishing such truths 
as best we can and moving on from there and not doing the same for belief/faith/the intuitive 
sense. 

We accept the concept that 'truths of fact'/scientific facts may 'change' as we gain more 
knowledge. We accept such 'truths' as 'truths' and then believe in them, rely upon them, use them 
as 'truths' in order to 'advance' our quest for knowledge. We do likewise for reason. But for some 
reason we are unwilling to do the same for faith. 

This work removes this double standard and is based upon a single standard: There are 'truths of 
fact', there are 'truths of reason' and there are 'truths of faith'. 

The quest to understand the whole of reality is too important to leave any of our perceptual tools 
behind. The formation of our understanding regarding what the whole of reality is leads us to 
understanding where it is we as individuals are located. Understanding where it is we are located, 
understanding the whole of existence, leads us to understanding what our existence is as well as 
understanding our very function/purpose for existing. It is only through understanding our 
function/purpose for existing that we can reduce if not basically eliminate the controversial issues 
conflicting forms of morality create. 

In fact the understanding of our location within reality and our function/purpose for existing 
within reality is the only means of developing a consistent/universal form of morality/ethics. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The first step to developing a universal ethic/universal morality is to eliminate our 
double standard and the first double standard we must eliminate in our quest for a universal 
morality is the different standard we apply to religion as opposed to the standard we apply to 
science and philosophy. To develop a universal morality based upon a universal truth as to what 
reality is and what our function within reality is, we will have no choice but to include religion in 
the process for religion is the dominating element representing our perceptual tool of faith. 
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28. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) -Q2: What can we know? 

... Unlike Descartes, whose system was dualistic, and Spinoza, whose system was 
monistic, Leibniz proposed a system based upon plurality. Within this plurality, there 
existed an infinite number of "monads." These "monads" were unique unto 
themselves, and each experienced the universe from a unique perspective. This view 
was in stark contrast to Spinoza, who viewed the universe as a single substance. 

S: Descartes system was dualistic, composed of multiplicity. Spinoza's system was monistic, 
composed of singularity. Leibniz's system was pluralistic, composed of both multiplicity and 
singularity. Symbiotic panentheism is likewise simultaneously composed of multiplicity and 
singularity. What then is the difference between symbiotic panentheism and Leibniz's system? A 
few of the similarities and differences could be demonstrated as follows: 



Liebniz 




'being' being 'Being' 






Symbiotic panentheism 


The passive state of being (not italicized) 




The passive state of being (not italicized) 


1 . Plurality 




1 . Plurality 


2. Singularity/the whole 




2. Singularity/the whole 


3. Multiplicity /monads 




3. Multiplicity/individuality 


4. The physical is permanent 




4. The physical may or may not be 






permanant 


5. One region of existence 




5. Two regions of existence 


a. The universe within which the 




a. The universe within which 


monads exist 




individuality develops 






b. The abstract within which the 






universe begins, ends, and 






exists and within which 






individuality eventually rests 


The active state of being (italicixed) 




The active state of being (italicixed) 


1 . Singularity is stagnant 




1. Singularity 'grows' 


2. Monads 'grow '/experience 




2. Individuality begins, completes 






itself through experiencing 






3. Individuality has purpose - they 






grow the whole of singularity 






4. Multiplicity/individuality is in a 






symbiotic relationship with 






singularity/the whole/God 



The point: Descartes' system, Spinoza's system, and Leibniz' system are all enfolded into the 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. It would seem logical that these three men had 
extraordinary intuitive abilities. To deny them the basic elements of their systems would be to 
suggest otherwise. Only the model of symbiotic panentheism melds their intuitive insights with 
those of the other thirty-seven deep intuitive thinkers and groups outlined in Tractate eighteen. 
Only symbiotic panentheism melds all forty great philosophical insights in a manner, which is 
overwhelmingly supported by our other two perceptual tools: our ability to observe/science and 
our ability to believe/religion. 



353 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 



29. Isaac Newton (1642-1727) - Ql: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... The Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy, which he completed in 1687. 
This publication sought to create, by applying the principles of logic and mathematics, 
the first great synthesis of mathematics with nature. 

S: 'Appearance' and 'reality'. Again we look at such concepts as either/or. Is the physical real and 
'appearance' an illusion or is appearance real and 'reality' an illusion. Perhaps the thousands of 
years of debate regarding which is which still exists because the perception, our understanding of 
just what reality is has been in error for these same thousands of years. 

The problem, the debate, the controversy simply evaporates if one replaces the either/or scenarios 
with the 'and' scenario. There is a location of physicality and there is a location of abstraction. 

The 'and' scenario not only resolves the 'appearance' or 'reality' issue, the 'and' scenario 
accounts for the realization that we are able to describe the physical through the abstractual 
language of mathematics. To use mathematical abstractual concepts to discuss the physical seems 
a little ludicrous if there is no such existence as the abstractual. 



Now one may say: Well the physical exists and I will concede the existence of the abstract but 
only in a model of reality where the abstract exists 'within' the physical. Such a concession brings 
us halfway to accepting the model of 'being' being 'Being'. The half we can then agree upon is 
the region indicated by the solid lines: 
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The problem the solid line generates is a lack of reasonable reply to the questions: What exists if 
the universe in fact dissolves as the Hindus suggest? What takes the place of the universe if the 
universe eventually collapses upon itself? Is there such a thing as 'nothingness' and if so what 
possible function could 'nothingness' have? If 'nothingness' does not exist because nothing is 
nothing/non-existent does that mean that we limited entitles, relative to the whole, are capable of 
conceptualizing a concept that does not exist? If 'nothingness' exists and has no function does that 
mean the whole creates 'things' which are superfluous to its own being and if so what possible 
reason would such a nonessential existence have that would cause the whole to generate such a 
'thing' or at the 'least' generate the concept of such a 'thing'. 



The point: Half a model regarding the whole of reality by definition produces half a morality. The 
question becomes: Is half a moral act a moral act? No wonder our society is confused and filled 
with half-truths. 
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29. Isaac Newton (1642-1727) -Q2: What is truth? 

...By utilizing many of the ideas found within the work of Spinoza, Leibniz, and 
Descartes, Newton attempted to apply these new principles to the natural world. 
Newton 's own work had a revolutionary impact in the 18 th century. Because of him, 
there was a renewed interest in applying the tools of logic and mathematics to the 
natural world. In these, the 17 th and 18 th centuries, natural science gained prominence 
over purely abstract mathematical reasoning as a means of understanding reality. 
Along with 

S: The question becomes: Is the existence of the physical a 'truth'? We may find that our 
perceptual tool of reason/philosophy finds it greatly amusing speculating whether or not the 
existence of the physical is a truth but the two other perceptual tools, observation/science and 
faith/religions find such an argument, for the most part, to be quite annoying. 

It is for this very reason that 'truths' to be considered 'truths' must be a matter of science, religion, 
and philosophy coming to a consensus, all agree, upon a 'truth' being a 'truth before we move on 
and consider other 'truths'. 

Now as the newest member of the team, science may object to the concept of the abstract existing 
'outside' the physical but science may have to temporality compromise itself. Science may have to 
temporarily agree to the existence of an abstract location existing beyond the physical until it can 
'scientifically prove' otherwise, until it can reasonably demonstrate just how unreasonable such a 
concept is. In short, science may have to concede the existence of the whole of the physical being 
within the whole of the abstract/God if science is to obtain religion's help in convincing 
philosophy to concede that the physical exists. 

Philosophy may then have to temporarily agree to the existence of the physical until it can 
reasonably prove otherwise, until it can reasonably demonstrate just how unreasonable such a 
concept is. In short, philosophy may have to concede the existence of the physical, concede the 
existence of the physical being within the whole of the abstract/God if philosophy is to obtain 
science's help in convincing religion to concede that the T exists within the whole, that as such 
the individual is divine. 

Religion may then have to temporarily agree to the existence of a symbiotic relationship between 
the whole/singularity and the individual elements/multiplicity until it can reasonably prove' 
otherwise, until it can reasonably demonstrate just how unreasonable such a concept is. In short, 
religion may have to concede the existence of the dynamics existing between the whole and its 
parts and the dynamics between the parts and the whole within the whole of the abstract/God if 
you will if religion is to obtain philosophy's help in convincing science to concede that the 
whole/God exists as the singularity of the whole, that God/singularity exists. 

.♦♦ 

The point: A universal understanding, consensus, awareness regarding the existence of, the 
function of: the whole, individuality, dynamic action, passive action, complexity, chaos, 
multiplicity, singularity, 'being' (noun), 'Being (noun), being (passive state of existing), being 
(active state of being), symbiosis, location of singularity, location of multiplicity, 'appearance', 
'reality', 'real illusions', illusions, 'nothingness', matter, energy, time, space, abstraction, the 
physical, paradox resolution, conflict resolution, singularity of morality, universal ethics, multiple 
universes, existence if the universe collapse, timelessness, spacelessness, imaginary number, 
'truths of fact vs. truths of reason', 'truths of faith', monads, all depend upon a consensus. But 
a consensus between what entities becomes the question. A consensus between the three most 
powerful representatives of humanities perceptual tools: science, religion, and philosophy working 
through a cooperative effort. 
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30. John Locke (1632-1704) -Ql: What is knowledge? 

John Locke was greatly impressed with the achievements that were being made in the 
natural sciences, and wished to extend these achievements 

... Locke proposed the principle of empiricism, which states that all our knowledge is 
derived from experience. This "experience" is obtained either by sensation (from the 
external world) or by reflection (from the inner world of the mind). 
... Locke's first question was "How to we acquire knowledge?" In his An Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding (1690), he began by studying what our knowledge 
consists of. It is made up of ideas. These ideas can take many forms. They encompass 
perceptions, emotions and reflections. Locke's primary assumption about ideas was 
that they were not innate. They were derived solely from our experience. 
...by creating a complete theory of knowledge. This theory of knowledge would be 
based on a careful and rigorous study of nature. His goal was to establish a 
comprehensive epistemological foundation for knowledge - one that was devoid of 
superstitions or uncritical assumptions. 

... Anticipating the eventual emergence of linguistic philosophy, Locke showed the 
relationship of words to ideas. For Locke, words signify ideas. Disputes arise when 
words are used carelessly, without clear "signification. " Therefore, the "word" and the 
"idea" can only be meaningful if both co-exist. To use a "word" without reference to a 
particular "idea" is meaningless. There was also on additional problem: 

S: Lock's perceptions say it all. Knowledge is not physical. Knowledge is abstractual/ideas. The 
two exist: the physical 'and' the abstract which is a case of 'and' not 'either/or'. 

We have made, relative to our past strides, 'great' strides in perceiving the physical. 

Knowledge/experience: This "experience" is obtained either by sensation (from the external 
world) or by reflection 

Ideas are not innate. Ideas are not entities of existence, which dissipate with the dissolution of the 
physical. 

We cannot understand what knowledge is if we do not include in such an examination the physical 
itself from which our experiencing, at least in our present form of existence, comes. Semantics has 
taken on a life of its own. As is the case of any entity, semantics, is therefore prone to the basic 
laws of survival all living entities must face. As such, semantics, to protect its position of 
influence within the philosophical world, has taken the position that it, semantics, is vital to the 
debate regarding what it is reality is, where it is we as individuals are located, what it is our 
function within this reality is, why it is we as unique entities of existence exist, and finally how it 
is we are to attain such a purpose i.e. what is morality. 

Ultimately knowledge is the very source for our definition of morality and morality in turn is the 
linguistic verbalization of the means by which we are capable of attaining our purpose for existing. 

♦♦♦ 

The point: Linguistically there is no denying the importance of semantics in the debate regarding 
what our existence is and how it is we are to achieve such a task: the reason why we exist for a 
purpose. We can accomplish the task of defining our location of existence, our essence of 
existence, and our reason for existence but in order to do so we must control semantics rather than 
allow semantics to control us. 
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30. John Locke (1632-1704) - Q2: What can we know? 

... The Extent of Knowledge. Locke understood that our knowledge is quite limited. If 
we can only achieve knowledge when we have a genuine understanding of the 
"essence" of things, then it follows that our knowledge will always be limited. Locke 
had to finally conclude that achieving a completely epistemological foundation for 
knowledge was beyond our reach. We must content ourselves with relative or probable 
knowledge. But this, according to Locke, was sufficient for our purposes. We have, 
within our grasp, access to knowledge, which will secure our "great concernments. " 
These "great concernments" relate to our survival in everyday life. ...We can exist and 
prosper, even with partial knowledge. 

...Regarding morality and our relation to a creator, Locke held that our partial 
knowledge of things was sufficient for our needs. 

S: We will most likely never fully understand everything because no individual entity is the 
'whole' of knowledge'. If 'an' individual were the whole of knowing, that individual would not be 
an 'element' of the whole but the whole itself. 

Granted within the model of symbiotic of panentheism, the whole exists and granted within the 
model of symbiotic panentheism the whole is 'an' entity of individuality, however this 
metaphysical work is an examination of ourselves, knowing elements of individuality, and what 
being an individual element of the whole means. 

Although this work examines the 'reason' the whole would need its part, the second half of 
symbiosis, this work does not examine the whole, the purpose of the whole, the location of the 
whole, and what it means for the whole to have its own personality, its own purpose. The 
examination regarding the personality of the whole is the task of ontology not metaphysics. The 
purpose for the existence of the whole lies in a totally new field yet to be fully defined and 
linguistically identified. As of now this work identifies such a daunting task as theoretical 
metaphysics. The preliminary steps to developing such a study are found within Tractate 16: 
Wrong Again, Introducing the Problem of Being Right and Tractate 17: The Beginning, 
Introducing the Problem of the End. 

As such this work is the examination of 'being' being 'Being' as opposed to 'Being' being 
'being'. These two concepts 'being' being 'Being' and 'Being' being 'being' are the two halves of 
symbiosis. It may be a long time before we are ready to develop an in-depth understanding 
regarding the half of symbiotic panentheism known as 'Being' being 'being' for we do not have 
the knowledge available to us to do such an in-depth examination, however, we do have the 
knowledge to initiate a serious beginning of such an examination. 

The beginning understanding regarding the 'needs' of the whole begin with Leibniz' verbalization 
regarding the scientific permanent equilibrium of knowledge as opposed to the 'growth' or 'decay' 
of knowledge. Leibniz' eloquent verbal depiction of permanent equilibrium of knowledge was 
expressed as: 'eternal recurrence', or what we generically may define as stagnation, eternal 
boredom, ' . . . oh that again? ' , ' . . . is that all there is? ' , . . . . 

♦:♦ 

The point: We may not be able to semantically 'know' anything but we can define knowledge as 
best we can and move on from there. This process of being able to accept our ability to define 
what it is we know as best we can and moving on from there can provide the impetus necessary to 
get philosophy out of its present rut of stagnation emerging from the confusing chaos generated by 
the perception: We cannot know anything for a 'fact'. To understand the excitement such a 
process generates one need look no further than the exhilaration the field of science generates. 
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The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

31. George Berkeley (1685-1753) - Ql: Is there e a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... We must discard the notion that material objects are real since we cannot confirm 
their existence - in a truly empirical sense - simply by the act of observation. 

S: To suggest the concept that we discard the physical as a non-existent part of reality is the 
opposite extreme that we discard the abstract as a non-existent part of reality. These two concepts 
form two opposing positions with a common denominator. 

The two positions are in essence the opposite extremes of the same position. 

Group A believes the physical is real and the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. 

Group B believes the abstract is real and the physical is an innate characteristic of the abstract. 

The common theme that runs through both groups is the concept of homogeneity through 
exclusionism. Group A will not concede the independent existence of the abstract as a viable, 
functional, independent existence. Group B will not concede the independent existence of the 
physical as a whole, functional, independent existence. 

The two groups are exclusionary because they take the stand wherein they will not, under any 
circumstances, accept the other as being 'correct'. The two groups each wish to embrace their own 
arguments and will only be satisfied when the opponent's arguments have been discarded. 

The position of symbiotic panentheism on the other hand is not exclusionary but rather symbiotic 
panentheism is pluralistic. The model of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism is based 
upon both Group A and Group B being correct. The model clearly supports each Group: 
The physical exists and the abstract exists 

The abstract depends upon the physical for its animated existence and the physical 

depends upon the abstract for its animated existence. 
The physical is located within the abstract and the abstract is located within the physical. 
The abstract emerges from the physical and the physical emerges from the abstract. 
The physical is made unlimited through abstraction and abstraction is made unlimited 

through the physical. 
The abstract is a 'real' illusion and the physical is a 'real' illusion. 
The physical is real and the abstract is real, etc. 

When one cuts through to the crux of the debate, eventually the question arises, which came first, 
the physical or the abstract? The model of symbiotic panentheism suggests two possible answers: 

1. The abstract came first since the physical is one of many elements of the whole. 

2. Neither the abstract nor the physical came first but rather 'something' other than the 
three - elements: abstraction, the physical, and the lack of both the physical and 
abstraction - nothingness - came before any of the three 

♦:♦ 

The point: Yes there is a difference between 'appearance' and 'reality'. If there was no 
'difference', there would be no debate. The question is: Do both the abstract, what 'appears to 
exist' and the physical, what we call 'reality', exist. The model of symbiotic panentheism 
demonstrates the simultaneous existence of both and demonstrates the simultaneous existence of 
the two in a manner where each is independent of the other while simultaneously being dependent 
upon the other. The statements, once examined as illustrated throughout this work, are neither 
paradoxical in nature not circular in argument. 
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31. 



George Berkeley (1685-1753) - Q2: 



Do we exist and why? 



...In fact, the model put forward by Locke changes from: 



Perceiver 



Ideas Material Objects 



To Berkeley's model of... 



Perceiver 



Ideas 



S: Berkeley rejects the physical as real. If this work, the War and Peace of a New Metaphysical 
Perception, does as it suggests, which is to enfold the ideas of past philosophers within its model, 
how is it the model agrees with both Lock and Berkeley? 

The model of symbiotic panentheism is a model where semantics becomes the means to pluralism. 
The model clearly states the physical and the abstract are both real, both exist simultaneously 
independent and dependent one upon the other. Both have specific locations, literally, where they 
exist. However, to better understand such a concept this work identifies the relative perception of 
one region regarding the other, identifies region A as being real when one literally stands within 
region A. While standing within region A the second region, B, is perceived to be a 'real' illusion 
but in fact is real versus being an illusion. Likewise, while literally standing within region B, 
region A is perceived to be a 'real' illusion but in fact is real versus being an illusion. The 
complete details are addressed in Volume I: Tractate 1: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the 
Problem of Cartesianism, Volume II: Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, Resolving the Problem of 
T, and Volume II: Tractate 9: The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non-Members. 

The point: if the physical exists and the abstract exists then our ultimate purpose would logically 
appear to lie with the ultimate fabric of existence. On the other hand, our means of accomplishing 
our purpose for existing would appear to lay within that region to which we are most closely 
affiliated. The model of symbiotic panentheism identifies the ultimate fabric of existence as the 
abstract and the region within with which we are most closely affiliated as the physical. 

The conclusion would then follow that it is through a physical existence that we are to achieve an 
abstractual goal. It would, therefore, appear to be a logical conclusion that it is abstractual 
hedonism which supercedes physical hedonism rather than physical hedonism superceding 
abstractual hedonism: Altruism supercedes materialism rather than materialism superceding 
materialism in terms of one's timeless existence. 

The point: If we accept Berkeley's claim that materialism leads to atheism, then the converse is 
also true: that immaterialism can restore our religious faith.' While such a statement may be true 
and comforting to religions, one must keep in mind that such a statement is 'religiously' biased. 

Metaphysically the statement would more accurately be stated as: A metaphysical model, which 
identifies the ultimate universal fabric as being physical, matter/energy/space/time, in nature 
generates materialism leads to physical hedonism, while a metaphysical model recognizing the 
physical as a 'real' region existing within the abstract whose universal fabric is non-physical, not 
matter/not energy/not space/not time, in nature generates altruism which 
leads to abstractual hedonism. 

But one does not establish a model for existence and a description regarding the reason for 
existence based upon one's preconceived desires as to what the end product of the model will 
generate. One builds a model regarding the structure of reality based upon what one perceives 
through observations to be reasonable, what it is one perceives through rational discussion to be 
reasonable, and what it is one perceives through faith/believability to be reasonable, which is 
exactly what this work does. 
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32. David Hume (1711-1776) -Ql: What is our function within society? 

...Mere metaphysical speculation, according to Hume, had become outdated. ... 
...The subjective nature of its premises can lead just as easily to negative behavior. 

S: Our feelings cannot provide a 'reasonable' goal for behavior. There are as many 'feelings' as 
there are individuals. Each individual is unique and as such individuals have their own unique 
feelings based upon their own unique set of experiences and chemical configuration. 

To rely upon 'feelings' to act as the legitimate directional guide for the individual is to accept as 
legitimate the social actions of the Holocaust, the Cambodian killing fields, South African 
segregation, ... 

Society is the summation of individual cooperation. To permit 'feelings' to define group action is 
in essence the act of acceding to the metaphysical model of monism/Cartesianism/empiricisms/the 
physical/the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. To allow 'feelings' to act as the 
guide of moral behavior for the individual in essence creates an ambiance for society based upon 
emotion rather than based upon reason since society is the sum action of multiple individuals. 
Such a society impulsively reacts with actions such as vigilantism, war, mob mentality, . . . 

In a society where 'feeling's rule, our function within society becomes defined by emotions. There 
is no denying such societies can exist. We have, within our annals of history, pages and pages, 
chapters and chapters, volumes and volumes filled with the records of such societies. 

If we take the next step in our exploration of the outer limits of the universe, if we take the next 
step and join the club of intergalactic travelers, do we wish to repeat this form of history? 

The only alternative we have to allowing ourselves to be ruled by 'feelings' is to allow ourselves 
to be ruled by reason. Our perception regarding our function in society determines our perception 
as to the function of society itself. In essence it is our perception regarding our purpose for 
existing which generates our perception regarding our function in society, which in turn generates 
our perception regarding the function of society, which in turn generates our perception regarding 
our function as a specie. 

Perceptual understandings regarding function/purpose lead to action and action leads to reactions 
(plural) and reactions lead to ambiance. Ambiance is the summation of our actions with which 
every thing, living or non — living, with which we come into contact must endure. Stepping back 
one-step further in the sequential development of functionality, one begins to realize that it is what 
we perceive reality to be which drives our perceptions which in turn drive our actions, which in 
turn drive our. . . 

The point: To define positive and negative behavior in a universal sense, which is important if we 
are to step into distant realms of the universe, we must learn to define morality based upon a 
'universal' perception of the whole of reality. If our ability to reason ultimately tells us the whole 
of reality is simply our personal physical universe then we will ultimately develop a universal 
society based upon 'feelings'. If on the other hand our ability to reason ultimately tells us the 
whole of reality is more than the physical, is ultimately the physical located within the abstract, is 
ultimately multiple universes located within a 'universal fabric' of abstraction, then we will 
ultimately develop a universal society based upon metaphysics. As such it is much to early in our 
development to discard metaphysics. 

It is therefore not as Hume believes a question of 'why' and then 'what' do we believe but rather a 
question of 'what' and then 'why' we believe what it is we believe. Our function within society, 
therefore, is in essence a metaphysical question not an emotional question. 
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32. David Hume (1711-1776) -Q2: Do we exist, and why? 

... Even the existence and autonomy of a "self comes under attack. ... But where, 
according to Hume, is the "I" that I refer to when I say, "I believe..." ... Thus, our 
belief that there is an "I" within our minds is an illusion... The idea of the "self or 
the "soul" is thus an illusion. 

... Yet another illusion we possess, according to Hume, is our faith in the existence of 
the external world. 

S: Skepticism in the existence of existence itself becomes a major component of philosophical 
debate. There is no doubt that we cannot unequivocally prove our existence, nor can we 
unequivocally prove the existence of the external world, nor for that matter can we unequivocally 
prove the existence of an existence outside the external world itself. 

We cannot 'prove' we exist. We cannot 'prove we have a reason for existing. We cannot prove the 
sun exists, the stars exist, and the planet exists. We cannot prove there is a whole. We cannot 
prove singularity exists any more than we can prove multiplicity of elements comprising the 
whole exist. 

Science represents one of our three primary perceptual tools. Science represents our ability to 
observe and measure. But science does not operate upon the bases of unequivocal proof. Science 
relies upon observation/measurement. Science operates on the base that observing and measuring 
the unequivocal provability regarding the physical is an impossibility. Science operates on the 
bases that we must define the physical as best we can and move on from there. 

And what of religion? Religion represents a second or our three primary perceptual tools. Religion 
represents our ability to believe and have faith in. . . But religion like science does not operate 
upon the bases of unequivocal proof. Religion relies upon beliefs/faith. Religion operates on the 
bases that unequivocal provability regarding the non-physical is an impossibility. Religion 
operates on the bases that we must define the non-physical as best we can and move on from there. 

Why then does philosophy place such an impossibly burden upon itself? Why does philosophy, 
why do we, expect our third primary perceptual tool, our ability to reason, to operate upon the 
bases of 'unequivocal' proofs. Why can't philosophy, as do religion and science, accept the 
concept that there are no unequivocal proofs as to what does and does not exist, as to whether or 
not the very concept of existence itself is a 'fact'? 

If philosophy were to accept the concept that, at least presently, there is no such thing as an 
'unequivocal proof then philosophy would be able to come to terms with itself, find some inner 
peace, and accept science's premise that the external world does exist and accept religion's 
premise that the non-physical does exist and move on from there just as religion and science do 
within their own field's of study. 

With this willingness to accept its limitations, philosophy would find itself in a position to support 
three basic premises: I/you/multiplicity of individuality exists. The physical/action/process exists. 
The non-physical/the whole/singularity exists. 

♦:♦ 

The point: This work is the product of a philosophical acceptance of reason's inability to establish 
unequivocal proofs. The result is clearly a rational, clearly a reasonable, clearly a demonstration 
not only that we exist but that we exist for a reason. 
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33. George Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831) -Ql: What is knowledge? 

... His aim was to construct an entirely comprehensive system of knowledge about 
reality. 

S: A comprehensive model/system of knowledge about reality must encompass all knowledge to 
be 'entirely' comprehensive. Such a system requires the creation of knowledge to remain as 
knowledge in some form or other. Within a system of 'entirety' knowledge must be timeless. 

But is it possible to develop an 'entirely comprehensive' system of knowledge within the limits of 
a physical existence. The answer is: No, for if knowledge is an innate characteristic of the 
physical, then as elements of the physical are destroyed and replaced by other elements of the 
physical , so to is the knowledge which is the innate characteristic of that element of the physical 
destroyed and replaced with other innate characteristic elements of knowledge. 

The question then becomes: Is it possible to develop a model of reality where knowledge is 
retained both as 'the whole of knowledge' and as 'multiplicity of knowledge generated by the 
multiplicity of individuality'. 

Hegel suggests that 'knowledge as a whole', absolute consciousness' exists. However, the process 
of folding all kowledge into a form of singularity/totality/summation/the whole may resolve the 
mathematical issue regarding 'the whole' but such a process eliminates some forms of knowledge 
just as surely does the concept that knowledge is an innate characteristic of physical. The 
knowledge that is lost in the process of creating 'absolute consciousness' is the knowledge of 
one's self. 

To retain knowledge, to prevent knowledge from dissipating, dissolving, being lost, the system has 
no choice but to incorporate three elements into its model. Singularity/the whole of knowing must 
be incorporated into the model as Hegel suggests, the multiplicity/individuality of knowing must 
be incorporated into the model as Hegel rejects, and the physical from which new knowing 
emerges must be incorporated into the model as Hegel again rejects. 

Aristotle's metaphysical system of Cartesianism accepts the physical but does not incorporate the 
whole of knowing nor the individuality of knowing. Hegel's metaphysical system of non- 
Cartesianism accepts the whole of knowing but does not incorporate the physical from which the 
new knowing emerges nor the individuality of knowing. 

The new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being, Cartesianism 
operating within non-Cartesainism is a viable model which incorporates the validity of all three 
elements regarding what we perceive we know of knowledge. Symbiotic panentheism 
incorporates: the singularity/the whole of knowing, the multiplicity/individuality of knowing, and 
the source of new knowing/the abstract within the physical. In addition, symbiotic panentheism 
does one other thing no other Western metaphysical model does and that is to incorporate into its 
dynamics not only the existence of nothingness but a functionality for nothingness. As such the 
new model supercedes, by the definition of Ockham's Razor, both the Cartesianism and non- 
Cartesianism. 

The point: Knowledge exists as a part of existence itself. Knowledge is abstractual/non-physical 
in nature but finds one source of its emergence being the physical. What is knowledge? 
Knowledge is an existence but as such exists only through the means of knowing, through an 
entity capable of knowing. Knowledge is the noun, knowing is the verb, and knowing is the entity 
doing the knowing of knowledge. This work examines the details of the metaphysical model: 
'being' being 'Being', 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing'. This work examines the issues regarding 
the existence of knowledge itself. 
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33. George Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831) - Q2: Why is the individual important? 

... Hegel held that reality must be rational. The multiplicity of things is an illusion, for 
they are all part of a singularity or unity. This "absolute consciousness" contains 
everything that is knowable, or that can be experienced. 

S: If the whole is the summation of all knowledge then the elements which provide the means by 
which 'summation', 'absolute consciousness', comes into being, has importance to the whole, to 
summation, to 'absolute consciousness'... 

But the question of concern to ourselves/the individual actually is not: Why is the individual 
important? Rather the question is: Why is the individual important to itself? To exist 'for' a 
different existence than one's self and then dissolve into non-existence is a drastic form of 
nihilism. Such a form of existence does not provide much of a motive to expend the energy and 
effort that the burden of living a 'moral' life requires. 

One cannot deny the concept that living a moral life, living a responsible life, fulfilling one's 
function/purpose in life is at times a high energy and difficult task requiring tremendous effort. 
One cannot deny that living a life of 'wine, women/men, and song' is a much more carefree, 
happy go lucky, living for the moment type of life. 

Responsibility is at times an awesome burden for the individual to shoulder. If the individual has 
no function/purpose for existing, if the individual is simply an existence in the moment but in the 
blink of an eye dissipates into non-existence, then the act of being responsible becomes in fact 
simply and strikingly an act of pure lunacy. 

Any metaphysical model which describes the individual as unimportant or describes the individual 
as simply here to day and gone tomorrow does nothing short of creating the nihilism of 
individuality, does nothing short of reducing the significance of the individual to the level of 
complete insignificance. 

One of the many problems associated with both the Aristotelian Cartesian model of reality and the 
Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesian model of reality is that both models reduce the significance of the 
individual to pure and absolute insignificance. The Aristotelian model of Cartesainism reduces the 
individual to insignificance through reducing the individual to a limited existence defined by time 
and the Kant/Hegelian model of non-Cartesainism reduces the individual to insignificance through 
reducing the individual to limited existence defined by the existence of only an 'absolute 
consciousness' and no multiplicity of individuality/the individual's existence exists in a timeless 
fashion. 

It is only the model of symbiotic panentheism, which incorporates Hegel's concept of 'absolute 
spirit' as a part of the system, Aristotle's absolute physical existence as a part of the system, 
individuality as a part of the system, and 

nothingness as a part of the system, and then demonstrates the functionality/dynamics each plays 
as an intricate part of the system, symbiosis. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The significance of the individual cannot simply be 'granted' the status of being a 
principle of a metaphysical model of reality. Simply saying it is so does not make it so. A 
metaphysical model has little option but make the statement and then support such a statement 
through observable, believable, and reasonable means. All three means, scientific, religious, and 
philosophical, must enter the arguments supporting any metaphysical model if the model is not to 
become nihilistic in some form or other. Is a nihilistic system possible? Absolutely, but a nihilistic 
system is not a very reasonable perception 
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34. Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) - Ql: What is truth? 

... Kierkegaard distinguished between two types of truth: objective and subjective. 

S: How can there be two types of truths? Truth is truth. There may be different quantities of first 
truths (See Volume I, Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the Problem of Cartesianism) 
but it is in the quantity and relative position of truths, one to another, which is relative not the very 
existence of 'truth' itself. Granted we may not be able to state unequivocally that a truth is in fact a 
truth for we cannot even unequivocally state there is an existence of existence itself. We can, 
however, define truth as best we can and move on from that point in our efforts to define reality. 

Science takes such an approach, religion takes such an approach, and there is no reason 
philosophy should not take such an approach. In fact when the three - science, religion, and 
philosophy - work in cooperation to define truth through consensus, cooperation, and mutual 
compromise, they must all three take such an approach. 

The remaining two perceptual tools immediately regard truth defined by any single perceptual tool 
-observation/science, faith/religion, and reason/philosophy - suspiciously. Perceptual tools 
generate their own infrastructure, support groups, vested interests, authority figures, academic 
facilities, governmental agencies, sponsors, and individual followers. 

As such, one cannot expect any perceptual tool to relinquish their status, viability, or power base, 
to any of the other two perceptual tools. It is only through teamwork between the three that truths 
will finally be defined as fundamental truths. It is only through establishment of a 1 st truth for 
religion - God/the whole exists, a 1 st truth for science - the universe/the physical exists, and a 1 st 
truth for philosophy - you and I/individuality exists, that we will be able to gain the full 
cooperation between all three of our perceptual tools. 

The process of developing three 1 st truths has been fully explored within Volume I, Tractate 2. 



Religious 
1 st truth 
• 

The whole/Singularity 
God 
Exists 



Scientifically 



1 st truth 



The physical/action/process 
The Universe 
Exists 



Abstraction 



7 

The Physical 




Philosophically 
1 st truth 
• 

I/you/multiplicity 
Individuality 

Exists 



Abstraction within the Physical 



The point: Truth exists as best as we are able to determine and each field of study - philosophy, 
science, and religion - acknowledge what they in particular define as truths. The point of 
contention between the three is where the opposition to cooperate lies. The problem as to how to 
resolve the issue regarding which 1 st truth is in fact 1 st truth has been explored and resolved in the 
dialect regarding Aristotle, Tractate 2. The process lies in the development of what is called 
'relativistic first truths' 
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34. Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) - Q2: What is morality? 

...Given the limits on our ability to discern what are, in absolute terms, objective 
truths, we should instead embrace subjective truths. It is more important, according to 
Kierkegaard, how we believe something, rather than what we believe. Most 
importantly, are we acting in an authentic or inauthentic manner? 

S: What is morality if not truth? What is morality based upon if not truth? To base morality simply 
upon what it is we 'believe' to be truth is to generate a form of fleeting morality. 

On the other hand, to base morality upon any foundation and then to believe in it unequivocally, to 
embrace a morality unquestionably, is to create a foundation of behavior that will crumble with the 
introduction of any significant contradicting observations, significant contradicting competing 
beliefs, or significant contradicting reasonable arguments. 

The "how', unequivocal acceptance, creates an unstable moral foundation for an intelligent, 
reasoning, observant, believing entity such as ourselves. 

But if one does not base morality upon what it is one believes, than just what does one base 
morality upon.? It is not being suggested that one should not base morality upon what it is one 
believes. It is being stated that one cannot base morality 'simply' upon what it is one believes for 
to do so is to develop no morality at all. To build a fleeting morality is not morality but rather a 
fleeting morality is nothing other than the establishment of rules by which one accomplishes one's 
personal goals, ambitions, and desires. 

Morality to be rational, reasonable, universal, truth based, lasting has no choice but to be based 
upon what it is we believe 'and' what it is we observe 'and' what it is we reason. Morality based 
simply upon believability, measurability, or reasonability is a fleeting concept, which becomes 
replaced through turmoil, violence, abuse, . . . 

Many would argue there is no such thing as an unbiased morality, there is no such thing as a 
morality generated without underlying ulterior motives. We may not have experienced such a 
morality, we may never have seen a universal philosophy, but that does not mean such a concept 
does not exist nor does it mean we cannot generated such a concept. 

In fact this work does just that. This work has developed an unbiased foundation for morality and 
the means of doing so have been briefly summarized in the Introduction to Volume II: A New 
Tool for Conflict Resolution. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Morality is a guideline for behavior. Religious morality is a guideline for behavior 
based upon religious beliefs. Scientific morality is a guideline for behavior based upon scientific 
observations. Philosophical morality is a guideline for behavior based upon rational arguments. 
None of these forms of behaviors are stable forms of morality. All these forms of morality not 
only find themselves competing with contradicting moralities existing outside their own field of 
study - science, religion, and philosophy - but competing with contradicting moralities being 
generated within various disciplines of study. Morality is a guideline for behavior based upon our 
perception of reality and our function/purpose for existing within that reality. The only form of 
morality capable of long-term stability is a morality emerging from a interdisciplinary effort on the 
part of science, religion, and philosophy. If we wish to develop a stable form of morality we will 
have no choice but to unite the efforts of our three perceptual tools: science, religion, and 
philosophy. This is not an impossible task, but it, like all tasks and journeys, begins with the first 
step and this work is just that: The first step. 
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35. The American & British Idealists - Ql: What is our function within society, 

35. The American & British Idealists - Q2: , and why? 

... In the 19 th century, the study of idealism continued to prosper. 

S: Idealism originates from a region of 'ideas', 'perceptions', 'truths', 'principles', 'reason', 
'values', 'judgments', 'hopes', 'dreams', 'emotion', ... 




Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 



The society to which the question, What is our function within society and why? refers is not 'just' 
our society, human society, but societies found anywhere within the galaxy which are composed 
of 'knowing' beings governed by the laws of 'free will' be they entities confined within 'physical 
bodies' or be they entities unconstrained by the physical itself. In fact the question applies to all 
entities governed by the laws of free will be they found in our galaxy, our universe, or the whole 
of abstractual existence. 

The function of the individual within the model presented, symbiotic panentheism, becomes 
defined, as altruistic/abstractual in nature for the individual exists to 'create' newness through the 
process of 'becoming'. The entity, which 'became' then enters the whole as a unique entity of 
experiencing which in turn expands the potential number of permutations of awareness open to the 
whole of knowing as well as the potential number of permutations of awareness open to each 
individual entity of knowing. In essence eternal recurrence is avoided as the secondary issue 
confronting both the metaphysical model of Cartesianism and the metaphysical model of non- 
Cartesianism. 

If eternal recurrence is the secondary issue confronting both the metaphysical model of 
Cartesianism and the metaphysical model of non-Cartesianism, then what is the primary issue 
confronting these two metaphysical models? 



Continued on next page. . . 
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35. The American & British Idealists - Ql: What is our function within society, 

35. The American & British Idealists - Q2: , and why? 



Cartesianism: 



Scientifically 



1 st truth 



The physical/action/process 
The Universe 
Exists 






Philosophically 




1 st truth 




I/you/multiplicity 




Individuality 




Physically Exists 



Generates the perception of a nihilistic existence, insignificance for existing, for the individual, for 
you, for the T. 

Non-Cartesianism: 



Singularity 

The Absolute Spirit 

Absolute 
Consciousness 



A. 



Abstraction 



Generates the perception of a nihilistic existence, insignificance for existing, for the individual, for 
you, for the T. 

❖ 

The point: It is only the metaphysical model of Cartesianism located within and powering non- 
Cartesianism which eliminates the nihilistic existence of the individual, eliminates the 
insignificance of the individual. It is only the model of symbiotic panenfheism which defines three 
truths, establishes three relativistic 1 st truths, satisfies the primary needs of all three - science, 
religion, and philosophy - simultaneously, clearly details the difference between active action and 
passive action, clearly details the difference between singularity and multiplicity, clearly details 
the concept of 'nothingness' and the function of 'nothingness', demonstrates three new fields of 
metaphysics - metaphysical engineering, practical metaphysics, and theoretical metaphysics, 
while establishing a totally new realm of exploration: the realm that lies beyond the summation of 
the physical, the abstract, and nothingness. 
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36. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) & John Stuart Mill (1806-1873): Utilitarianism - Ql: 

Why the individual important? 

... the "utility" of an idea as a guide to its intrinsic merit. 

... What are the consequences of certain types of behavior? What are the positives, and 
what are the negatives? Those actions that extend human happiness - as opposed to 
those, which prevent human unhappiness - are deemed the most utilitarian. 

... Because a society consists of individuals, those actions which increase the 
happiness of the greatest number is considered to be the most beneficial. However, this 
did not mean that there should exist a "tyranny of the majority. " Every individual has 
the right to choose their own lifestyle, as well as possessing freedom of thought and 
action. The state could only legitimately intervene in curtailing this freedom if the 
freedom of other individuals was threatened. 

S: Again the question becomes: 'But why?' Why is individual 'happiness' important? If the 
individual has no significance than surely the happiness of one individual over that of another 
individual has no particular merit. 

And does happiness, pleasure and the lack of pain, supercede altruistic/idealistic endeavors that 
cause one to undergo pain and forego pleasure. 

The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism would concur with the concept regarding the 
'right' of the individual to travel life unimpeded by others. The difference between symbiotic 
panentheism and utilitarianism, however, is that utilitarianism lacked the fundamental 
understanding regarding 'why' such a concept is valid and lacked the fundamental understanding 
that one cannot gauge the rights of the majority as a simple numbers game. Symbiotic 
panentheism on the other hand fully defines, illustrates, and explains the model from which the 
concept of individual 'rights' to travel unimpeded emerge, defines the rationale regarding the 
'reason' such rights exist, and outlines the first two rules of morality and their sequential order of 
priority. 

In short the model of symbiotic panentheism does not exist in a vacuum of intuitive 'belief but 
rather emerges from a wellspring of scientific concepts, religious commitments, and philosophical 
dialectics. 

But what of the concept that one can measure the merit of an idea using the instrument of 'utility'? 
To suggest one idea is of greater intrinsic value than another idea is to suggest that ideas are not 
abstractual in nature but rather innate characteristics of the physical and thus capable of being 
assessed in terms of their application at any point in history. Such a concept suggests 'ideas' are 
not timeless, do not exist in their own realm of reality, but rather suggests ideas are simply 
byproducts of the physical to be used by the physical. The net result of such action is ultimately a 
reintroduction of all philosophical, scientific, and religious past arguments supporting monism 
over the arguments supporting dualism. Such an action ultimately reintroduces all the past acts, 
which initiated and instigated the violent confrontations between the monists and the dualists. 

The point: If the concept of judging an idea is based upon its utilitarian characteristic, then what 
becomes of ideas that have no perceived utilitarian purpose such as string theory, complexity 
theory, chaos theory, topology, . . .? What are we to say regarding actions which do not appear to 
'give '/generate any form of happiness or pleasure such as justice, altruistic acts, selfless acts, 
principled acts, ...7 Are such fields of study and such forms of action to be discarded in favor of 
the short-term goal of ' . . .live for the moment?' The new metaphysical model presented within this 
work provides the rationale regarding why we should reject physical utilitarianism as our long- 
term goal. 
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36. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) & John Stuart Mill (1806-1873): Utilitarianism - Q2: 

What is morality? 

... Mill understood that "pure" or "idealistic" utilitarianism was unrealistic. Hence, he 
proposed a secondary form of utilitarianism. A set of moral rules, decided upon 
collectively, would provide a reasonable (but always revisable) guide to our moral 
decisions 

... However, Mill was mindful of the abuses of state power. In his book On Liberty, he 
clearly states that "The only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over 
any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. " 

S: A categorical imperative is a universal 'law'/definition succinctly detailing universal morality. 

Universal morality is not action which applies to 'a' human being, nor is universal morality action 
which applies to humanity. Universal morality is a definition of action/behavior, which applies to 
all humans, all of humanity, all entities governed by the laws of free will be they within our 
personal universe or be they in other universes. 

Mill had a general intuitive sense of what the first categorical imperative was. It would appear 
from the statements above that the first categorical imperative for a 'utilitarian' would be to seek 
happiness and pleasure. Such is not the case, however. 

The first categorical imperative that emerges from Mill's intuitive thinking was an act of 
responsibility to others: 

The 1st categorical imperative: To protect the 'right' of the individual entity, entities 
governed by the laws of free will, to travel life unimpaired by the actions of others. 

Or as Mill indicated: "The only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any 
member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. " 

The second categorical imperative becomes an act of responsibility to one's self: 

The 2 nd categorical imperative: To travel life as one's self. 

The full metaphysical dialectic detailing the concept of the two categorical imperatives as well as 
detailing the order of priority of the two categorical imperatives is found within Volume I, The 
Error of Kant: Resolving the Problem of Universal Ethics. 

Intuitively Mill understood that "pure" or "idealistic" utilitarianism was unrealistic', but 
Mill did not understand why this was so. Mill lacked a metaphysical model, which would explain 
the function/role of 'utilitarianism' within the physical as it applied to the abstractual region 
within which the physical existed. The model of symbiotic panentheism in fact details how it is 
that a 'pure', an 'idealistic' utilitarianism is realistic as best we, limited humans, are able to 
implement. Utilitarianism is the ultimate means by which happiness and pleasure within a timeless 
existence becomes the ultimate goal of the individual as opposed to happiness and pleasure of the 
flesh, happiness and pleasure within the limited scope of physical existence. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model of symbiotic panentheism completely embraces the concept of 
Utilitarianism but not physical Utilitarianism but rather altruistic/abstractual Utilitarianism. It is 
the long-term ramifications of abstractual/timeless existence that the individual must consider not 
the short-term ramification of physical/finite time existence. 
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37. Fredrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) - Ql: What is our function within society? 

Like Kierkegaard, Nietzsche was also deeply concerned with the plight of the individual 
within a social setting. How are we to act? Are we to be part of the herd, or can we live 
independently? 



... How can we act in an authentic manner? Civilization - according to Nietzsche - was 
guilty of indoctrination. Habits and customs are substituted for true individualistic 
independence. 




Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 

demonstrates that the physical aspect of the individual is found within the physical and as such the 
physical aspect of the individual is limited/mortal in terms of existence. The model also 
demonstrates that the abstractual aspect of the individual is found within the abstract and as such 
the abstractual aspect of the individual is timeless/immortal in terms of existence. 

As such our physical aspect is secondary in terms of our personal long-term considerations as to 
our functionality. Our function in existence is oriented towards what it is impacts us in the long- 
term. The model clearly demonstrates that in the long-term we impact the whole. The question 
then becomes: How do we as individuals impact the whole of abstractual existence? We impact 
the whole in two ways: 

1 . We impact the whole as individuals. 

2. We impact the whole as a group. 

The second means by which we impact the whole is in actuality a summation of individual actions 
found within society. Summation of action is our responsibility because we are a part of that 
summation of action. We, therefore, are responsible for society's actions because we as a part of 
society 'allow' such actions to occur either through our direct participation or through our 
acceding to society's action through our inaction. Either way, direct action or passive 
acquiescence, we are responsible. Our function within society therefore is to take responsibility for 
our actions. 

The point: One of our primary functions within society it to take responsibility for our actions. 
We, each and everyone of us, assign our own function to society and we, each and everyone of us, 
are responsible for those actions be they in the form of individual action or summation of social 
action. 
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37. Fredrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) - Q2: What is truth? 

1. ... We surrender our autonomy for the comforts of slogans and propaganda. 
Nietzsche rejected traditional values - both social and religious - and was committed to 
restoring the deep and passionate instincts of our nature. 

2. ... We attach ourselves to organized religions, according to Nietzsche, because we 
have become cowards. Values, codes of behavior, morality: these are illusions. 

3. ... We have no certainties, and the belief that we do or could acquire them is a cage 
we choose to live inside. 

4. ... Because of his austere and nihilistic outlook, many consider Nietzsche to be 
outside the realm of proper philosophy. 

S: Taking the items in reverse order: 

4. Nietzsche was not outside the realm of proper philosophy. Nietzsche in fact was meeting the 
intended purpose of philosophy 'head on' which is more than we can say of philosophy both in his 
day and today. Philosophy has no choice but to address the three questions: Where are 
we/individuals? What are we/individuals? Why do we/individuals exist? To not address these 
three questions in an 'austere' and pointed fashion is to lose track of the questions through rhetoric 
in an attempt to give the illusion of tackling the questions which haunt each and every individual 
at some point in their life. 

3. We have certainties in life, at least we have certainties as best we able to deduce, and that type 
of deduction is the best we can do. That type of deduction, developing certainties, as best we are 
capable, is the only form of deductive certainty we have. We may not be certain we will be alive 
tomorrow but we can be certain, at least as certain as any form of certainty can be established, that 
there is such a thing as 'existence' in one form or another, and we can be certain that we, the 
individual, are a part of that existence. Likewise we can be certain that the physical universe exists 
and we can be certain the 'whole' exists. These three concepts, certainties, 'truths', are the 
cornerstone of the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism. 

2. We attach ourselves to organized religion for the same reason we attach ourselves to organized 
science and organized philosophy. We have three means of developing perceptions, we have 
reason represented by its dominate subject area - philosophy, we have observation represented by 
its dominate subject area - science, and we have faith represented by its dominate subject area - 
religion. Religion, representing faith, being one of three dominate means of perceiving reality is 
therefore a logical area for us as individuals and as a specie to become attached. 

1. Presently we may... surrender our autonomy for the comforts of slogans and propaganda. But 
it is time to reconsider such acts and begin to embrace our autonomy through the act of 'reason'. 
The process of doing so is not through the abolishment of religion, science, or philosophy, but 
rather through the process of uniting the three. 

Religion, science, and philosophy have never in the past formed a cohesive model of reality 
acceptable to all three. The process of doing so is a process of building a universal philosophy, 
universal morality, universal ethics, . . . 

♦:♦ 

The point: We can reach a consensus regarding our purpose for existing. The greatest obstacle in 
the path to doing so is making the decision to do so. 
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38. Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism -Ql: 
What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Early in the 20 th century, logic and mathematics began to gain prominence within the 
field of philosophy. ... The purity of their approach had enormous repercussions. ... 
They rejected metaphysical speculation. What the 'formal system" couldn't synthesize, 
it rejected. ... Like science, it offered philosophy a chance to move beyond the never- 
ending debates that dominated its history, and to make "progress" in our knowledge. 

If the statement cannot be verified, it is meaningless. 

S: What the system couldn't 'synthesize' . . . But the system 'synthesized' abstractually unique 
entities over and over and over. The system generated billions of entities governed by the laws of 
free will. The system may have been physical but the physical acted as the 'wrap' of the 
abstractual. The physical acted as the means by which 'virgin consciousness'/abstraction, as the 
noun, experienced. The physical was in fact what this particular form of abstraction used as its 
very means of moving from being 'virgin' to being unique in its perceptual form. 

For our form of abstractual existence, our purpose is to develop uniquely as 'distinct entities of 
individuality'. Our function in existence is not to be 'the physical' for our existence is 
immeasurable in the physical sense. No one of us is capable of being reproduced, never has been 
reproduced, never will be reproduced. We are more unique one from the other in our abstractual 
being than each snowflake is different from another snowflake. 

It may be possible in the future for science to 'duplicate' the genetic configuration of 'a' particular 
individual but even perfect duplication of the genetic structure of 'a' particular individual is a long 
way off. Granted we are on the verge of cloning but cloning is a 'close' reproduction' not 'perfect' 
reproduction of 'a' particular genetic configuration. 

Exact replication of the abstractual perceptual configuration composing each unique individual on 
the other hand is beyond our comprehension at this point in time and for the foreseeable future, if 
not forever. In fact the philosophical implications of 'abstractual cloning' leads to as many 
interesting philosophical questions as does the fundamental question: Do I exist? 

If our purpose is to develop uniquely as an individual abstractual entity then what is the meaning 
of such a task? In short what is the meaning of life in light of such a perception. Symbiotic 
panentheism demonstrates that we are to develop uniquely as an individual abstractual entity 
because, for entities governed by the laws of free will, our purpose for existing is to 'grow' the 
whole. We, individuals, are to grow the whole through a process that allows each individual to do 
so uniquely. Our uniqueness is a part of the whole, which, due to of each of us being unique, does 
not become subjugated to 'eternal recurrence'. The meaning of life for the entity governed by the 
laws of free will is to be the means by which the whole avoids permanent equilibrium/stagnation 
and by which the whole avoids decay. 

Since we cannot produce 'an outside' to the universe, we may not be able to verify the existence 
of 'an outside' to the universe. Since we cannot produce 'a universe', we may not be able to verify 
the very existence of the universe. Since we cannot produce/duplicate 'an' individual, we may not 
be able to verify the existence of individuality. Be that as it may, reason tells us we, the universe, 
and a 'beyond the universe '/metaphysics exists. Faith in our belief that we, the universe, and a 
'beyond the universe '/metaphysics exist leads us to continue to ask the questions: Where are 
we/individuality? What are we/individuality? And Why do we/individuality exist? 

The point: Being governed by the laws of free will, we, individual humans, individuals governed 
by the laws of free will, have a choice as to what it is we will make of the whole itself, make of the 
region we will enter as a form of timeless existence existing in the whole of timelessness itself. 
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38. Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism - Q2: 
What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... Metaphysics draws some of its inspiration from abstract speculation. We make 
educated guesses. We make observations. We formulate a hypothesis to demonstrate a 
"truth. " The principle of "verifiability" is almost entirely absent from metaphysics. 

S: The concept of 'verification' becomes a semantic issue. To suggest we 'verify' through 
physical measurement when we cannot determine if the physical exists is a contradiction of 
perceptual 'truths'. 

We can 'verify' the physical through what we call 'physical means'. We can verify what it is we 
'see'/'observe'/'sense' through our five senses/ through physical means but we cannot verify 
whether such observations are 'real' in the physical sense or abstractual sense. We know we 
physically sense pain and we know we are aware of pain when it occurs but do we feel pain if our 
'consciousness' is absent? The question goes back to the philosophical concept: If a tree falls in 
the woods and nobody is there to hear it, does the falling tree make a noise. 

Reason would tell us the tree did make noise even if no one was there to hear the sound. We are 
fairly confident of our reasoning since we are fairly confident that the physical exists and since the 
physical exists that the physical adheres to the laws of physics. We cannot verify the fact the tree 
made a noise. One may suggest we can in fact verify the tree makes a noise by 'recording' the 
sound. But 'recording' the sound effects of a falling tree is in essence the same as 'being' there for 
the machine is a product of manipulating the physical with the presumption of a physical event 
occurring. 

The point is that we accept 'physical verification' through observation. Why then do we regard 
'verification' of reason and 'verification' of faith to be 'substandard' forms of verification when 
they emerge from the same stringent scrutiny as observation? 

'Purpose' and 'meaning', when referring to the physical cell structure of mitochondria is 'verified' 
by 'physical observation'. 'Purpose' and 'meaning', when referring to the abstractual concept of 
life, as in the purpose and meaning of life, is by definition abstractual in nature and as such should 
be 'verified' by the abstractual concept of 'reason'. To suggest abstractual concepts are not 
verifiable through reason because abstractual reasoning is not a form of 'real' verification is no 
different than one suggesting physical concepts are not verifiable through physical observation 
because physical observation is not a form of 'real' verification 

The advocates of the Cartesian/physical model of reality and the advocates of the non- 
Cartesian/abstractual model of reality have been at odds with each other for a long time. The 
argument of either/or continues with the concept of physical verification being the only means of 
verification. The resolution to the two models of reality will never end without an alternative 
metaphysical model being suggested. 

Symbiotic panentheism/the Cartesian located within the non-Cartesian; the Cartesian powering the 
non-Cartesian is just such a model. In fact it is a model which establishes the reality of both the 
physical and the abstract while detailing how it is the two together provide the necessary logic to 
explain the meaning and purpose of life both in the physical form and the abstractual form. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The meaning and purpose of life can be logically explained both in terms of physical 
existence and abstractual existence through the new metaphysical perception of 'being' being 
'Being', symbiotic panentheism, and, at this point in time, only through the metaphysical 
perception of 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism. 
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39. Karl Popper (1902-1994) - Ql : Do we exist and why? 

An interesting rejection of the purity of logical positivism was put forward by Karl 
Popper. Unlike the greatest proponents of logical positivism, Popper believed that even 
verificationism - the foundation of logical positivism - was itself an illusion. According 
to Popper, even a scientific fact isn 't absolute. It is a hypothesis only. 

S: There are four questions being asked here not one as it appears and there is only one way to 
answer the question wherein a consensus of opinion can be reached. It becomes obvious that any 
other answer will simply lead to an impasse between science, religion, and philosophy, which is 
impossible to overcome. 

The four questions are: 

1 . Do we physically exist? 

2. Do we abstractually exist? 

3. Why do we physically exist? 

4. Why do we abstractually exist? 

Questions 3 and 4 might better be phrased as: 

Why would we exist in a physical form? 
Why would we exist in an abstractual form? 

Cartesians, those who believe reality is the physical and that the abstract is simply an illusion that 
is an innate characteristic of the physical, have never been able to answers the four questions to the 
satisfaction of the non-Cartesians, those who believe reality is the abstract and that the physical is 
simply an illusion that is an innate characteristic of the abstract and vice versa. 

With the two opponents, the Cartesians and the non-Cartesians, facing off, there is no possible 
resolution to the debate other than a fusion of the two. Such a model of reality has been examined 
in great depth and detail throughout the three volumes of this work, The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, as well as in the first trilogy: You and I Together Have a Purpose in 
Reality. 

Within the framework of the new metaphysical perception being put forward by this work, the 
questions and answers then become: 

Do we physically exist? Yes we physically exist. 

Do we abstractually exist? Yes we abstractually exist. 

Why would we exist in a physical form? We exist in a physical form because it is 

only through experiencing the physical that our particular type of unique abstractual 

emergence can develop. 
Why would we exist in an abstractual form? We exist in the abstractual form because it is 

only through unique individual entities of experiencing/awareness of unique 

experiencing, that the whole can avoid two of the three forms of existence: decay and 

permanent equilibrium/stagnation/eternal recurrence. 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is possible to rationalize a reasonable understanding regarding the very concept of 
individuality/multiplicity existing, being a 'truth' and it is possible to rationalize a reasonable 
understanding regarding 'why' the existence of multiplicity/individuality is a functional necessity 
to the whole. The means of accomplishing such a task lies in a slight modification of the 
technique Hegel introduced: Thesis, Antithesis, and Synthesis. (See Tractate 7: The Error of 
Hegel, Resolving the Problem of Non-Cartesianism. 



374 



Conclusion - The Peer Review 



39. Karl Popper (1902-1994) - Q2: Do we posses free will, or 

are our actions determined? 

... A scientific hypothesis is true only until it can be proved false. By continually 
applying the principle of "falsifiabilty", we gradually attain a more accurate picture of 

reality. 

S: Again there are four questions being asked here not one as it appears and there again is only one 
way to answer the question wherein a consensus of opinion can be reached and again it becomes 
obvious that any other answer will simply lead to an impasse between philosophy, science, and 
religion, which becomes impossible to overcome. 

The four questions are: 

1 . Do we physically exist? 

2. Do we abstractually exist? 

3. Are our actions determined? 

4. Do we possess free will? 

Questions 3 and 4 in this case initiate two questions of their own. In essence we now have six 
questions: 

5. If our actions are determined why would the whole of reality need this to be the 
case? 

6. If we possess free will why would the whole of reality need this to be the case? 

Again, Cartesians, those who believe reality is the physical and that the abstract is simply an 
illusion that is an innate characteristic of the physical, have never been able to answers the six 
questions to the satisfaction of the non-Cartesians, who in turn believe reality is the abstract and 
that the physical is simply an illusion that is an innate characteristic of the abstract. 

And again we have no option but to suggest: With the two opponents, the Cartesians and the non- 
Cartesians, facing off, there is no possible resolution to the debate other than a fusion of the two. 
Such a model of reality has been examined in great depth and detail throughout the three volumes 
of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, as well as in the first trilogy: 
You and I Together Have a Purpose in Reality. 

Within the framework of the new metaphysical perception being put forward by this work, the 
questions and answers then become: 

1 . Do we physically exist? Yes we physically exist. 

2. Do we abstractually exist? Yes we abstractually exist. 

3. Are our actions determined? Some of our actions are determined. 

4. Do we possess free will? Yes we possess free will. 

5. If our actions are determined why would the whole of reality need this to be the case? 

To exist experience purely/uninfluenced by unlimited abstractual existence 'to be' a 
unique emergint entity must exists where unlimited abstractual existence does not 
exist. The physical is such a 'region'. The physical in its purity of being the physical 
is, in itself, void abstractual characteristics and thus capable of being a 'region' 
where virgin abstraction can emerge untainted and emerge as truly unique, emerge as 
itself. 

The point: 6. If we possess free will why would the whole of reality need this to be the case? To 
emerge from 'virgin' awareness into being uniquely individualistic in our personal abstractual 
existence, we, by definition, have no choice but to emerge abstractually through the process of free 
will or by definition we do not emerge as 'ourselves' but rather emerge as 'someone else's self. 
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40. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) -Ql: What is knowledge? 

Analytic philosophy took many forms. The logical positivism of philosophers ... was 
quickly succeeded by another variation: the analysis of language. ... Unlike the logical 
positivists, Wittgenstein felt that most philosophical problems were not genuine 
problems at all. They resulted from a confusion of language. 

S: The problem the field of philosophy has is that it perceives its problems are 'philosophical 
problems'. 'Philosophical problems did not emerge from philosophy. Philosophical problems 
emerge as haunting issues, emerge as issues that haunt our specie, emerge as issues that haunt the 
individual. It was philosophy, the act of reason, which was created as a process of removing the 
emotions of the situation, preconceived 'beliefs', and preexisting biases, and replacing such 
preexisting forms of primal preconditioning with pure reason. 

Philosophy has attempted to immerse itself in the purity of reason but when it did so philosophy 
was confronted with a dilemma it has not been able to resolve. Philosophy confronted the issue of 
'proving through reason' that 'existence itself, being in the passive sense, was in fact 'a' 'real' 
concept. In essence philosophy found itself perplexed at formulating a process by which it could 
use reason as its fundamental tool of developing perceptual models. 

Philosophy has never moved beyond this point and as such philosophy has never developed the 
answers to the twelve questions it was created to resolve. (See introduction Ql.) 

Philosophy had but to look towards religion and later towards science to understand how to 
resolve the issue. Philosophy had but to implement the principle that although we do not 'know' 
anything to be a 'fact'/an absolute, we can define what we perceive to be 'facts' and move on from 
there until we can show our premises regarding what is a 'fact' to be a false perception since our 
new perception better meets the new knowledge we have regarding existence. 

If philosophy followed the process science and religion use to answer the questions which face 
them, what fundamental principles would philosophy put into play? 

Cartesianism would suggest the fundamental 'fact'/knowledge with which to begin would be: The 
physical exists. The physical T may not exist, the physical 'you' may not exist, but at a minimum, 
the whole of the physical exists. 

Non-Cartesianism would suggest the fundamental 'fact'/knowledge with which to begin would be: 
The abstract exists. The abstractual T may not exist, the abstractual 'you' may not exist, but at a 
minimum the whole of abstraction exists. 

Cartesianism found within and powering non-Cartesian, symbiotic panentheism, the very 
existence of 'being' being 'Being' being would suggest the fundamental 'facts'/knowledge with 
which to begin would be: The physical T'/'being' exists. The abstractual T'/'being' exists. The 
physical 'you'/'beings' exist. The abstractual 'you'/'beings' exist. The whole of the 
physical/action - process/reality/feez'ng- - verb of action exists. The whole of the 
abstraction/'Being' exists. The existence of existence/being in the passive sense exists. 

❖ 

The point: Until philosophy is willing to resolve its fundamental dilemma regarding the difference 
between 'proving absolutes' and accepting principles to be 'temporary absolutes', philosophy will 
never overcome the problem Wittgenstein identified as: 

...most philosophical problems were not genuine problems at all. They resulted from a 
confusion of language 
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40. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) - Q2: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... Much of the confusion we have about truth and reality, according to Wittgenstein, 
is due to our poor understanding of language. The absence of precision in how we 
formulate statements is the problem, for these distort our perceptions of reality. But are 
subjective statements - statements that cannot be verified empirically - worthless? 

.... We use "language games" to communicate with each other. 

S: Games, be they children games or 'language games', are not what comprise the serious study 
of science and religion nor should 'games' be the foundation comprising the serious study of 
philosophy, yet that is exactly the state within which we find philosophy immersed. 

When a metaphysician declares their life's work is the study of 'what lies beyond' the universe, 
the general demeanor of other philosophers is 'how quaint'. When a philosopher declares 'a' truth 
to be 'I exist.' the immediate response is 'How do you know you exist?' 

We as philosophers do not take anything seriously. We as philosophers would rather spar with our 
fellow academics than to take our own subject area seriously. We compensate for the vacuum a 
lack of a foundation creates regarding the seriousness of our subject area, of our work, creating 
what appears to be an 'appearance,' with highbrow banter. 

We do not acknowledge the significance our work has in regards to human behavior in terms of 
the individual, in terms of our societies, in terms of our specie, and soon to come - in terms of our 
near neighbors in space. 

The lack of confidence we have in our subject area, reason/philosophy, leaves our fellow humans 
swirling in an eddy of confusing perceptions regarding the twelve questions: 

What is existence? What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Do we exist, and why? Why is the individual important? 

What is reality? What is our function within society? 

What can we know? 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

What is knowledge? Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

What is truth? What is morality? 

and we philosophers are responsible for the resultant social confusion which overwhelms the very 
id of our fellow travelers through life: our neighbors, our children, our very selves. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Science accepts its basic premises and moves on from those principles until it finds 
such principles to be 'false'. Philosophy should do the same. Resolving the age old seemingly 
irresolvable conflict between the Cartesian and the non-Cartesian advocates is the place to begin 
and it is the metaphysical model presented in this work which can do just that. 

Resolving the debate between the two opponents, the Cartesians and the non-Cartesians, each of 
whom profess their model of reality to be 'reality' and their opponents position to be simply an 
'appearance' of reality would allow us to formulate three new fields of philosophy, metaphysics in 
particular: Practical Metaphysics, Metaphysical Engineering, and Theoretical Metaphysics. We 
have a responsibility in life, one of which is to take our field of study seriously since 
it/philosophy/reason is the dominant representative of our third form of perpetual development. 
We as individuals and as a specie have a very limited number of perceptual tools with which to 
work. We, the professionals, the thinkers, are being irresponsible to the whole/singularity/God 
itself not to mention being irresponsible to ourselves and other forms of 
multiplicity/individuality/'beings' if we do not take our work, take philosophy, seriously. 
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41. 



Symbiotic Panentheism: A Brief Overview - Ql: 

Q2: 



Do we exist and why? 
What is reality? 



Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts 
of present-day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow 
symbiotic panentheism takes when integrated with the most generally accepted concepts 
held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic 
components by only one of the three fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face 
concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to the general logic flow to cause a 
perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the individual. 

The whole/'Being' and Panentheism 

1 . Reality exists 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "The whole/'Being'." 

3 . The whole/'Being' is omnipresent; as such, all things are in The 
whole/'Being', including our known reality. 

4. The whole/'Being' is bigger than reality. 

5. The whole/'Being' is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original 
knowledge. 

6. The whole/'Being' is omniscient; it knows how to create more knowledge. It 
cannot create new, creative, untainted knowledge within itself. 

7. The whole/'Being' is omnipresent; It cannot create outside itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. 
Panentheism accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while 
at the same time acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience by recognizing the whole/'Being's ability to become even more so. 



The individual/'being' and Symbiosis 



1. 


Humankind exists. 


2. 


Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 


3. 


The essence of the individual is neither the body nor the brain. 


4. 


The essence of the individual is the individual/'being'. 


5. 


The individual/'being', being within reality, which in turn is within The 




whole/'Being', is a part of The whole/'Being'. 


6. 


The individual is not the whole/'Being'. 


7. 


The individual is a part of the whole/'Being'. 


8. 


Reality separates the individual from the whole/'Being' and lies between the 




individual and the whole/'Being'. 


9. 


Humankind, the individual/'being's, are creative and can experience. 


10. 


The individual/'being' separated from direct contact with The whole/'Being' 




can create and experience untainted by the whole/'Being's knowledge. 


11. 


The individual/'being's can learn and grow. 


12. 


The whole/ Being' can learn through the journey of the individual/'being's. 



Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human 
species, the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of the whole/'Being' and 
given an importance to the whole/'Being'. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to 
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the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the individual/'being' in a symbiotic 
relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with the whole/'Being'. 

Human Significance 

1 . Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its 
behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of 
our behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. A level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free 
will to assist the whole/'Being' in the one thing the whole/'Being' cannot do 
as the whole/'Being' - grow. 

6. The individual/'being' being a part of the whole/'Being' but separated from 
the whole/'Being' (being non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, non- 
omnipotent) has the ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from 
the whole/'Being'. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help the 
whole/'Being', ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human 
significance now becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes 
defined as significant for it becomes significant beyond human needs. Human 
significance now becomes significant to the whole/'Being' Itself. 

Social Ramifications 

1. The essence of all individuals is the individual/'being'. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of the whole/'Being', a piece of the 
whole/'Being'. 

3. All individuals are important to the whole/'Being' and deserve to be treated as 
such. 

4. The individual/'being', a piece of the whole/'Being', is important to and 
needed by the whole/'Being'. 

5. The individual, a piece of the whole/'Being', deserves to be treated with the 
respect due the whole/'Being'. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, the whole/'Being', is not in a hierarchical relationship to 
itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems 
and perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most 
fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the hierarchy 
system created between the whole/'Being' and humans. It eliminates the status levels 
between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy what humanity has; it adds to 
what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of the whole/'Being' 
to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the individual and of 
the species to this one way concept of the whole/'Being'. 
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Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a 
philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for 
humanity, for the individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to the 
whole/'Being'. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see that the whole/'Being' 
grows. We have the free will to determine the direction the whole/'Being' grows. This is 
truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity 
will rise to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, 
families, and individuals could use more human, humane, altruistic compassion in their 
journeys. To begin to understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism 
and their treatment of the three most universally accepted characteristics of the 
whole/'Being': omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to the whole/'Being'. According to 
atheism, the whole/'Being' does not exist and the whole/'Being' as an entity has no 
knowledge. Pantheism enlarges the whole/'Being's knowledge base over atheism. Under 
pantheism, the whole/'Being' and reality are one and the same size. The whole/'Being' 
has size and the whole/'Being' has knowledge. However, the knowledge has limits. The 
whole/'Being' is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, whatever that size 
may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges the whole/'Being's knowledge base over 
pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold that the whole/'Being' knows 
everything that has been known, is known or could be known. This places limits on the 
whole/'Being'. Since the whole/'Being' knows everything, it closes the door on the 
possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what The 
whole/'Being' knows. But whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the 
concept of omniscience and leaves the whole/'Being' in a state of permanent equilibrium, 
panentheism goes on to expand the whole/'Being's possible knowledge base through 
accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even 
for the whole/'Being'. Panentheism applies the concept regarding the growth of 
knowledge to the whole/'Being'. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the 
complete characteristic of omniscience to the whole/'Being', for it is the only theism to 
assign the knowledge of how the whole/'Being' gains more knowledge, grows. 

Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no whole/'Being'. Since The 
whole/'Being' has no size, It has no power. The whole/'Being' is powerless. Pantheism 
magnifies the whole/'Being's power over the perception of atheism. Within pantheism, 
the whole/'Being' and reality are one. The whole/'Being' has all the power of our 
universe and no more, for that is all there is. Calssical and traditional theisms suggest the 
whole/'Being' is greater in size than physical reality, it follows that the whole/'Being's 
power is greater than what pantheism professes. Classical or traditional theism again 
increases the whole/'Being's power by stating that the whole/'Being' is all-powerful; 
however, it limits the whole/'Being's power to that of its total power. Under classical and 
traditional theism, the whole/'Being' is all-powerful but is limited, for it is not powerful 
enough to become more powerful. 
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Panentheism magnifies the whole/'Being's power above all theistic perceptions through 
incorporating the concept that if The whole/'Being' is truly all powerful, then the 
whole/'Being' has the power to use Its knowledge to become even more so. This is not a 
factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and 
physical realities - not the whole/'Being'. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the 
beginning-end concepts built into universes. Panentheism suggests the whole/'Being', by 
definition, has no characteristic concept of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omnipotence to the whole/'Being', for 
panentheism assigns the ability and power of the whole/'Being' to gain more knowledge. 

Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no whole/'Being', the 
whole/'Being' is omnipresent, the whole/'Being' is infinitely small, and its nothingness 
can be found everywhere. The whole/'Being's absence is everywhere. This is clearly the 
smallest possible form for the whole/'Being'. Pantheism enlarges the whole/'Being' over 
atheism by suggesting there is one the whole/'Being' and suggesting the whole/'Being' 
physical and reality are one and the same size. The whole/'Being' has size and is limited 
to the size of physical reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or 
traditional theism enlarges the whole/'Being' over pantheism by stating there is one 
whole/'Being' and the whole/'Being' is greater in size than physical reality. Classical and 
traditional theism suggest the whole/'Being' and physical reality are separate items from 
each other. The whole/'Being' transcends physical reality. The whole/'Being' is 
everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges the whole/'Being' over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism 
purports that the whole/'Being' is omnipresent. The whole/'Being' incorporates 
everything; therefore, the whole/'Being' is everything and thus, there is no place for 
physical reality to be other than within the whole/'Being' Itself. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omnipresence to the whole/'Being', 
for it assigns not only an omnipresence incorporating all of our physical reality, but all 
realities that may exist and what lies beyond and between these realities. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to accommodate the 
characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of the whole/'Being' that, in turn, 
through increased awareness, expands omnipresence itself. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics twentieth century 
humanity appears to universally affix to the whole/'Being'. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism manages to do so. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, 
for without the "panentheism" the "symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism 
establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the 
paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that 
circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we have assigned to the whole/'Being', a 
state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of the whole/'Being's location, is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual 
and behavioral shifts for our specie, society, the environment, and the individual. 
Understanding the differences between the four basic perceptions of a causative force 
(atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and panentheism) allows us to move 
forward and begin the examination of symbiotic panentheism in particular. 
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The whole/'Being' 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions 
around the whole/'Being'. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to 
our knowledge, always conceptualized a form of the whole/'Being' in some sense. Is the 
whole/'Being' the originator of physical reality? The original force? The source of the 
beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to identify: 
either there is a whole/'Being', an originator, an original force, a source of a beginning, 
or there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation at 
this point in time that we cannot directly rationalize and support through observation 
having a beginning, an origination, and that is the whole of physical reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except 
reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, then physical reality must also have an 
identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator. Another way of expressing this is 
that all things in reality appear to be affected by time and thus, it is most probable that 
physical reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, most probably has a beginning 
and an end. 

The second option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The 
second option is the premise that physical reality itself is different from everything within 
it and has no origination, has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that an 
originator of the physical is illogical. This thought process would allow one to reject the 
inference to which all of our observations point. It would allow one to conclude and 
embrace the direct opposite inference that there is no originator of physical reality. 
Physical reality has always existed. 

The premise that physical reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating 
force, that there is a whole to physical reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of 
direct observations and logic. The premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no 
creative originating force, is supported by nothing we have observed. Is the concept of 
physical reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure in our 
minds is "possible" but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of physical reality, an 
original force, a source of the beginning, we can then move to examining consciousness, 
awareness, aware beings, individuality, and where it is the individual fits into our 
understanding of the whole of reality. The picture we have of the whole/'Being' is still 
out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will gain greater resolution 
regarding our physical reality. In the meantime, keep in mind that the Creator of physical 
reality is the Creator of physical reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or 
wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through 
time and custom, drawn it to be. Rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn 
the Creator to be, through time and custom, was what we needed a Creator to be in order 
to define our niche in reality. The Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we 
needed it to be such in order to find comfort in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our 
fears regarding our perceptions of mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully 
accepted the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know 
how to fuse them into their doctrines. Symbiotic panentheism can help science and 
religion their perceptual problems without destroying their essences, identities or 
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uniqueness. It is only under classical or traditional theism that we could assign a greater 
significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our planet over other entities and their 
homes and planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as 
knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - 
three choices we can comprehend for the state regarding whole/'Being'. Scientifically 
speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an unnatural state of being. Religiously 
speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent whole/'Being' appears to be a 
contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent enough to become 
even more so without changing. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. Being 
tied to a whole/'Being' that exists in a state of decline is not a preferable or advantageous 
choice to bestow upon a Creator. The only rational state of being we can comprehend for 
the whole/'Being' is that of a growing whole/'Being'. It is only the metaphysical model 
of symbiotic panentheism that can resolve such issues without generating paradoxical 
positions. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or damaging contributions are two possibilities that 
could exist between two identities. Understanding our significance for being within 
physical reality and to its Creator would definitely help us understand what actions we, 
humans with freewill, should take while functioning within our physical reality. Our 
actions affect not only the whole/'Being' but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical 
mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation 
of our physical reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as individuals/'being's, for 
our accomplishments transcend physical reality and embrace - fuse - with the very 
essence of the whole/'Being'. 

Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1 . Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already 
exist 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more 

The Creator of our physical reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined 
these paradoxes ourselves. 

We, humanity, give these paradoxes a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, 
perpetuate our irrationality into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience does not alter or call for the elimination of our rich 
history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three paradoxes expands our view of our 
place in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and our tolerance for 
uniqueness. Expansion of our present concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down the 
foundations of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. 
Omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made 
them so. 
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Panentheism, the picture grows: 
A-theism 

Our universe, physical reality, is alone. 
Pan-theism 

Our universe, physical reality, is not alone; something else exists within it. 

Pan-en-theism 

Our universe, physical reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting 
for a prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, 
"The whole/'Being' is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligence's within 
realities - physical or otherwise, humanity, the individual, is significant to the 
whole/'Being'." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the 
hierarchical and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of the 
whole/'Being' and continually contribute to the whole/'Being's knowledge and 
awareness. We create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all have an awesome 
responsibility. 
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Postscript: 



Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics 



Practical Metaphysics 
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Region of Passive Complexity: 



Complexity in the Passive State O 
Perfection in the passive sense exists: 
The omni's in the passive state of Complexity 

1. Passive Omnipresence 

2. Passive Omnipotence 

3. Passive Omniscience 
Complexity in the Passive State is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist in the passive state of Complexity 
Determinism emerges out of constancy - passive Complexity 
Time/distance exists as an abstract functionality 'within' individual elements of 

Passive Complexity as opposed to being a universal fabric of Passive Complexity 
Passive Complexity is an open system 






Chaos exists actively and passively 
The Physical Universe 
Time and distance exist as a universal 
fabric, an innate characteristic of matter 

and energy 
A closed 'system' limited by infinite time 

and infinite distance 
Confined within the two edges of chaos 




The Strange Attractor 



Chaos 



The Two Edges of Chaos 



Region of: 
Active Complexity 

Discussion of such a 
region is the point of 
this dialectic 
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Introduction 

Regarding Metaphysical Systems 
Metaphysical Concepts 
Preliminary 

Linguistic Symbolization: Definitions 



Contents 



Section 1: Metaphysical Systems 



Twenty-eight Potential Models Of Singularity 



Section 2: Metaphysical System 
Of Singularity - #7 



'being' being - The strange attractor and chaos 



Section 3: Metaphysical System 
Of Singularity - #9 



'Being' being - chaos and complexity 



Section 4: Metaphysical System 
Of Multiplicity 



'being' being separate from 'Being' being 
The strange attractor and chaos separate from 
complexity and chaos 



Section 5: Metaphysical System 
Of Singularity - #28 



'being' being 'Being' - The strange attractor, chaos, 
and complexity 



Section 6: Metaphysical System #28 
In non-technical terms 



The Strange Attractor found within Chaos, which in 
turn is found within Complexity 



Section 7: Specifically: 

The Strange Attractor 



Complexity 



Chaos 



The Edge of Chaos 



The Edge of Complexity 



Innateness 



What is the strange attractor? 

Where is the strange attractor? 

Why does the strange attractor exist? 

What is complexity? 

Where is complexity? 

Why does complexity exist? 

What is chaos? 

Where is chaos? 

Why does chaos exist? 

What is the edge of chaos? 

Where is the edge of chaos? 

Why does the edge of chaos exist? 

What is the edge of complexity? 

Where is the edge of complexity? 

Why does the edge of complexity exist? 

What is innateness? 

Where is innateness? 
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Why does innateness exist? 
Metaphysics What is metaphysics? 

Where is metaphysics? 

Why does metaphysics exist? 
Chaos/disorder, Complexity/Order, and Strange Attractors 

Terms and concepts 

Metaphysical Engineering 
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Introduction 

In Tractate 16 and Tractate 17 we established the new direction of theoretical metaphysics. 
Theoretical metaphysics, with the onset of Volumes I, II, and III of this work, now becomes the 
exploration of what this work proposes lies outside the physical universe and the exploration of 
the interrelationship such an existence has to what lies outside itself. 

Such being the case we can apply our model of metaphysics to an established field of study 
namely: Chaos and Complexity. 

As with philosophy, mathematicians perceive the problem regarding chaos and complexity to be 
either/or in nature. 

Either 

Complexity arises from chaos 

Or 

Chaos arises from complexity. 

But just as the philosophers could not come to grips with the solution to their paradox when they 
perceived the solution to be either/or in nature. Likewise mathematicians may be unable to come 
to grips with the solution to their paradox as long as they perceive the solution to be either/or in 
nature. 

It is metaphysics, which can provide the solution to the mathematical paradox regarding chaos and 
complexity. The metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' is a model, which can demonstrate 
the resolution to the mathematicians' paradox just as it provided a solution to the oldest of 
philosophical paradoxes. 

Because the process involves an application of metaphysics to the 'real' world we shall now 
consider the application of this metaphysical solution to the paradox regarding complexity and 
chaos to be a 'practical' utilization of metaphysics or in short, practical metaphysics. 

We shall begin by exploring the concept regarding which system is the most rational of what we 
now understand may be three options: 

1. Complexity emerges from chaos 

2. Chaos emerges from complexity 

3. Both occur simultaneously 

As we explore the issues of which emerges from which, order emerging from chaos or chaos 
emerging from complexity, we shall begin to understand that there are not just two options nor are 
there just three options rather there are a myriad of options from which to choose. Due to the lack 
of space and time, we shall limit our precursory discussion to twenty- eight options and limit our 
in-depth discussion to four options. As we shall see, the third option of the three listed above 
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emerges as the most rational of the remaining twenty-eight options, which in turn emerge in our 
precursory discussion. 

The outcome of the discussion demonstrates: Complexity/order shows itself to be indispensable to 
the system as a whole as opposed to being 'simply' a product of the whole of the system. 

Likewise, chaos/disorder shows itself to be indispensable to the system as a whole as opposed to 
being 'simply' a product of the whole of the system. 

The understanding of the relationship regarding chaos/disorder and complexity/order, as might be 
expected, emerges from philosophical thought and in particular from metaphysical thought. 

Applying Ockham's Razor to metaphysical systems we obtain systems reduced to their simplest 
forms. Such a form, the simplest form, is the most versital model format to use when exploring a 
subject as complex as the interrelationship existing between chaos, complexity, and the whole of 
reality. 

As a preliminary step, we will examine visuals of a few metaphysical/mathematical/scientific 
systems, which could emerge from three basic components: individuality/order/active complexity, 
action/chaos/the universe, and summation/order/passive complexity. 

We will represent the three, Strange Attractors, Complexity, and Chaos, through linguistic 
symbolization and definition as follows: Complexity is divided into two forms: Passive and 
Active. Passive Complexity is defined as Complexity/order that has been established and Active 
Complexity is defined as Complexity/order that is in the process of being developed/created. 

Linguistic symbolization: Definitions: 

1. The Strange Attractor - The 'seat'/soul/nucleus of Active Complexity 

2. Active Complexity - 'being' n: individuality emerging 

3. Chaos - being vb - active: The Universe, action, Process/reality, the region 
within which creation, development takes place 

4. Passive Complexity - 'being' n: Individuality complete 

5. Complexity/Order - 'Being' n: summation, totality, the whole 

6. Existence - being vb - passive: the state of being 

At this point, a few words regarding Active Complexity are critical to the discussion. Active 
Complexity can be classified into two distinct types: 

Active complexity of active action: 
Active complexity of passive action: 

Active complexity of active action is the manifestation of a pattern established by a 
strange attractor (knowing in nature) through the forces of free will/choice. 
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Active complexity of passive action is the manifestation of a pattern established by a 
strange attractor (knowing and/or unknowing in nature) through the forces of 
determinism/no choice. 

Distinguishing between these two forms of Active Complexity leads to intuitively obvious 
conclusions in and of themselves. As such these intuitive conclusions will not be addressed within 
this dialectic. The full examination of such intuitive conclusions can be found within Volumes I, 
II, and III of this work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. 

It may help to use charts to define linguistic symbolizations in relationship to religious, scientific, 
mathematical, and philosophical perceptions. The purpose of such charts is to help those with 
religious, scientific, or philosophical leanings to better understand the discussion. 
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The linguistic symbolization charts would appear as: 



Complexity 





Complexity 




Subject Area 


Term 




Mathematics: 


'B' 




Set Theory 
Geometry 


The Universal Set* 
The plane of the circle 
Complexity 


Science 


The universe and what it is the Universe 
lies within 


Complexity 


The whole of Reality 


Philosophy 


The whole of existence 


Metaphysics 


'Being' - 


noun 


Epistemology 


'Knowing' - noun: 
Summation of knowledge 


Religion 


God 




* Universal in this scenario refers to the whole of all that exists as opposed to 
the whole of the physical universe 
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Complexity 



Active Complexity 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


'b' 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


an element of . . . 
Inside the circle 
Complexity 


Science 


System/Life Form/Entity/... emerging 


Complexity 


Pattern developing caused by the 
Strange Attractor 


Philosophy 


The whole of the individual entity 


Metaphysics 


'meta. . . ' inward beyond the 
physical 


Epistemology 


'being' and/or 'knowing' - noun 
A segment of knowledge emerging 


Religion 


Individual creation of an element 
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Complexity 



Passive Complexity 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


'B' - 'b' 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


an element of . . . 
Outside the circle 
Complexity 


Science 


System/Life Form/Entity/. . .complete 


Complexity 


Pattern developed by the 
Strange Attractor 


Philosophy 


The whole of the individual entity 


Metaphysics 


'meta...' outward 'beyond' the 
physical 


Epistemology 


'being' and/or 'knowing' - noun 
A segment of knowledge complete 


Religion 


Individually created element 
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Chaos 



Verb of action 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


b (italicized, not in quotation marks) 


Set Theory 
Geometrv 

v_j nfiiiL i± y 

Chaos 


Interaction 

The Process of creatine the circle 


Science 


The universe location where the 
developmental process of 
'being'/multiplicity/individuality can occur 

Chaos 


Philosophy 


Action/process/reality 


Metaphysics 


' . . . physics' - being - verb of action 


Epistemology 


knowing - the act of knowing 


Religion 


Interaction which occurs between 
God, creation, and Humans/individuals 
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No Chaos 
No Complexity 



Passive verb - state of being 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


b (not italicized, not in quotations marks) 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


{ } the set 
The circle itself 


No Chaos 

No Complexity 




Science 


The boundary 

No Chaos 

No Complexity 


Philosophy 


The boundary of Action/process/reality 


Metaphysics 


being - verb - state of being 


Epistemology 


knowing - the potential to know 


Religion 


Existence lacking any form of action(s) 
and/or interaction (s) which occurs 
between God and Humans/individuals 
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The analysis, which follows, is an examination of individuality/the strange attractor and its 
relationship to the whole as well as the whole to individuality /the strange attractor.. We will not be 
discussing 'Being's'/the whole's/summation's significance to 'Being'/the whole/summation. In 
essence we will be examining the internal dynamics of metaphysical systems rather than the 
external dynamics of such systems. 

We begin by establishing three potential components for a metaphysical system. Having done that 
we will examine a few potential systems that could emerge from these three components. 

Regarding Metaphysical Systems 

Applying metaphysical system model building to science and mathematics is the process of 
moving forward with what theoretical metaphysics establishes. 

Theoretical metaphysics brings to the building site of model construction, the materials with 
which the metaphysical engineer begins the construction of the model itself. 

As such, let us examine the building materials which theoretical metaphysics has put before us. 
Once we have taken this step, let's examine some of the potential models of reality metaphysical 
engineering could construct from the components of strange attractors, complexity, and chaos. 

Since a relatively large number of models will be presented, we will examine only four in detail. 
We will then take the final model and put it into non-technical language, generalizations. 

Preliminary 

As a preliminary, we will examine visuals of a few metaphysical systems, which could emerge 
from three basic components: individuality/strange attractors, action/chaos, and 
summation/complexity 

We will represent the three through linguistic symbolization and definition as follows: 
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Linguistic Symbolization: Definitions: 



Mathematically 


Metaphysical Components 


Scientifically 


4. 'b' 


'being' n: Individuality 


The Strange Attractor 


5. b 


being vb:: Active action, Process/reality 


Chaos 


3. 'B' 


'Being' n: The Whole 


Complexity /Order 


4. b 


being vb: The state of existence 


The state of existing 



It must be said at this point that there appears to be four metaphysical components not three 
metaphysical components as previously suggested. The fourth component is the initial point/base 
assumption from which this discourse originates. The base assumption, the original premise, the 
initial point from which this discourse originates is: 

One or more of the first three metaphysical components do in fact exist. Metaphysical 
component #4, existence, exists. Existence is 'the' premise of this discourse. At a 
minimum, without the existence of, at the very least, passive existence, discussion of any 
topic becomes a mute activity. 

What is the strange attractor? Within The metaphysical model being suggested there are two forms 
of strange attractors we presently comprehend. 

Type 1 : Strange attractors lacking knowing of abstraction 

Type 2: Strange attractors knowing abstraction 

Type 1 strange attractors known to us and the patterns they establish are confined within a 
space/time/matter/energy universal fabric. Such a fabric is found within our physical universe 

Type 2 strange attractors known to us, strange attractors of knowing, emerge fully patterned from 
the confines of physical reality, become confined within the 'greater' boundaries of the abstract. 

Both the Type 1, non-knowing/deterministic, strange attractors and the Type 2 , knowing, strange 
attractors find an interesting analogy to the nucleus around which a snowflake or a raindrop form. 
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Type 2 strange attractors are the type of strange attractor to which we can best relate. We are 
intuitively most familiar with Type 2 strange attractors and the patterns they establish, originate, 
within a region of chaos, the physical universe, because each individual human/knowing entity 
originates from a strange attractor of knowing. In addition we are capable of knowing complexity 
patterns whose strange attractors may or may not be composed of knowing because we find our 
knowing to be centered within complexity pattern of physicality called a human body and human 
brain. 

We do not 'know' what the strange attractor of non-knowing is even though we are within such a 
region. It is because we are a strange attractor of knowing that we do not 'know' the strange 
attractor of non-knowing. Will we ever be capable of knowing a non-knowing strange attractor? 
Perhaps after all our strange attractor based upon knowing builds its pattern using the non- 
knowing, the physical, as its source of chaos material from which we build our abstractual patterns 
of complexity. 

It is the abstractual world of chaos and complexity with which this work, The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception, dealt. Such a world is philosophically labeled as metaphysics. The 
abstractual world is a world within which the physical is located and in turn it is the physical 
within which the abstract is created. Metaphysically the model is labeled the being of 'being' 
being 'Being'. Graphically the model appears as: 
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The Passivity of the 
System 



Location of 

Type 1 Passive Abstractual 
Complexity 
(Abstractual complexity 
already generated) 



Location of 



Type 1 Active Abstractual 
Complexity 
(Abstractual complexity being 
generated within the physical) 




Location of 
Space/time/matter/energy 
The physical universe 
Chaos - the building material for 
Complexity formation 



Location of 

Type 1 Active Physical 
Complexity emerging 
(Abstractual complexity 
being generated within the 
physical) 
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The dynamics 
of the system 







< 1 


► * j 



The region of passive complexity is considered passive not because it has no dynamic 
consciousness rather it is considered passive because no new abstractual knowing is created within 
the region void the universe/universes/devices capable of generating 'new perception'. The region 
of passive abstractual complexity would in essence be the epitome of Nietzsche's eternal 
recurrence if it were not for regions of chaos within which original complexity could emerge. 

A more complex version of the model demonstrating the dynamics of the system itself becomes: 
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Passive State 



Location of 

Type 1 Passive Complexity 
(Abstractual complexity 
already generated) 



Location of 



Type 1 Active Abstractual 
Complexity and Active 
Physical Complexity 
(Complexity being 
generated) 




Completed 
passive elements 
of complexity 



Location of 
Space/time/matter/energy 
The physical universe 
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The understanding as to how there can be a region of chaos existing within a region of no chaos 
while not existing within the region of chaos is fully addressed within Volume I, Tractates 6 and 
Volume II, Tractate 10 of this work. 

Within such a model, complexity becomes dependent upon chaos for its avoidance of eternal 
recurrence and chaos becomes dependent upon complexity for it emergence from nothingness 
through the principle of symmetry.. The full dialectic of such a process is discussed within 
Volume II, Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger. 

Since this is a dialectic of metaphysics much of the work is left in a linguistic metaphysical format 
but the initiation for the discussion of the interrelationship of chaos and complexity are begun with 
the introduction of terms such as: strange attractor, chaos, complexity, passive complexity, active 
complexity, edge of chaos, edge of complicity, etc within Part I: Metaphysical Systems - Potential 
Models.. 

In addition, this dialectic deals specifically with strange attractors of knowing with free will/choice 
as opposed to non-knowing strange attractors governed by laws and principles and strange 
attractors of knowing governed by determinism. The understanding regarding the 
interrelationships and function of the three types of strange attractors is essential to understanding 
both the interrelationships and the roles of chaos and complexity one to the other. The 
interrelationship and function of strange attractors with free will within regions of chaos and 
complexity is of primary concern to 'higher order life forms', ourselves included, since, 
philosophically speaking, such an understanding addresses the three fundamental philosophical 
questions: 

Where are we? 
What are we? 
Why do we exist? 

The issue regarding the validity of the concept of free will is not what is addressed within this 
discourse. The issue regarding the validity of free will is examined in great detail throughout the 
work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, and in particular within Volume I, 
Tractate 3: The Error of Boethius 
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1. Metaphysical Systems - Potential Models 
Metaphysical Concepts: 

Metaphysical Concept - 1 



Tht Materials: 
You: 'being', Individuality 



'being' 
• 

The 

Strange Attractor 



Metaphysical Concept - 2 



UniveTse: being - action, 
Frocess/iealitv 




being (italics) 
Chaos 



Strange attractor 



The Materials; 
You; "being', Individually 

(magnified) 



'being' 



The 

Strange Attractor 



The Materials: 
Yrj\: 'being', Individuality 

(magnified again) 




'being' 



The 

Strange Attractor 



'being' 
• 

Complexity 

specifically 
Active Complexity 



Noun 

being 

(italics) 
(quotation marks) 
• 

Chaos 



Chaos, Complexity, 
and 
Metaphysics 



Verb 
being 
state of being 
(no italics) 
(no quotation marks) 
• 

The 
Edge of Chaos 
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Metaphysical Concept - 3 



I he Whole: 'Being', 
summation, totality 



The Whole of 
Complexity 
which includes 
Chaos and Nothingness 




Chaos, Complexity, 
and 
Metaphysics 



Noun 
Being - being 
The whole of complexity 
minus active complexity 
Passive Complexity 
• 

(no italics) 
(no quotation marks) 



Verb 
being 
state of being 
(no italics) 
(no quotation marks) 
• 

The 

Edge of Complexity 



Metaphysical Systems 1 - 28: 



Systems limited to one metaphysical concept of 
singularity: 



System - 1 



The Material: 
'being' 

Mathematically 
' being' 
• 

The Strange Attractor is 



The System: 
'being' is 



System - 2 



The Material: 

being 
Mathematically 
being 
• 

Chaos is 




The System: 
being - action. 
Process/reality is 



System - 3 


The Material: 




'Being' 




Mathematically 




' Being' 






• 






Complexity is 








The System: 






'Being' is 
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Systems limited to two metaphysical concepts of 
singularity: 



Svstem • 1 



System - 5 



The Materials: 




The Materials: 




'being', being 




'being', Being 




The Strange Attractor 




The Strange Attractor 


separate from Chaos 




separate from Complexity 


• 




I 


> 




0 










The System: 




The System: 




'being' separate (rum 




'being' separate from 


being 






'Being' 





System - 6 



I he Materials: 

being, 'Being' 

Chaos separate from 
Complexity 



0 



The System: 
being separate from 
'Being' 



System - 7 



The Materials: 
'being', being 

The Strange Attractor 
within 
Chaos 




The System: 
'being' being 



System ■ 8 



The Materials: 
'being', 'Being' 

The Strange Attractor 
within Complexity 



The System: 
'being' 'Being' 



System - 9 



The Materials: 
being, 'Being' 

Chaos within 
Complexity 



0 



The System: 
being 'Being' 
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System - 10 



System - 1 1 



System - 12 



The Materials: 
'being', being 

Chaos within 
The Strange Attractor 



The. System: 
being 'being' 



The Materials; 
'being'. Being 

Complexity within 
The Strange Attractor 



The System; 
'Being' 'being' 



The Materials; 
being, 'Being' 

Complexity within 
Chaos 



The System: 
'Being' being 



Systems limited to three metaphysical concepts of 
singularity: 



System - 13 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



o 



The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 

Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 



The System: 
'being', separate trum 
being separate from 
'Being' 
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The Strange Attractor 
Found within 

Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 



System - 14 



The Materials-^ 
'being', being, 'Being' 



The System: 
■'being'' being separate 
fromi 'Being' 



System - 16 



The Materials; 
'bEing r , be rug, 'Being.' 



o 



The System: 
being separate from 
'being.' 'tiring;' 

Chaos 
Separate from 
The Strange Attractor 
Found within 
Complexity 



The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 

Chaos 
Found within 
Complexity 



System -15 



T 


he Materials: 


'being', being, 'Being' 










O 






fhe System: 




'being,' separate front 




lining 'Heing" 



System - 17 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



The System: 
beirtg 'being' separate 
from 'Being' 

— Chaos 

Found within 
The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 
Complexity 
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System - 18 

The Materials: 
'being', bring, 'Being' 




The System: 
'being' separate from 
'Being' being 



System - 19 

I he Materials: 
'being', bring, 'Being' 



o 



G 



T he System: 
being separate from 
'Being' 'being' 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 
Complexity 
Found within 
Chaos 



The System: 



Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 
Found within 
The Strange Attractor 



System - 20 



System - 21 



System - 22 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 
'Being' 




The System: 
'being' separate from 
'Being' • within being 



The Strange 

Attractor 
Separate from 
Complexity 
• 

Found within 
Chaos 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



The System: 
being separate from 
'Being' - within 'being' 



Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 
• 

Found within 
The Strange 
Attractor 



The Materials: 
'being', being 




The System: 
'being' separate from 
being - within 'Being' 



The Strange 

Attractor 
Separate from 
Chaos 
• 

Found within 
Complexity 



409 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 





The System: 






Complexity 






Found Within 






Chaos 






Found within 




The Strange Attractor 



Syslem - 2^ 



I he Materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 



® 



The System: 
'Being' tiring 'being' 



System - 26 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



The System: 
'Being' 'being' being 



The System: 



Complexity 
Found Within 
The Strange Attractor 
Found within 
Chaos 





The System: 






Chaos 






Found Within 






Complexity 






Found within 




The Strange Attractor 



iystem - 2-1 



I he Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



o 



The System: 
being 'Being' 'being' 



System • 2" 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



o 



The System: 
being 'being' 'Being' 



The System: 



Chaos 
Found Within 
The Strange Attractor 
Found within 
Complexity 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor 
Found Within 
Complexity 
Found within 
Chaos 



I he Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 




I he Syslem: 
'being' 'Being' being 



System - 28 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 




The System: 
'being' being 'Being' 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor 
Found Within 

Chaos 
Found within 
The Complexity 
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2. The Analysis: Application of Ockham's Razor 



Strange Attractors and Chaos 



Metaphysical Systems #7 

'being' being 

'b' - Individuality is 
being - Action, Process/reality is 
'B' - The whole is not 

'Identity': 

Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will 

exists as 'the' entity 
'being' being 
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Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Strange Attractors and Chaos 



Systems #7 



'being' being 



'b'/|the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity does not exist 

'Identity': Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists as 

'the' entity 'being' being 



The System 



The Strange Attractor 
within 

Chaos 




Mathematically and Scientifically 



The individual/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists either as a 
single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 

The individual, the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will not only exists in 
the passive sense but is capable of its own action 



The system: 

'being' being - the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will within chaos - The 
strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists and creates its own unique 

pattern of knowledge 
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'Identity': 

Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will 

exists as 'the' entity 
'being' being 
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The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
Synopsis 



i. 'being' being establishes a metaphysical system. 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being) takes when examined 
against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

'being's' relationship to being - action, Process/reality 



i. Process/reality exists 

ii. Process/reality has no initiating force, causative factor 

iii. Process/reality is omnipresent; as such, everything that is, is in Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality is omnipotent. It contains all power 

v. Process/reality is omniscient. It contains all knowledge 

Knowledge 

i. Process/reality exists 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. 'being' may be Process/reality 

iv. 'being' may be 'within' but separate from Process/reality 



In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to Process/reality for there is only 'being' - what 
is and being - action, Process/reality 

'being' being, even if it is Process/reality itself, is within Process/reality for there is nowhere else 
to be. 

being - action, Process/reality, provides the understanding regarding the significance of 'being', 
'being's' Significance 

i. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many or as singular 

individuality determines its action 



414 



Metaphysical Systems 



v. 



11. 



111. 



IV. 



The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its action 
towards itself as well as towards other 'beings' 
'being' is a part of Process/reality 

Within this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself as existing 
Within this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is to exist 



The significance of 'being' now becomes defined. 



'being's' defined significance: to exist. 



Social Ramifications 



v. 



1. 



11. 



in. 



IV. 



The essence of all 'being' is existence. 
Continuation of existence is success. 
Termination of existence is failure 
being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 
Philosophical label: Physical Hedonism 



The metaphysical system of ('being' being) provides the logic needed to prioritize all action. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) establishes the status levels between 'beings' 
themselves, 'being's' existence takes precedence over all else including the existence of other 
'beings' 

Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being), we form an understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality. Under the 
metaphysical system of ('being' being), it is the responsibility of 'being' to manipulate action - 
Process/reality in order to extend 'being's' existence in time, in order to extend 'being's' existence 
in Process/reality. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three characteristics of being 
- action, Process/reality, within which 'being' is: 

Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) assigns a location within which the summation of 
knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of being - action, Process/reality. 

Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) implies a location within which the summation of 
power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of being - action, Process/reality. 
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Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) implies a location within which the summation of 
'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, being 
-action is confined 'within' itself. 

Process/reality, being -action, is confined 'within' itself because there is 'nowhere' else to be. 
Impact Regarding 'being', individuality 

being - action, Process/reality, defines the location of 'being'. The location of 'being' is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 
'within' Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between 'being' and being - action, 
Process/reality, establishes the foundation for the examination of the metaphysical system of 
('being' being) in particular. 

Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had no 'originator'. Reality, Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is supported 
by no observations and no logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to 
consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' However, the question is not: Is the option of 'it 
always was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: 

All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, 
Creator. Since there are only two factors involved in this metaphysical system, Process/reality 
would have to be the creator of its own 'being' . 

Assuming we accept the premise of Process/reality, action, being, being an originator, the original 
force, the source of the beginning of itself, we can then move on to examine the concept regarding 
'being', and its function within this metaphysical system. 
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The metaphysical system of ('being' being) provides a well-structured understanding as to the 
rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 
its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The Metaphysical System of ('being' being) Establishes 

In essence, 'being' becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of 'being', which in this particular 
metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this metaphysical system 
establishes is decay. Permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state presently found 'within' 
Process/reality. Timeless growth of individuality, any individuality, contradicts what we observe 
around us. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) offers us the 'hope' of being able to exist a 'limited' 
time. It offers us the despair of certain termination. 

As such, 'being', has no universal responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality defines actions 
'being' initiates while functioning within the concept of Process/reality, action, being. Under the 
metaphysical model of ('being' being), the annihilation of being - action, Process/reality's 
mechanism, destroys not only our 'being' but the home of 'being', destroys being - action, 
Process/reality itself. Under a metaphysical perception of ('being' being), the annihilation of 
Process/reality itself would destroy our actions, our 'accomplishments, as 'beings', for action 
exists 'within' Process/reality and without perceived Process/reality, action - being, there is no 
perceived 'being'. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is 
completed through the process of identity. And why is such a system paradoxical? It is 
paradoxical for being - action, Process/reality creates 'being', but without 'being' no action can 
take place. 

Under the Metaphysical System of ('being' being) 

i. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

ii. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

iii. There is no higher directive than 'to exist' 

'being's, individuality's main directive is physical hedonism: to exist for its own self. 
'Being's , main directive is nonexistence for 'Being's' being is not. 
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Type of System 

A Cartesian metaphysical system 
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3. The Analysis 



Chaos and Complexity 



Metaphysical Systems # 9 

being 'Being' 

'B' - The whole is 
being - Action, Process/reality is 
'b' Individuality is not 

'Identity': 
Action, process/reality/chaos 
exists as 'the' Entity 
being 'Being' 
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3. Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Chaos and Complexity 



System # 9 



being 'Being' 



'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will does not exist 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 



'Identity': action, process/reality exists as 'the' Entity being 'Being' 



The System 



Chaos 
within 
Complexity 




Mathematically and Scientifically 



Chaos exists either as a single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 
Chaos not only exists in the passive sense but is capable of its own action 



The system: 

being 'Being' - Chaos within the whole of complexity - Chaos exists and creates its own 
unique pattern of knowledge 
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'Identity': 
Chaos 

exists as 'the' element/entity 
being 'Being' 
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Synopsis 



i. being 'Being' establishes a metaphysical system 

ii. 'Being' exist 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. being - action, Process/reality - exists 'within' Being' 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system {being 'Being') takes when examined 
against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

'Being's' relationship to being - action, Process/reality 



i. Process/reality exists 

ii. Process/reality has an initiating force, causative factor 

iii. 'Being' is omnipresent; as such, everything that is in Process/reality is in 'Being' 

iv. 'Being' is omnipotent; It contains all power 

v. 'Being' is omniscient; It contains all knowledge 

Knowledge 

i. 'Being' exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. Process/reality may be 'Being' 

iv. Process/reality may be 'within' but separate from 'Being' 



In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to 'Being' for there is only 'Being' - what is and 
being - action, Process/reality 

Process/reality, even if it is 'Being' itself, is 'within' 'Being' for there is nowhere else to be. 
'Being', provides the understanding regarding the significance of being - action, Process/reality. 

Process/reality's Significance 



i. Process/reality has no perception of itself 

ii. Process/reality is a verb as such it does not exist in and of itself 

iii. Process/reality is a verb of action 

iv. Process/reality is a part of 'Being' 

v. Within' this metaphysical system, Process/reality, action exists, period 
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Within this metaphysical system, Process/reality has no ultimate goal for itself for Process/reality 
is not. Process/reality is action not 'something'. 

The significance of Process/reality now becomes defined. 

Process/reality's defined significance: Expanding 'Being' beyond the point of simple existence. 
Providing a means of action for 'Being' 
Social Ramifications 

i. The essence of Process/reality is action 

ii. Continuation of action, Process/reality, is active existence 

iii. Termination of action, Process/reality, is permanent equilibrium 

iv. There is no higher directive than continuation of Process/reality, action 

v. The essence of 'being' does not exist 'within' Process/reality, action 

vi. All action within 'Being' is controlled by 'Being', is 'Being' 

vii. 'being' is simply a perceived existence established by 'Being' 

viii. 'being', and 'Being', are not in a hierarchical relationship to each other for all actions of 
'being' are actions of 'Being' itself 

ix. All hierarchical relationships derive their template from the 'being'/'Being relationship 

x. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

xi. Philosophical label: Determinism 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) provides the logic needed to prioritize all action. 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) establishes the status levels between 'beings' 
themselves, 'being's' existence is a 'ruse', a false perception of individuality for in truth it does 
not exist independent of 'Being'. Rather 'being' simply exists as a 'controlled aspect of Being, 
'being', individuality, is a creation of 'Being's' and as such all of 'being's' perceived actions are 
predetermined by 'Being'. As such, the interactions between 'beings' is but a preconceived 
scenario developed by 'Being' 

Through the metaphysical system of {being 'Being), we form an understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'Being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality. Under the 
metaphysical system of {being 'Being), it is the responsibility of 'Being' to manipulate action, 
Process/reality, in order to act, to function, to expand itself beyond the simple state of existing. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three characteristics of 
'Being', within which being - action, Process/reality is: 
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Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) assigns a location within which the summation of 
knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being'. 

Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation of 
power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being'. 

Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation of 
'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, being 
-action is confined 'within' 'Being'. 

Process/reality, being -action, is confined 'within' 'Being' because there is 'nowhere' else to be. 
Impact Regarding 'being', individuality 

'being's' nonexistence initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' 
Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between 'Being' and Process/reality, action - 
being, establishes the foundation for the examination of the metaphysical system of Process/reality 
and 'Being' in particular. 

Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had no 'originator'. Action, Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that being - action, Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating 
force is supported by nothing we have observed - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' 
But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to consider but rather is it the 
most logical option. 

Option 2: 
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All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, 
Creator. Since there are only two factors involved in this metaphysical system, 'Being' would 
have to be the creator of its own being - action, Process/reality. 

Assuming we accept the premise of 'Being' being an originator, the original force, the source of 
the beginning of its own being - action, Process/reality, we can then move on to examine the 
concept regarding 'Being', and its function within this metaphysical system. 

In terms of understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Beings', there is no 
interrelationship that occurs 'between' since 'Being' is the whole, summation, totality and as such 
'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's since in this system there is only one 'whole', 
totality, summation. In terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Being' 
and 'Being's' environment, there is none since 'Being' is the whole and thus has no environment, 
'outside' itself, in which it is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) provides a well-structured understanding as to the 
rational interrelationships between 'Being' and its own 'Being'. 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) provides a well structured metaphysical system of 
(being 'Being): 

In essence, 'Being' becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of 'Being', which in this particular 
metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this metaphysical system 
establishes: Permanent equilibrium. Timeless decay implies the end to the whole, to totality, to the 
concept of existence without time. Timeless growth contradicts what we observe around us. 

{being 'Being) offers the understanding of 'being' not being. It offers us the understanding of 
'being' having no self-existence, self-control, independence, free will. It offers us the 
understanding regarding 'being' being a non-entity, 'being' being something other than what it 
had considered itself to be. It offers the understanding that all 'beings' will experience finality. 

Upon further examination, {being 'Being) offers us the understanding of 'being' having, in truth, 
no finality for 'being' is not. 

As such, 'being', has no universal responsibility, 'being' has no responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality defines actions 
'being' initiates while functioning within the metaphysical concept of {being 'Being). What are the 
initiated actions on the part of 'being' within the system of {being 'Being')? There are none, for 
'being's' actions are not its own but rather they are the actions of 'Being'. 
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Under the metaphysical model of {being 'Being), the annihilation of being - action, 
Process/reality's mechanism, destroys not only 'being' but the home of 'being', Process/reality. 
Under a metaphysical perception of {being 'Being), the annihilation of Process/reality would 
reduce 'Being' to the simple state of existence. . 

Is the metaphysical system of {being 'Being) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is 
completed through the process of identity. And why is such a system paradoxical? It is 
paradoxical for had being - action, Process/reality not always been a part of 'Being', 'Being 
would have had to 'originate' being - action, Process/reality without the aid of any being - action, 
Process/reality. 

This is not to say such an event 'could not' have occurred on the other hand it may say something 
about the reality of very reality itself. This in itself presents a very interesting topic of discussion 
in terms of reality being an illusion as opposed to a 'real illusion' 

Under the metaphysical system of {being 'Being) 

i. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. There is no higher directive than to exist 

'Being's , main directive is determinism: to exist for its own self. 

'being's, individuality's, main, directive is nonexistent for 'being's being is not 

Type of System 

A non-Cartesian metaphysical system 
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4. The Analysis 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
• 

Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 
As opposed To 
Systems 1-28 
Metaphysical Systems of Singularity 

'b' - Individuality is 
being - Action, Process/reality is 
'B' - The whole is 

'Identity': 

The whole/complexity, action, process/reality/haos, and Individuality/strange Attractors 

exist as the Entities 
being 'Being' separate from ' being' being 



o 
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4. Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 



System of Multiplicity 
As opposed To 
Systems of Singularity - Systems 1-28 

being 'Being' separate from 'being' being 



'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exits 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 



'Identity' through the separation of entities 
being/chaos exists as Being'/the whole of complexity 
separate from 

'being'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will existing as being/chaos 



Metaphysics of 
Multiplicity 




The Complete System 



Chaos 
Within 
Complexity 



-4 



The Complete System 



The Strange Attracto*- 
Within 
Chaos 





The whole 
Of 
Reality 



The whole 
Of 



All being/existence 



The whole 
Of 
Reality 



The whole 
Of 



There is no 
other 
existence 



There is no 
other 
existence 



All being/existence 



Metaphysical Systems 



Mathematically and Scientifically 



Chaos exists either as a single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 

• 

The individual/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists either as a 
single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 



Chaos not only exists in the passive sense but is capable of its own action 

• 

The individual, the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will not only exists in 
the passive sense but is capable of its own action 



being 'Being' - Chaos within the whole of complexity - Chaos exists and creates its own 
unique pattern of knowledge 

'being' being - the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will within chaos - The 
strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists and creates its own unique 

pattern of knowledge 



The system: 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will does not exist 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 
• 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity does not exist 
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'Identity': 
Chaos 

exists as 'the' element/entity 
being 'Being' 
• 

'Identity': 

Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will 

exists as 'the' entity 
'being' being 
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Note 

The concept of Metaphysical Multiplicity is the existence of 'a' Metaphysical 
concept, a piece of the system, existing within two wholes simultaneously - the 
duplication: Complexity and Chaos. 

The concept of Metaphysical Multiplicity is not the concept of the existence of 
"a' whole' Metaphysical system existing simultaneously. 

Such a perception takes on the appearance of rationality when it is a verb of 
action being examined, for example being - the verb. We recognize being - 
action occurring in more than one place at time. Now granted time has just been 
interjected into the equation, but one can just as readily extract time and the 
concept of multiplicity of action remains. The debate concerning the 
interconnection of time and action and the debate concerning the rationality of 
the multiplicity of action are not what is being addressed in this tractate. Such 
examinations are entirely different topics than the focus of this trilogy. 

The voluminous material, On 'being' being, is an exercise in Husserl's 
reductionism and basic Metaphysics and as such, complexity of argument must 
be set aside for a later date. 

Without setting such debate aside, the trilogy moves from being a single set of 
three books to being many multiple sets of three books. 

The perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of action may take on a sense of 
rationality but the perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of 'a' 'being' takes on 
an appearance of irrationality. 

As such, to prevent confusing the issue, we will, in this section of this chapter, 
examine the Metaphysical multiplicity of action rather than other forms of 
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Synopsis: 



i. 'being' being separate from being 'Being' establishes a metaphysical system 

ii. 'being' exist 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. 'Being' exists 

v. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

vi. being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 

vii. 'being's' being - action, Process/reality exists separate from 'Being' 

viii. 'Being's' being exists 'outside' of, separate from 'being's' being 

ix. 'being' exists separate form 'Being' 

x. 'Being' exists separate from 'being' 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being separate from being 
'Being') takes when examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's 
sciences, religions or philosophies. 

("being' beingYs relationship to (being 'Being') - summation, totality 



i. 'being', individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. 'being', individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists separate from 'Being' 

v. Process/reality exists as a part of 'Being' 

vi. 'being' and 'Being' have commonality 

vii. 'being' and 'Being' find commonality in being - action, Process/reality 

viii. 'being' and 'Being' are mirror images through commonality 

Knowledge 

i. Process/reality exists 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. 'Being' exists 

iv. 'being' may be a part of Process/reality 

v. Process/reality may be a part of 'Being' 



In this metaphysical system, there is an 'outside' to Process/reality for there is 'being' 'within' 
being - action and there is being - action, Process/reality 'within' 'Being. The two beings - 
actions, Process/realities, established by this particular metaphysical system are non-adjacent, 
separate from each. The non-adjacent characteristic created by this particular metaphysical system, 
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creates the need for a void to act as a buffer between them. The purpose of such a buffer is to keep 
the two beings - actions, Process/realities separate from one another. 

'Separation' 'within' the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') 
provides the understanding regarding the significance of 'being'. 
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'being's' significance 



i. 'being' exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. 'being' exists 'outside' 'Being' 

iii. 'being' exists separate from its 'creator' 

iv. 'being' perceives itself as 'less' than its 'creator' 

v. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'beings' or as 
individuality determines its action 

vi. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its action 
towards itself as well as towards other 'beings' 

vii. 'being' perceiving itself as 'less' than, see itself as 'imperfect' 

viii. 'being' perceives other 'beings' as having varying degrees of 'imperfection' 

ix. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself as existing 

x. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is 'raise' itself, 'raise' other 
'beings' to the level of 'perfection'. 



The significance of 'being' now becomes defined 

'being's' defined significance: 'perfection', attaining the 'level' of 'Being', and if that is 
unattainable, than as a minimum 'earning' the 'honor' of 'standing' next to 'perfection'. 

Social Ramifications 



i. The essence of all 'being' is existence 

ii. Elevation of existence is perceived as possible 

iii. Elevation of existence is success 

iv. Demotion of existence is failure 

v. There is no higher directive than to reach 'perfection' 

vi. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality; being - action, Process/reality generates 
'being' 

vii. Philosophical label: Transcendence 



The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') provides the logic needed 
to prioritize, categorize, establish a hierarchy for all action. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being) establishes the status 
levels between 'beings' themselves, 'being's' attempt to commune with 'Being', attempt to 
attaining the 'level' of 'Being', attempt to 'stand' 'next' to 'Being', attempt to gain 'access' to 
'Being', takes precedence over all else. 
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Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being'), an 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, 
Process/reality as well as the interrelationship between 'being's' being and 'Being's' being. Under 
the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being'), it is the responsibility of 
'being' to manipulate being - action, Process/reality, as well as manipulate other entities' being, 
manipulate other 'beings' being - action, Process/reality in order to acquire 'perfection' for 
perfection is viewed as the 'ideal' way to 'gain access to 'Being's being - action, Process/reality. 
We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how 'being' perceives 
'Being's' being - action, Process/reality. As such it will help to examine three characteristics such 
a metaphysical system could generate from the perspective of 'being' as it functions 'within' being 
- action, Process/reality. 

Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') assigns a 'location' 
'within' which the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 
'Being', the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. 

Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being) implies a 'location' 
'within' which the summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being, 
the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. . 

Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') implies a 'location' 
'within' which the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is 
confined. Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' itself. 

Now it would appear such a system would lead to the perception that 'being' is 'within' 
omnipresence itself but under such a metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 
'Being') a second perception arises. Because 'Being' is perceived as 'perfect' and 'being' is 
perceived as 'imperfect', 'being' finds itself in a paradoxical dilemma, 'being' is unable to 
rationalize 'imperfection' being 'located' 'within' 'perfection'. As such, 'being' solves the 
dilemma by developing a model wherein 'being' is placed 'outside' of 'Being', omnipresence. 

Since this contradictory Metaphysical perception takes on a perception of 'greater' relative worth, 
greater relative 'value', over that of the contradiction of existing 'outside' omnipresence, 
separation from omnipresence, is accepted over imperfection within perfection. 
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Impact regarding 'being', individuality 

('being' being separate from being 'Being') establishes a metaphysical model based upon 
separation, 'being's' location with respect to 'Being's' location seems insignificant, but the 
subtlety leads to enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts. 

'Being's being - action, Process/reality being separate from a portion of itself, separate from being 
-action, Process/reality, places both a portion of Process/reality and 'being' 'outside' 'Being'. As 
such, Process/reality becomes separates from, split from 'Being'. Likewise, 'being', being a 
portion of Process/reality, which is separate from 'Being', is separate from 'Being'. With the 
concept of 'Being' being 'outside', transcendent to a portion of Process/reality there emerges the 
rationality for respect due 'Being' through a concept of hierarchical relationships via relativistic 
perceptions. 

'being' being separate from 'Being', rationalizes the hierarchy system between 'Being' and 
'being', which in turn creates the impetus to establish and then to maximize social hierarchy 
systems of 'being' to 'being'. 

'Being' becomes defined as 'the whole', as the omnipresent 'Being' existing. As such 'Being' is 
identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'outside' 'Being', omnipresence. Thus, 'being' takes 
on the perception of 'needing' 'Being', while 'Being' takes on the perception of not 'needing' 
'being' or being - action, Process/reality for that matter. 'Being' takes on the perception of not 
needing 'being' for 'Being' is all present - omnipresent, all knowing - omniscient, and all 
powerful - omnipotent. 

'being' being separate from 'Being's' being, defines the location of 'being', 'being is 'outside'. 
The location of 'being' is seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual 
and behavioral actions 'within' Process/reality. 

Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had no 'originator'. Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is supported 
by no observation and no logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to 
consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always 
was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 
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Option 2: 

All things within Process/reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, 'being's' being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an 
originator, 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separated from being 'Being') provides a well- 
structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', between 'being' 
and one's own 'being', and between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The Metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') provides something the 
Metaphysical system of ('being' being) and (being 'Being') did not. It provides an alternative for 
'being's' location, 'being' could: 

i. remain 'inside' Process/reality 

ii. enter a 'region' between Process/reality and 'Being' 

iii. enter 'Being' 

Now two possibilities open up for 'being' . Access to Process/reality is an undeniable option for 
'being' is already there experiencing Process/reality, manipulating Process/reality. 

In fact 'being' is 'affecting' Process/reality and 'being' understands its ability to do so, to 'affect' 
Process/reality evolves from the very fact that it, 'being', understands that it exists 'within' 
Process/reality. 

At the same time, 'being' understands it does not 'affect' 'Being' for it does not lie 'within' 
Being'. 

With 'being;s' realization of the reasonableness regarding its ability to 'affect' Process/reality 
while not being able to 'affect' 'Being', comes the realization of the reasonableness that 
Process/reality most likely did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous generation does not correspond to 
the observed laws of Process/reality. 

As such, 'being' looks to 'Being' as the 'creator' of Process/reality. This generates the concept of 
'Being' possessing the capacity for action. So it is the metaphysical system of ('being' being 
separate from 'Being') naturally evolves into the metaphysical system of 'being' being separate 
from 'Being'. 

As the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') unfolds, it leads 
'being' to the understanding of 'Being' being the 'creator' of 'being'. 

In terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Beings' there is none since 
'Being' is the whole, totality and 'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's since in this 
system there is only one 'whole', totality, summation. In terms of the understanding the rational 
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interrelationships between 'Being' and 'Being's' environment, there is none since 'Being' is the 
whole and thus has no environment, 'outside' in which it is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system component of the system, ('being' being separate from being 'Being), 
provides a well-structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'Being' and 
its own 'Being'. 'Being' is alone. 'Being' seeks interaction but only the interaction it desires to let 
'into' itself. The rejected 'being' and being - action, Process/reality, the portion unwanted, must 
remain 'outside' 

The metaphysical aspect of the system ('being' being separate from being 'Being), provides a 
well-structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational 
interrelationships between 'being' and its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships 
between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') establishes: 

In essence, 'Being' becomes the focus, the level 'being' attempts to attain. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'relative value', 'comparison of one to another'. 
'Relative value', 'comparison of one to another', once established, permeates all of being - action, 
Process/reality. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of 'Being'. The rational choice this 
metaphysical system establishes: being - action, Process/reality 'within' which 'being' is 'located' 
is decay. On the other hand, 'Being' 'within' which being - action, Process/reality is located takes 
on the aspect of - Permanent equilibrium. 

Where then can growth be understood to be? With the understanding of 'Being's' omnipresence, 
omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is relegated to 'being' and as such takes on the same lack 
of significance as 'being' itself, relative to 'Being'. Therefore, just as 'being' has no significance 
to 'Being', growth has no significance to 'Being'. 

('being' being separate from being 'Being') offers the understanding of 'being' being 'less' than 
'Being'. It offers the understanding of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the understanding that 
all 'beings' will experience timelessness either 'within' the being - action, Process/reality located 
'outside' 'Being', 'within' the 'location' between being - action, Process/reality 'within' 'Being', 
or 'within' 'Being'. 

As such, 'being', has one responsibility, 'being's' responsibility is to be 'with' 'Being', gain 
access to 'Being', gain 'entrance to 'Being'. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance found 'within' Process/reality defines 
actions 'being' initiates while functioning within the concept of Process/reality, action, being. 
Under the metaphysical model of ('being' being separate from being 'Being'), the annihilation of 
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'being's' being - action, Process/reality mechanism, destroys not only 'being' but the home of 
'being', the portion of Process/reality found 'outside' 'Being'. Under a metaphysical perception of 
('being' being separate from being 'Being'), the annihilation of Process/reality would destroy 
actions, 'accomplishments, of 'beings', for action exists 'within' Process/reality and without 
Process/reality, action - being, there is no perceived 'being'. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') a complete system? 
Yes, paradoxically it is completed through the process of separation. 

And why is such a system paradoxical? It is paradoxical for two reasons. 

First: It is paradoxical for being - action, Process/reality creates 'being', but without 'being' no 

action can take place. 

Second: It is paradoxical for had being - action, Process/reality not always been a part of 'Being', 
'Being would have had to 'originate' being - action, Process/reality without the aid of any being - 
action, Process/reality. 

Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being') 

i. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being 

iii. There is no higher directive than submission, obedience, compliance, capitulation, 
surrender, acquiescence, duty, conformity 

Regarding 'being' 

'being's, individuality's, main directive is 'entrance' into 'Being' by whatever means possible. 
Regarding 'Being' 

'Being's main directive is transcendence: 'judgment' being the means, the being - action, 
Process/reality by which it will 'allow' 'being' to enter or not enter its self, 'Being' 

Type of System 

A Cartesian metaphysical system existing separate from a non-Cartesian metaphysical system 



439 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
5. The Analysis: 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
• 

Metaphysical Systems # 28 

'being' being 'Being' 

'b' - Individuality is 
being - Action, Process reality is 
B' - The whole is 

Identity through union 'being' being 'Being' 




440 



Metaphysical Systems 



5. Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
System # 28 



► 'being' being 'Being' 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists 
being/chaos - action, Process reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 

Identity through union exists 'being' being 'Being' 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor- 
Found Within 

Chaos 



Found within 
Complexity— 




Mathematically and Scientifically 



The strange attractor with free will and/of without free will exists within chaos, which exists 
within the whole of complexity, and the whole of the system exists either as both single 
entities of individuality as multiple elements of individuality 



The strange attractor with free will and/of without free will exists within chaos, which exists 
within the whole of complexity, and the whole of the system exists in the passive sense but is 

capable of its own action 

The system: 

'being' being 'Being' - the strange attractor with free will and/of without free will exists 
within chaos, which exists within the whole of complexity - exists and creates its own unique 
pattern of knowledge 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will does not exist 
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being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 

'Identity': 
Chaos 

exists as 'the' element/entity 
being 'Being' 

Synopsis 



i. 'being' being 'Being' establishes a metaphysical system 

ii. 'being' exist 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. 'Being' exists 

v. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

vi. being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 

vii. 'being' 'within' being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being 'Being') takes when 
examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or 
philosophies. 

"being's Relationship to 'Being' 



i. 'being', individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. 'being', individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists 'within' 'Being' 

v. 'being' exists 'within' 'Being' 

Knowledge 

i. Process/reality - action, being exists 

ii. Individuality, 'being' exists 

iii. Summation, totality, 'Being' exists 



In this metaphysical system, there is a perceived 'outside' to 'being', there is a perceived 'outside' 
to being - action Process/reality, but there is no perceived 'outside' to 'Being'. 
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This metaphysical system provides no alternative to 'being's' location, 'being' is 'inside' 'Being' 
for there is 'nowhere' else to be, to go, to be sent. 

As the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') unfolds, it leads 'being' to the 
understanding of 'Being' being the 'creator' of 'being'. 

'Union' 'within' the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') provides the understanding 
regarding the significance of 'being'. 

'being's' significance 

i. 'being' exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. 'being' exists 'within' 'Being' 

iii. 'being' perceives itself as a 'critical aspect of 'Being', totality, summation for totality 
cannot be totality without all its parts 

iv. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'beings' or as 
individuality determines its action 

v. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its action 
towards itself as well as towards other 'beings' 

vi. 'being' perceiving itself as a part, a portion of 'Being', perceives itself as 'significant' 

vii. 'being' perceiving other 'beings' as a part, a portion of 'Being', perceives others as 
significant 

viii. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself, perceives other 'beings', 
being 'significant' to 'Being' itself 

'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is accept its 'potential significance' as 
it, 'being', perceives it to be on an individual bases. As such, 'being' strives to fulfill that potential 
in its own unique, individualistic manner. 

'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is to accept the 'potential significance' 
of other 'beings' on an individual bases. As such, 'being' strives to fulfill that potential through 
the action of granting the individual their own unique individuality, granting the individual their 
own unique uniqueness. 

The significance of 'being' now becomes defined. 

'being's' defined significance: strive to reach its own unique potential in its own unique manner. 
Social Ramifications 
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i. The essence of all 'being' is 'Being' 

ii. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

iii. 'being' has 'significance' 

iv. 'being' through being - action, Process/reality understands that it has potential 
'significance', meaning, importance to 'Being' 

v. There is no higher directive than to pursue one's 'significance', meaning 

vi. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality; which generates 'being' 

vii. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality which generates 'Being 

viii. Philosophical label: Abstract Hedonism 

ix. The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') provides the logic needed to 
prioritize all action 'within' being - action, Process/reality. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') establishes the rationale for the elimination of 
status levels between 'beings' themselves. The lack of a hierarchical status system between 
'being' and 'Being' provides the rationale for the elimination of all hierarchical systems 'within' 
being - action, Procdess/reality. 

Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being'), we form an understanding regarding 
the interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality as well as the 
interrelationship between 'being's' being and 'Being'. Under the metaphysical system of ('being' 
being 'Being'), it is the responsibility of 'being' to take control of its own individual potential 
significance and to fully develop such potential significance. Under the metaphysical system of 
('being' being 'Being') it is understood, all 'beings' are to control their own potential significance 
for no 'being' is able to understand another 'being's potential significance better than that 'being' 
itself. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how 'being' perceives 
'Being'. As such it will help to examine three characteristics such a metaphysical system could 
generate from the perspective of 'being' as it functions 'within' being - action, Process/reality and 
'Being'. 

Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') assigns a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being', the 'creator' of 
Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being' . 

Omnipotence 
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The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being) implies a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being, the 'creator' of 
Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being' . . 
Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') implies a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. 
Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' 'Being'. 

The metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being' establishes the ultimate form of significance to 
'being'. Within such a system, 'being' becomes a part of 'Being' and in fact adds to 'Being's' 
being. 

Impact 

'being' being 'Being', defines the location of 'being', 'being' is 'inside'. The location of 'being' is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 
'within' Process/reality. 

Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is supported 
by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' 
But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to consider but rather is it the 
most logical option. 
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All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, being itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator. 

The significance of whether option 1 or whether option 2 is correct loses it importance within the 
metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. Rather, significance finds its own significance in 
the relationship that exists between both 'being', the noun, and 'Being', the noun, through being, 
the verb, action, Process/reality itself. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') provides a well-structured understanding as to 
the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational interrelationships between 'being' 
and its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 'being's' 
environment: 

The Metaphysical System of ('being' being 'Being') Establishes 
Regarding 'Being' 

In essence, 'Being becomes the focus. 

Regarding 'being' 

In essence, 'being' becomes the focus. 

Regarding being 

In essence, being - action, Process/reality becomes the means. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'potential significance' for both 'being' as well as 
'Being'. 'Comparisons of one to another', 'relative values' of one to the other, lose their perceived 
significance through metaphysical system of 'union' as opposed to the metaphysical system of 
'separation'. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for both the state of 'being' and the state of 'Being'. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for 'being' is growth for being - action, 
Process/reality 'within' which 'being' is 'located provides a means by which 'being' can do just 
that, grow. 
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The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for 'Being' is growth for being - action, 
Process/reality which is located 'within' 'Being' provides a means by which 'Being' can do just 
that, grow. 

Permanent equilibrium cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 
Decay cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 

Where then is growth understood to be? With the understanding of 'Being's' omnipresence, 
omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is change and change is generated by 'being's' being 
within 'Being's' being. 

Whether growth is a positive or negative action is relative and up to 'being' itself. Does growth 
become directed, influenced by 'Being'? That is not the question of metaphysics that is the 
question of religion, of Ontology. 

'being's' being - action is a part of Process/reality, is 'within', is a part of 'Being' and as such 
affects 'Being' through being - action, Process/reality. Likewise 'Being' containing being - action 
'within' which 'being' can be found affects 'being' through being - action, Process/reality. 

With the concept of 'being' being 'inside' Process/reality there emerges the rationality for respect 
due 'Being' by 'being' and a respect due 'being' by 'Being'. The 'whole' cannot be 'a' whole 
without all its parts and 'a' part cannot be 'a' part without the existence of 'a' whole 

'being' being 'Being', rationalizes a non-hierarchical system existing between 'Being' and 
'being', 'being' being 'Being' creates the impetus to establish social systems void of hierarchical 
concepts. 

'Being' becomes defined as the whole as omnipresent, 'being' existing within Process/reality, is 
identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'inside' 'Being', omnipresence. Thus, 'being', 
through location, takes on the perception of having significance to 'Being'. Simultaneously 
'Being', through location, takes on the perception of having significance to 'being', being - action, 
Process reality becomes the intermediary, the means by which the mutual significance is 
processed. 

'being' takes on the perception of being a part, while 'Being' takes on the perception of being all 
present - omnipresent, all knowing - omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

Within such a metaphysical system, 'being' 'affects' 'Being' and 'being' understands its ability to 
do so. 'Being' evolves from the very fact that it, 'being', exists 'within' Process/reality. 
Along with 'being's' realization of the reasonableness regarding its ability to 'affect' 'Being' 
comes the realization of the reasonableness that the part of Process/reality 'within' which 'being' 
exists, most likely did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous generation does not correspond to the 
observed laws of Process/reality. 
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As such, within the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') 'being' looks to 'Being' as the 
'creator' of Process/reality. This generates the concept of 'Being' possessing the capacity for 
action, 'Being's' being. So it is through the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being'), an 
understanding of 'being' being one of possibly many means of being 'Being', naturally evolves 
into the metaphysical system of 'being' being 'Being'. 

('being' being 'Being') offers the understanding of 'being' being significant to 'Being'. It offers 
the understanding of the concept of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the understanding that all 
'beings' will experience timelessness should they 'exit' being for there is 'nowhere' else to go 
should one leave being - action, Process/reality than into 'Being' itself. 

As such, 'being', has one responsibility: to fully develop one's potential significance as best one is 
potentially able, as best one, as best 'being' sees their own individual potential to be rather than as 
developing it as 'others', other 'beings' see it to be. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance through being - action, Process/reality 
which is 'within' 'Being', initiates respect for 'beings' between 'beings', initiates respect for 
'being' towards itself, and initiates respect for 'beings' toward their home, the environment, 
Process/reality. Within the metaphysical model of ('being' being 'Being'), the annihilation of 
'being's' being - action, Process/reality mechanism, does not destroys 'being' but rather simply 
destroys the temporary, the concept of existence immersed 'within' time, the home of 'being', 
Process/reality itself. Within a metaphysical perception of ('being' being 'Being'), the annihilation 
of Process/reality would destroy no action, 'accomplishments, of 'beings', for future action exists 
'within' Process/reality, but past actions are not 'to be' but rather 'are'. Past actions are actions 
already taken, they exist as nouns rather than verbs. Without Process/reality, action - being, future 
actions may not occur but what actions have occurred are no longer in the Process of becoming for 
they already are. As such past actions have moved from being - action, Process/reality into being a 
part of 'Being' itself. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being') a complete system? Yes, 'being' being 
'Being' is completed through the process of union, which in this particular system is absent 
paradoxes. 

Under the Metaphysical System of ('being' being 'Being') 

i. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. being - action, Process/reality generates 'Being' 

iii. 'Being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

iv. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

v. There is no higher directive than to maximize one's own potential significance as one 
sees it rather than as others see it 



448 



Metaphysical Systems 

Regarding 'being' 

'being's, individuality's, main directive is abstract hedonism: to exist for 'being's' self as well as 
for 'Being's self. 

Regarding 'Being' 

'Being's , main directive is free will: to exist for 'Being's' self as well as for 'being's' self. 
Type of System 

A Cartesian metaphysical system located 'within' a non-Cartesian metaphysical system. 
A non-Cartesian system 'powered' by a Cartesian system. 
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6. Analysis for the Layman 

Metaphysical Systems #28 
'being' being 'Being' 

A Perceptual Shift for 'being' 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual shift for Humankind 
Understanding: 
Why we exist 
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6. Mathematically and scientifically speaking in terms of the layman: 

Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
The whole, the universe, and the individual 

System #28 

The individual is divine and has a function/purpose for existing 

▲ 

A Perceptual Shift for 'being'/the individual 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual shift for Humankind 
Understanding: 
Why we exist 



The System: 







=-0 


Scientifically and 
mathematically/philosophically/religiously 




The Strange Attractor/the individual/the soul 
Found Within 

Chaos/the universe/creation — — 

Found within 
Complexity/the whole/God 


► 
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In lay terms: 



The individual exists 
The universe exists 
An outside to the universe exists 
The whole exists 



The individual, known within the field of chaos and complexity as the strange attractor with 

free will, through free will creates its own patterns through the process of 
action/living/moving through reality. Other patters can be created out of chaos through the 
process of the laws of nature, such as the laws of physics, found within the physical universe 
Such patterns, whether created with intent, through the use of free will, or created through 
the process of deterministic actions, actions obeying the laws of nature, the laws of the 
physical universe, become a part of the whole of complexity. 

The realm of chaos is inundated with patterns of complexity, inundated with order. Such 
patterns of complexity exist as unique entities in and of themselves. Such patterns exist in 
both the physical form and the abstractual form of being 'known' whether known by the 
myriad individually unique entities of knowing such as the individual human or known 
uniquely by the whole of knowing, omniscience, God which forms its own entity known 
within the field of chaos and complexity as the whole of complexity. 

The realm of the whole minus the physical universe, minus matter/energy/space/time exists 
as an abstractual form of knowing. Such a region is composed of the summation of knowing 

and when combined with the region where new knowing is developed, new complexity is 
developed, scientifically and mathematically is labeled as the 'universal set', philosophically 
labeled as the whole of existence, religiously labeled as God. 



The system: 

Scientifically and mathematically: Active complexity within chaos which exists within 
passive complexity all of which forms an active system in and of itself. 

Philosophically: Cartesianism located 'within' and acting as the 'power source' for non- 
Cartesianism 

Religiously: The soul located within the universe located within God. The soul being the 
means by which God avoids the ramifications of eternal recurrence. 
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'Identity': 

The individual is a part of the whole and has a function within the whole. 
Synopsis of the Symbiotic Panentheism Series 



i. Volume I. You & I Together: Reality and Existence by Daniel J. Shepard 

ii. Volume II. In the Image of God: Free Will and Determinism by Daniel J. Shepard 

iii. Volume III. Stepping Up To God: Knowledge and Prophecy by Daniel J. Shepard 

iv. Cross Reference Guide & Index by Daniel J. Shepard & Stephen Moore 



Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts of present 
day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow symbiotic panentheism 
takes when inte-grated with the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three 
fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to 
the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the 
individual. 

God and Panentheism 



i. Reality exists 

ii. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 

iii. God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our known reality 

iv. God is bigger than reality 

v. God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge 

vi. God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot create new, 
creative, untainted knowledge within Itself 

vii. God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 



Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. Panentheism 
ac-cepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time 
acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by 
recognizing God's ability to become even more so. 

The Soul and Symbiosis 

i. Humankind exists 

ii. Humankind exists in the universe, in 'reality' 
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iii. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain 

iv. The essence of the individual is the soul 

v. The soul, being within reality which in turn is within God, is a part of God 

vi. The individual is not God 

vii. The individual is a part of God 

viii. Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual and God 

ix. Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience 

x. Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience untainted by 
God's knowledge 

xi. Souls can learn and grow 

xii. God can learn through the journey of souls. 



Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human species, 
the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God and given an importance to God. 
Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the 
soul in a symbiotic relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 

Human Significance 



i. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its behavior 

ii. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of our 
behavior 

iii. Predestination relieves us of responsibility 

iv. Free will raises our level of responsibility 

v. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free will to 
assist God in the one thing God cannot do as God - grow 

vi. The soul being God but separated from God (being non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, 
non-omnipo-tent), has the ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from God 

vii. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help God, ourselves, 
become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 



Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human significance now 
be-comes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes defined as significant for it 
becomes signifi-cant beyond human needs. Human significance now becomes significant to God 
Itself. 

Social Ramifications 

i. The essence of all individuals is the soul 

ii. The essence of all individuals is a part of God, a piece of God 
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iii. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such 

iv. The soul, a piece of God, is important to and needed by God 

v. The individual, a piece of God, deserves to be treated with the respect due to God 

vi. All individuals are equally important 

vii. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems and 
perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most fundamental 
hierarchical system created by hu-mankind for humankind - the hierarchy system created between 
God and humans. It eliminates the status levels between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not 
destroy what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the 
significance of God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the 
individual and of the species to this one way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a 
philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for 
humanity, for the individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to God. Under 
symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see that God grows. We have the free will to determine the 
direction God grows. This is truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and 
for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity will rise 
to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, families, and 
individuals could use more human, humane, godly compassion in their journeys. To begin to 
understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three 
most universally accepted characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, God does not exist 
and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges God's knowledge base over atheism. 
Under pantheism, God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and God has 
knowledge. However, the knowledge has limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the 
universe, whatever that size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's knowledge base 
over pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold that God knows everything that 
has been known, is known or could be known. This places limits on God. Since God knows 
everything, it closes the door on the possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God knows. But 
whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of omniscience and leaves God 
in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes on to expand God's possible knowledge 
base through accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - 
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even for God. Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the four 
theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omniscience to God, for it is the 
only theism to assign the knowledge of how God gains more knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no size, It has no 
power. God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over the perception of atheism. 
Within pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all the power of our universe and no more, for 
that is all there is. With the concept that God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's 
power is greater than in the case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases 
God's power by stating that God is all powerful; however, it limits God's power to that of Its total 
power. Under classical and traditional theism, God is all powerful but is limited, for It is not 
powerful enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through incorporating the 
concept that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the power to use Its knowledge to become 
even more so. This is not a factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a factor of 
universes and realities - not God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end 
concepts built into universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic concept 
of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omnipotence to God, for it assigns the ability and power of God to gain more knowledge. 

Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is omnipresent, God is 
infi-nitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. God's absence is everywhere. This 
is clearly the smallest form of God. Pantheism enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one 
God and that God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the size of 
reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God over 
pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is greater in size than reality. Classical and 
traditional theism imply, however, that God and reality are separate items from each other. God 
transcends reality. God is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism purports that God is 
omni-present. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is everything and thus, there is no 
place for reality to be other than within God Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns 
the complete characteristic of omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence 
incorporating all of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond 
and between them. 
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Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the expansion of the 
very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God that, in turn, through increased 
awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, in general, 
wants or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only panentheism manages to do so 
in total. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" 
the "symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that 
accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we 
have assigned to God, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is seemingly 
insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts 
for our species, society, the environment, and the individual. Understanding the differences 
between the four basic perceptions of a caus-ative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or 
traditional theism, and panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of 
symbiotic panentheism in particular. 

God 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions around God 
or god. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our knowledge, always 
conceptualized God or a form of God in some sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this 
nugget of the universality of humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? 
The source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to 
identify: either there is a God, an originator, an original force, a source of a beginning, or there is 
not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation a this point in time that 
we cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except reality, 
appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have an identifiable beginning and 
thus, an originator, Creator, God. Another way of saying this is that all things in reality appear to 
be affected by time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, 
most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The second option is 
the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination; in other 
words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that God, an originator, is 
illogical. This thought process would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our 
observations point. It would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that 
there is no God or originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 
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The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, that there is a 
God to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct observahons and logic. The 
premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no creative originating force, that there is no 
God, is supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the 
concept of reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is 
"possible." But not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an original force, a 
source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the concept of reality, where reality fits 
into consciousness, and where humanity, as well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit 
into all of this. In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The 
picture we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will 
gain greater resolution regarding our observations. In the mean-time, keep in mind that the Creator 
of reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through time and 
custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn the Creator to 
be, through time and custom, was what we needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. 
The Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find 
comfort in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 
Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully accepted 
the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know how to fuse them 
into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with 
that very problem without destroy-ing their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under 
classical or traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, 
and to our planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as 
knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - three 
choices we can comprehend for the state of God. Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium 
appears to be an unnatural state of being. Reli-giously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, 
omnipresent God appears to be a contradiction unless it is om-nipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent enough to become even more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. 
Being tied to a God that exists in a state of decline is not a preferable or advantageous choice to 
bestow upon our Creator. The only state of being we can comprehend for God is that of a growing 
God. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship between us 
and our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as well be a mutually 
destructive relationship de-pending upon the actions we take under free will. This is precisely 
where our responsibility lies. We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of 
God that exists. 
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In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two possibilities that could 
exist between two identities. Understanding our significance in reality and to its Creator would 
definitely help us understand what actions we, humans with freewill, should take while 
functioning within reality. Our actions affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the 
model of symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical 
mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation of our 
reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they transcend reality and embrace - 
fuse - with the very essence of God. 

Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

i. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so 

ii. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already exist 

iii. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these paradoxes 
ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate our irrationality 
into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience does 
not alter or call for the elimi-nation of our rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these 
three paradoxes expands our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of 
things, and our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down 
the foundations of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. Omnipo-tence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue 
to perpetuate these concepts. 

Panentheism - The Picture Grows 

A-theism: Our universe, reality, is alone 

Pan-theism: Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within it 
Pan-en-theism: Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting for a 
prefix. 
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"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, "God is 
signifi-cant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within realities, humanity, the 
individual, is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the hierarchical 
and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of God and continually 
contribute to God's knowledge and awareness. We create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all 
have an awesome responsibility. 

This Chapter is intended to lay out the generalities of symbiotic panentheism as seen from the 
viewpoint of Metaphysical perception and Metaphysical Models. In essence, it is a brief 
examination of the specialty areas of the broad field of Metaphysics. 
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Section 7: Specifically 

Science and mathematics give a different order of priority to the three fundamental metaphysical 
questions addressed within this work. 





Metaphysics 




Science 


1. 


Where is it found? 


1. 


What is it? 


2. 


What is it? 


2. 


Where is it found? 


3. 


Why does it exist? 


3. 


Why does it exist? 



This is not to say the three questions listed for science are the first three questions which science 
would necessarily address. The change in order of the questions found within this dialectic is 
initiated for a reason. This dialectic is an application of metaphysics to the practical aspect of 
reality, practical metaphysics, and not an examination regarding the validity of existence itself. As 
such we will continue to use the three questions Metaphysics initiates but we will use the 
sequencing listed for science as opposed to the sequencing listed for metaphysics. 

It must be noted at this point that the change in order of the questions in no way implies that the 
original order of questioning is not significant to metaphysics. It has been strongly suggested 
repeatedly within this work that the order and topic of the questions poised by metaphysics is 
critical to understanding reality and understanding our function within reality. 

But again, this dialectic is an application of metaphysics to reality as science sees reality and as 
such the question sequencing is left to the prerogative of science, and science first asks 'what' 



A reproduction of the initial diagram of this dialectic will help in understanding specific concepts 
regarding chaos, complexity, and metaphysics this section of the dialectic is to address. 
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Region of Passive Complexity: 



O 



Complexity in the Passive State 

Perfection in the passive sense exists: 
The omni's in the passive state of Complexity 
4. Passive Omnipresence 

I 5. Passive Omnipotence 

6. Passive Omniscience 
Complexity in the Passive State is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist in the passive state of Complexity 
Determinism emerges out of constancy - passive Complexity 
Time/distance exists as an abstract functionality 'within' individual elements of 

Passive Complexity as opposed to being a universal fabric of Passive Complexity 
Passive Complexity is an open system 



Region of Chaos 






Chaos exists actively and passively 
The Physical Universe 
Time and distance exist as a universal 
fabric, an innate characteristic of matter 

and energy 
A closed 'system' limited by infinite time 

and infinite distance 
Confined within the two edges of chaos 



The Strange Attractor 




Chaos 



The Two Edges of Chaos 



Region of: 
Active Complexity 

Discussion of such a 
region is the point of 
this dialectic 
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The Strange Attractor 

What are strange attractors? 

Strange attractors are the nucleus of complex patterns. Strange attractors are the nucleus 
around which a pattern of 'order' emerges from chaos. 

The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism, the being of 'being' being 'Being', 
suggests there are two forms of strange attractors: 

1. Strange attractors governed by the responsibility of free will 

2. Strange attractors governed by no responsibility of action, governed by 
determinism 

Strange attractors governed by the responsibility of free will develop their unique patterns of 
complexity from the material available to them within the region of chaos within which they 
are immersed. Group 1 strange attractors and the patterns they develop are no different than 
those developed by Group 2 but the laws governing their foundation are different. 

Group Strange attractors are the nucleus around which complex patterns emerge through the 
process of choice/free will. Group 1 strange attractors need not follow a mathematical pattern 
such as tessellations, mathematical equations such as n + 1, biological pattern such as spider 
web formation, or biological laws such as mimicry. 

Group 2 strange attractors, on the other hand, are the nucleus around which complex patterns 
emerge through predictable/determined mathematical pattern such as tessellations, 
mathematical equations such as n + 1, biological pattern such as spider web formation, or 
biological laws such as mimicry. 

Knowing is not the issue regarding Group 2. Knowing may or may not be present for the 
strange attractors generating complexity through determined laws, principles, and equations. 
For such strange attractors the result is predictable in its predictability and/or 
unpredictability.. 

Knowing is the issue regarding Group 1. Knowing becomes the means by which 'choice'/free 
will is initiated and responsibility becomes the subject of debate. The debate as to what 
becomes 'responsible' behavior then moves into a debate regarding ethics and morals. What 
is ethical and what is moral? The debate regarding ethics and morals becomes a debate 
regarding reality for to understand the ethics and morality of action one must understand 
one's function within the region one functions. Without an understanding of the reality within 
which one functions there is no understanding one purpose for existing and thus no 
understanding ones responsibility. 
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Where is the strange attractor? 

The strange attractor is located 'within' chaos. Chaos is the material from which the strange 
attractors, found within our universe, build their patterns of complexity/order. 

The strange attractor is also located within the region of passive complexity and remains the 
nucleus of the pattern of complexity just as a fully developed raindrop retains its nucleus. The 
question regarding the life and death of the pattern is not the issue of the mathematical and 
scientific fields of Chaos and Complexity. The topic regarding the reality of life and death are 
the issues which face philosophy and in particular metaphysics and ontology. 

The topic regarding the reality of life and death are addressed in great detail wihin these three 
volumes. 

The strange attractor existing within passive complexity and active complexity have different 
functions and dynamic than do strange attractors found within chaos. 

Strange attractors and the unique pattern of complexity they form/initiate are found within 
chaos both as passive complexity and active complexity (see diagram). Strange attractors are 
in the mathematical sense the 'retainer' of complexity. In the metaphysical sense the strange 
attractors are individual elements of knowing. Strange attractors of knowing with free will are 
in the religious sense individual 'knowing souls' that choose what pattern of complexity they 
wish to form. 

Strange attractors, as we 'know them to be', and the unique patterns of complexity they are in 
the process of forming, are found only within the region of chaos 

Why does the strange attractor exist? 

Strange attractors and the unique patterns of complexity they generate are found within 
passive complexity, metaphysically speaking. Strange attractors are found within the model of 
'being' being 'Being'/symbiotic panentheism, Cartesianism located within and powering non- 
Cartesianism, epitomize the passive verb representing the state of being. 

Strange attractors and the unique patterns of complexity they are in the process of generating 
within the region of chaos, complete the action verb concept of being. 

In essence one might say omniscience is all knowing of the complexity that exist and 
omnipotence is the ability to produce new strange attractors and their corresponding pattern of 
unique complexity, which does not as yet exist. The full discussion regarding how it is 
possible for a region to be changing while having the characteristic of no changeability is 
fully addressed within Tractates. 2, 5, 6, and 8. Within these four tractates the issue of time 
and distance as it relates to the region which lies 'outside'/beyond the physical is specifically 
addressed. 
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To put it more precisely, strange attractors are the means by which 'newness' is created and 
eternal recurrence is avoided. 

Complexity 

What is complexity? 

Complexity is the opposite of chaos. Complexity is order. 
Where is complexity? 

Complexity is the original region from which all evolved/originated. It is not complexity, 
which arises from chaos but chaos, which arises from complexity. 

Why does complexity exist? 

Complexity is the source of chaos and nothingness. Complexity is the source of both and both 
chaos and nothingness play a vital role to the whole. 

Chaos 

What is chaos? 

Chaos is the opposite of complexity. Chaos is disorder. In essence chaos appears to us to be 
'real' because we stand 'within' such a region while making such an analysis. The detailed 
discussion regarding the 'real' an the 'real illusion' can be found in Volume II, Tractate 9: 
The Error of Russell. 

Where is chaos? 

Chaos is the original region from which all evolved/originated. Chaos arises from complexity 
through the initiation of the functionality of nothingness. The details regarding the existence 
of nothingness, the functionality of nothingness, and the principle of symmetry emerging as 
an innate characteristic of nothingness is fully address within Volume 3, Tractate 10: The 
Error of Heidegger. 

Why does chaos exist? 

Chaos exists as the means by which passive complexity becomes active/dynamic. 
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The Edge of Chaos 

What is the edge of chaos? 

The edge of chaos is a 'location'. The edge of chaos is where passive complexity becomes 
disorder/chaos and where disorder/chaos becomes unique passive complexity through action.. 

Where is the edge of chaos? 

The edge of chaos is where passive complexity becomes disorder/chaos and where 
disorder/chaos becomes unique passive elements of complexity through action.. 

Why does the edge of chaos exist? 

The edge of chaos exists to separate the active process of creation, 'What could be but may 
not be.' from the passive state of existence: What was.', 'What is.', and 'What will be.' 
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The Edge of Complexity 

What is the edge of complexity? 

The edge of complexity does not exist as we far as we are able to determine presently. We are 
presently unable to comprehend of such a concept because we cannot presently conceive of 
what remains, what exists, if the total summation of the abstract, the physical, and 
nothingness is removed from the whole of reality. 

Where is the edge of complexity? 

If the edge of complexity exists, then it is the boundary of the total summation of complexity, 
nothingness, chaos, and strange attractors. 

Why does the edge of complexity exist? 

At this point in time we do not know why a concept such as the edge of complexity would 
exist or would even need to exist. Such a discourse is the very topic of the new field this 
work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, initiates. Such a field of study 
is, with this work, recognized as Theoretical Metaphysics. 

Innateness 

What is innateness? 

Innateness is the strange attractor. 
Where is innateness? 

Innateness is 'located' at the center of complexity. 
Why does innateness exist? 

Innateness exists to create. 

Metaphysics 

What is metaphysics? 
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Metaphysics is the study of what lies outside the physical universe both in terms of the 
passive state of existence of such a region and in terms of the active state regarding the 
internal dynamics of such a region. 

Metaphysics is a Greek term whose syllables have a distinct meaning: 

Meta... - beyond 

. . .physics - the physical 

The meaning of the term metaphysics is clear and precise. Metaphysics is the field of 
study whose function is to study the rationality regarding the 'outside' of the physical 
universe. 

The term metaphysics has undergone a transformation regarding its application. This 
transformation, however, has nothing to do with the meaning of the term in the literal 
sense. 

It is the literal meaning of the term metaphysics which Volumes I, II and III of The War 
and Peace of a New Metaphysical addresses. 

The quibbling regarding the semantics of the term is not the issue of this work. 

Some would venture there is no existence 'beyond' the physical,. If there is no 
beyond/outside to the physical than there is no such thing as metaphysics and thus there 
is only a delusional sense that metaphysics exists. Without an 'outside' to the universe 
the study of metaphysics becomes an act of creative fantasy by a nonexistent being, 
namely ourselves. 

Where is metaphysics? 

Metaphysics is a term which identifies a verb of action and as such metaphysics is an 
abstractual concept not something physical. Because metaphysics is abstractual in nature 
the question begs to be addressed as: In what state of existence do we presently find the 
field of metaphysics. 

Metaphysics is in a state of semi-consciousness. For the most part philosophy has 
relegated the field of metaphysics to a subservient state dominated by the field of 
Epistemology. 

The reason for the near demise of metaphysics lies with present day society being 
dominated by the scientific concept that if there is an outside to the universe, there is no 
way for us to study such a region and as such we must conclude there is no such region. 
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Such an argument could have been used against the philosophical atomists but it was not. 
During the time of the Greek Atomists the debates founded upon reason and rationality 
were understood to be precursory discussions, which would eventually be resolved. 

So it should be with the field of metaphysics. We should understand that the debates, 
regarding the existence of an outside of the physical and the function such a region has to 
ourselves as well as the function we have to the 'outside' of the universe, is first to be 
founded upon reason and rationality which in turn is understood to be a precursory 
discussion to our resolving the issue through scientific discovery. In fact such a 
precursory analysis is the very means by which the directional beacons of science are 
established. 

Why does metaphysics exist? 

As was stated in the question: What is the strange attractor: 

Knowing is the issue regarding Group 1. Knowing becomes the means by which 
'choice'/free will is initiated and responsibility becomes the subject of debate. 
The debate as to what becomes 'responsible' behavior then moves into a debate 
regarding ethics and morals. What is ethical and what is moral? The debate 
regarding ethics and morals becomes a debate regarding reality for to understand 
the ethics and morality of action one must understand one's function within the 
region one functions. Without an understanding of the reality within which one 
functions there is no understanding one purpose for existing and thus no 
understanding ones responsibility. 

Metaphysics then is understood to exist for the sole purpose of using reason and 
rationality to explore the potential existence of a 'beyond' the physical and the dynamics 
which exists between such a region and the physical of which we are a part.. 

Either there is a 'beyond' the physical or there is not.. 

If there is no 'beyond the physical then our ethics emerging from reason and rationality 
and our morality emerging from reason and rationality will find their base within a region 
of physicality. 

Ethics and morality steeped in physicality are recognized by the fields of philosophy and 
religion to be physical/materialistic in nature generating materialism, physical hedonism 

If there is a 'beyond the physical then our ethics emerging from reason and rationality 
and our morality emerging from reason and rationality will find their base within such a 
region. 



469 



The War & Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Ethics and morality steeped in abstractuality are recognized by the fields of philosophy 
and religion to be abstractual/altruistic in nature generating altruistic, 
abstractual/hedonism 

The function of metaphysics thus becomes obvious. Metaphysics exists to answer the 
question regarding the reasoning and rationalization concerning the very foundation of 
ethics and morality. Is responsible action reasonably and rationally based upon 
materialism or altruism. The conclusion to such a debate will ultimately decide the 
primary directions our actions as individuals and our actions as a specie will take as we 
move through history be it historical actions bound to this planet or historical actions 
reaching into the vastness of space itself.. 



Chaos, Complexity, and Strange Attractors 

Disorder, order, and innateness 
being, being, 'being', and 'Being' 
Symbiotic panentheism 

Additional material regarding chaos and complexity can be found in the works listed below. 
Although the works approach the subject areas of chaos and complexity from a metaphysical point 
of view, the works deal specifically with the region of passive complexity, active complexity, 
chaos, and the edge of chaos. 

Theoretical Metaphysics: 

You & I Together 

Reality & Existence, 385 pages, 1996 

Metaphysical Engineering: 

In The image Of God: 

Free Will & Determinism, 224 pages, 1997 

Practical Metaphysics: 

Stepping Up To God: 

Knowledge & Prophecy, 400+ pages, 1998 
Philosophical Analysis: 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Volume I: Metaphysical System #3 

Volume II: A New Tool For Conflict Resolution 

Volume III: How to Regain the Love of Wisdom 
1500pages, 2002 
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Preface: How to regain the love of wisdom 

A Perceptual Shift for Humankind Regarding: The Significance of Wisdom 

'Wisdom is concerned both with the ultimate nature of things and the ultimate good for man." 

'Plato viewed wisdom as one of the four chief, or cardinal, virtues. It concerned 'knowledge of the whole.' 
The path to wisdom required both scientific knowledge and practical experience." 

Plato listed four concepts regarding virtue: courage, temperance, wisdom, and justice. It could be said the 
highest order of the four in terms of individualistic human behavior, was wisdom since justice was the 
product of the other three virtues and courage and temperance were to be learned before wisdom could be 
attained. 

What has become of this illusive concept we call wisdom? 

Present day society perceives wisdom, be it speculative or practical (Aristotle), as being an innate 
characteristic of the physical. As such, it is the physical; it is the material, which has captivated our iove'. 

We cannot ignore wisdom's existence within the physical if we seek to 'regain' the love of wisdom itself. 
Wisdom is a virtue found within the individual. Just as we find the individual located 'within' the physical 
so it appears wisdom can be found via ourselves while 'within' the physical. 

To suggest the physical is void wisdom is to suggest the individual is void wisdom. To suggest wisdom 
eludes the individuals would in turn make mute the very concept of regaining the love of wisdom itself. 

If we accept wisdom existing within the physical, how are we to regain the love of this 'thing' we call 
'wisdom' ? We could begin the process of regaining the love of wisdom through the process of gaining a 
new perception regarding the role wisdom plays to the whole. Such a process would enable our specie to 
once again elevate wisdom to the level of being a virtue. Such a process would enable us as individuals to 
elevate wisdom to the level where members of our specie once again actively seek it. Such being the case, 
our perception of what it is we value becomes dependent upon what it is we perceive God, summation, 
totality, the whole, to be. 

If we perceive God, the whole, to be the physical then it is the physical to which we will continue to direct 
our iove' and so it is physical hedonism, materialism, will continue to emerge as the object of our 
affection. If we perceive God, the whole, to be the abstract then it is the abstract to which we will direct 
our iove' and so it is abstract hedonism, wisdom, will emerge as the object of our affection. 
How do we regain the love of wisdom? We regain the love of wisdom through the process of 
understanding a new perception regarding the whole itself and understanding how, wisdom found within 
the individual and as such found as a part of the whole, interacts with the whole. 

It is just such an examination, which is initiated within this work. 



1 Great Books of the Western World, The Great Ideas, Syntopicon II, 1952, p 1 107. 

" William L. Reese, Eastern and Western Thought: Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, 1996, p838 



To Err is Human To Forgive Divine - Alexander Pope 



Preface: 

Kant's presumed categorical imperative in essence was not the first categorical imperative but rather a 
description of categorical imperatives. With the development of the first and second categorical imperatives 
we can make an interesting application to what is perhaps one of the most significant historical documents 
regarding the significance of individual units of knowing: 

When, in the course of events of the individual, it becomes necessary for one group of individuals 
to dissolve the political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume, among the 
powers of the universe, the separate and equal station to which the laws of nature and of nature's 
God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of the individual requires that they should 
declare the causes which impel them to the separation. 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all individuals are created equal: that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness. That, to secure these rights, governments are instituted among 
individuals , deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed: that, whenever any form 
of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the individual to alter or to 
abolish it, and to institute a new government, laying its foundation on such principles, and 
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and 
happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that governments long established should not be 
changed for light and transient causes; and, accordingly, all experience hath shown, that 
individuals are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by 
abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed... ' 

The Declaration of Independence, 
Thomas Jefferson 

So it is humanity began to understand the difference between passive observation and active observation as 
it pertained to the significance of the individual human, as it pertained to the significance of all individuals 
universally. 

Volume II further examines the significance of the individual/multiplicity in light of the two established 
metaphysical systems elucidated by Aristotle and Kant/Hegel and again in light of a third metaphysical 
system addressed by this work. The metaphysical system examined: the fusion of the Aristotelian Cartesian 
system with the Kant/Hegel non-Cartesian system, with Hegel. 

It is with Hegel that Volume II begins the examination of 'active observation' as it pertains to the 
significance of the individual human, as it pertains to the significance of all individuals universally. 



To Err is Human To Forgive Divine - Alexander Pope 



Introduction: The Work 



In the history of Western philosophy we have established two fundamental Ontologically unique 
and opposing systems: Aristotelian Cartesianism and Hegelian non-Cartesianism. 

The War and Peace of a New Ontological Perception introduces a third fundamental Ontological 
system. 

The work is intent upon establishing the understanding of a new Ontological system which 
combines the Aristotelian Ontological system of Cartesianism and the Hegelian Ontological 
system of non-Cartesianism into one system. 

The new Ontological system being put forward is a Ontological system composed of three 
elements: singularity, multiplicity, and nothingness. The element of singularity is characterized as 
being non-Cartesian in nature. The element of multiplicity is characterized as being Cartesian in 
nature. Within the system as a whole, the Cartesian portion of the system powers the non- 
Cartesian portion of the system. A third element, nothingness, plays an important - but not 
necessarily essential - role within the system. 



All three elements begin in the passive state of existence and proceed to the active state of 
existence through action/process/reality. 



There are four states of existence within the system: 



1. the individual/knowing n.: 

2. God/Knowing n.: 

3 . action/knowing vb. : 

4. unknowing vb.: 



Individuality - existence of multiplicity 
The whole/summation in the form of 

singularity - existence of singularity 
The universe - action/process/reality - the 

active state of existence 
The passive state of existence 



The understanding of the four states of existence can philosophically be described as 'knowing' 
knowing 'Knowing' or the individual acting within God. Cosmologically and Ontologically the 
description might best be described as 'symbiotic panentheism' . 

This new Ontological system incorporates both a Cartesian and non-Cartesian system where the 
Cartesian lies within the non-Cartesian. Within the non-Cartesian aspect of the system, God and 
the individual are abstractions and the Cartesian aspect of the system is not 'something' rather the 
Cartesian aspect of the system, the universe, is a 'process' providing the means by which the 
individual and God interact and thus the Cartesian aspect of the system is perceived as 
'something' 

The work demonstrates what the individual, God, action, and passive existence are and how it is 
they interact. 

The work generates an understanding of the individual acting within God. 



The work begins in complexity and ends in simplicity. The reason the work begins in complexity 
and moves toward simplicity originates from the understanding that we live in a complex world 
and it is from the point in time within which we find ourselves that we must begin, since it is 
reality with which this work deals. 

The new Ontological perception being presented suggests potentially new perceptions capable of 
resolving long-time paradoxes we face. The work does not suggest the philosophical works being 
examined were short sighted.. Paradoxes are paradoxes because the limits of knowledge allow 
them to remain irrisolvabe in nature. 

The Ontological system is composed of two subset systems existing simultaneously. Each system 
simultaneously operates both independently and dependently one upon the other. The two systems 
are singularity and multiplicity. 

Cartesian system/multiplicity generates a unique perception of 'one follows the other' . This 
Cartesian perception, existing in a vacuum void non-Cartesianism, establishes the perception of 
'relative worth', relative value, which in turn leads to the perception of transcendence, which in 
turn leads to the perception of human purpose being the glorification of. . . So it was 
individuality/multiplicity, became subservient to God/singularity. 

A non-Cartesian system/singularity generates its own unique perception. The non-Cartesian 
perception, existing in a vacuum void Cartesianism, establishes the perception of nihilism, lack of 
purpose, and finally: "God is Dead" - Nietzche. 

The new Ontological system reverses the negativity generated by the Cartesianism Ontological 
system and the negativity generated by the non-Cartesian Ontological system. 

In addition, the new Ontological system generates perceptions rationalizing actions steeped in 
pluralism as opposed to the presently existing Ontological systems, which generate perceptions 
rationalizing actions steeped in exclusivism or inclusivism. Much is being said about perception. 
Why is perception important? 

• Perception generates actions 

• Actions generate reactions 

• Reactions generate social ambiance 

• And it is social ambiance which washes over each and every one of us day in and day out 

The work adds a new Ontological perception to humanities short list of two Ontological systems: 
Aristotle - Cartesianism and Kant/Hegel - non-Cartesianism. 
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The error: The paradox of Distance: The System is filled with increments of distance 

The perception: Zeno moves our perceptual understanding of the system into that of being a 
system filled with both physical and abstract. As such, the physical and the abstract, with the 
help of Zeno, now have a location within which they can be found. However, the understanding 
regarding the role of the physical and the abstract as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between the physical and the abstract not only remain in a state of confusion but 
even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 1 
Zeno - The Error of 

> The Physical Void the Abstract 

> The Void of a Void 

> The Abstract Void the Physical 

Part I: Creating the paradox of the physical versus the abstract 
Introduction 

Zeno: So near and yet so far 

Faltering on the brink of understanding the nature of man 

1 2 

Zeno is where the perception of physical distance split from abstract distance . Zeno, and for 
that matter philosophers throughout the past two thousand five hundred years, were not aware of 
what it was they were on the verge of understanding. The understanding eluding philosophers 
was not to reveal itself until after Einstein and his concept of 'relative' time was verbalized. 
Even then, even with the concept of 'relative' time being verbalized, the potential understanding 
regarding the relationship of the individual, God, and 'acting within' 3 was not to be immediately 
understood. 

And why would understanding the relationship of the individual, God, and 'acting within' not be 
understood when Einstein revealed the concept of relative time? It was not understood because 
philosophers had proclaimed the demise of Metaphysics and having done so, buried Metaphysics 
deep within the most inaccessible realms of the philosophical subconscious. As such, the tool 
needed to understand the concept of individuality/the individual, the whole/God, and action, 
process/reality /being (vb) was to languish until the time when Metaphysics was once again 
brought forth from the dark sub-sub conscious realm of philosophy. After all Metaphysics is by 
its most primal definition, the understanding of fundamental, universal, truths and their 
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interrelationship in the active sense 4 of their coexisting as opposed to the previously perceived 
passive sense 5 of their coexisting. 

And where does all this 'the individual', God, acting within, active, passive, demise of 
Metaphysics, Metaphysics resurrection, incrementalism, abstract functionality, concrete 
functionality, ad infinitum begin? It begins with Zeno because Zeno expressed 'a' good point 
from which we can begin the discussion. Zeno verbalized the long and arduous task of 
understanding the development regarding the technicality of a radically new metaphysical 
perception. Zeno initiated a discussion regarding the multiplicity of distance vs. the seamlessness 
of distance, which, after twenty-five hundred years of philosophical debate, has lead us to the 
development of a new metaphysical perception. 

It was Zeno who established an excellent 'beginning' point from which the most primal 
understanding of the universe, our home, could begin. It is through the paradoxes of Zeno that 
we were to learn the difference between the abstract and the physical, the concrete. 

So who is this solitary man standing at this point we call 'a' beginning rather than 'the' 
beginning of the journey traveled by this thing we call humanity, this thing we call 'a' human? 

There were many Zeno's in Greek history. This Zeno is Zeno of Elea. This man is like you and I, 
a simple human with a simple idea which when added to ideas, perceptions, emerging over the 
next twenty-five hundred years would create a metaphysical picture capable of answering three 
questions which were to trouble our specie since time began: 'Where am I?' 'What am I?' And, 
'Why do I exist?' 

In order to begin we must know what this man called Zeno had to say. 
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Zeno's paradoxes describe a puzzle regarding the concept of 'actually' passing 'through' 
distance as opposed to 'being unable' to pass through distance. We might better describe the 
paradox as simply a means of illustrating the difference between the concrete and the abstract. 

How does one make the leap from a second, a third, a fourth, and finally infinitesimally small 
quantities of distance to another quantity of distance? Science and mathematics, through 
Calculus, believe they have answered the question to the satisfaction of humankind. In truth, 
however, science and mathematics have not addressed Zeno's paradox. Science and mathematics 
have just covered up 6 the paradox in order to ward off the annoying ramifications of the paradox 
regarding actuality vs. perception. This was not a negative action 7 on the part of science or 
mathematics for it has allowed science to do what it is science is intended to do and that is 
expand our understanding of the physical. 

The paradox of space and time is not solved by the limits of Calculus. Calculus simply becomes 
a tool, which allows us to move on with out lives and leave the paradox behind, unsolved. 

Zeno was on the verge of understanding the nature of man and incremental aspects of reality. 
Zeno, however, fell short of his goal. Zeno did not make the necessary leap needed to solve his 
paradox. Science through mathematics thought it made the leap but in fact it did not. Science 
using the language of mathematics only swept Zeno's paradox under the rug. As such, Zeno's 
paradox remains and until it is rationally understood, we, humanity, will continue to remain as 
we are mentally and spiritually confused, perplexed, mystified, empty... Until we resolve Zeno's 
paradox, we, humanity, will continue to act as we do, saying one thing and doing another. 

To place such a heavy emphasis upon the correlation of the solution to Zeno's paradox and the 
change in human nature would seem to be a ludicrous parallel. But resolving Zeno's paradox 
holds the key to understanding our reality, understanding a new metaphysical perception, 
understanding why we exist. 
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One cannot ignore the impact ideas, perceptions, have had, do have upon actions we as 
individual, we as a specie initiate towards our own selves, our environment, our specie. This past 
history of action is not to be taken lightly for we are about to venture into space and this in turn 
means we will not only continue to impact our own selves, our own environment, and our own 
specie, but we are about to impact environments that are not our own. We are about to affect 
other species throughout space, a region we presently call 'our' universe. 

The concept of 'falling short' is not a failing of Zeno; rather it is a part of our make-up as specie. 
We have a difficult time being what we are not and one thing we, as a specie, are not, is acting 
within capable of perceiving what lies beyond our ability to perceive. 

This inability, this limitation, is the very reason one must never accept any model we develop of 
a universal philosophy as a fact, as an absolute, as 'the' model. Whatever universal philosophy 
we decide or decide not to develop must always have a label attached to it reading: 

'A Universal Philosophy' - as best we are able to determine based upon our 
perceptions 'today.' A universal philosophy must never be taken to be an absolute 
for there are no such things as absolutes. There are only perceived absolutes, 
which we, humankind, attempt to define based upon perceptions we develop 
through our limited means of observation, faith, and reason - science, religion, 
and philosophy. 

Zeno's paradoxes 

Zeno presents us with our first graphic glimpse of the philosophical paradox regarding 'a' 
location of the abstract and its functionality as opposed to 'a' location of the physical and its 
functionality. 
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We always assume the two, the physical and the abstract, are one in the same or if not one in the 
same, then, at the least, located within the same region, namely the universe. But why is it we 
consider this to be the case? We assume it is the case because we assume there is 'one' location 
of existence. As such, we do not, cannot, look beyond our assumption that the solution to Zeno's 
paradox lies in singularity of location. This concept regarding singularity of location historically 
leads us to resolving Zeno's paradox in a paradoxically manner. We have resolved Zeno's 
paradox through the process of avoiding the paradox rather than solving the paradox. In essence, 
we attempt to solve the paradox of motion and distance through the process of denial rather than 
pragmatism. A pragmatic solution to Zeno's paradox is the essence of this article. The means by 
which we find a solution to Zeno's paradox is through the development of a new metaphysical 
perception. 

With this said let's begin reevaluating Zeno's paradoxes by first examining Zeno's paradoxes. 
Zeno 

The abstract concept of Distance: What is it Zeno had to say about distance that leads to the 
concept of distance being an abstract concept and being a physical concept simultaneously yet 
independently of each other? 

In order to begin we must know a little about what it is this man called Zeno had to say, was 
thinking. 

Zeno 's paradoxes, four paradoxes relating to space and motion attributed to Zeno 
of Elea (fifth century B.C.): the racetrack, Achilles and the tortoise, the stadium, 
and the arrow. We know Zeno's work through secondary sources, in particular 
Aristotle 

The racetrack paradox: 
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If a runner is to reach the end of the track, he must first complete an infinite 
number of different journeys: getting to the midpoint, then to the point midway 
between the midpoint and the end, then to the point midway between this one and 
the end, and so on. But it is logically impossible for someone to com- plate an 
infinite series of journeys. Therefore, the runner cannot reach the end of the track. 
Since it is irrelevant to the argument how far the end of the track is- it could be a 
foot or an inch or a Micron Lotion is impossible. Moving to any point will involve 
an infinite number of journeys, and an infinite number of journeys cannot be 
completed. 

The paradox of Achilles and the tortoise : 

Achilles can run much faster than the tortoise, so when a race is arranged 
between them the tortoise is given a lead. Zeno argued that Achilles can never 
catch up with the tortoise no matter how fast he runs and no matter how long the 
race goes on. For the first thing Achilles has to do is to get to the place from 
which the tortoise started. But the tortoise, though slow, is unflagging: while 
Achilles was occupied in making up his handicap, the tortoise has advanced a 
little farther, So the next thing Achilles has to do is to get to the new place the 
tortoise occupies. While he is doing this, the tortoise will have gone a little farther 
still. However small the gap that remains, it will take Achilles some time to cross 
it, and in that time the tortoise will have created another gap. So however fast 
Achilles runs, all that the tortoise has to do, in order not to be beaten, is not to 
stop. 

The stadium paradox: 

Imagine three equal cubes, A, B, and C, with sides all of length I, arranged in a 
line stretching away from one. A is moved perpendicularly out of line to the right 
by a distance equal to I. At the same time, and at the same rate, C is moved 
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perpendicularly out of line to the left by a distance equal to I. The time it takes A 
to travel 1/2 (relative to B) equals the time it takes A to travel to I (relative to C). 
So, in Aristotle's words, "it follows, he [Zeno] thinks, that half the time equals its 
double" (Physics 259b35b) 

The arrow paradox: 

At any instant of time, the flying arrow "occupies a space equal to itself. " That is, 
the arrow at an instant cannot be moving, for motion takes a period of time, and a 
temporal instant is conceived as a point, not itself having duration. It follows that 
the arrow is at rest at every instant, and so does not move. What goes for arrows 
goes for everything: nothing moves. (Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, 
Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995) 

The scholarly confusion regarding Zeon's Paradoxes 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is 
no evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were 
part of a program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a 
seamless whole. The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that 
reality can be successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these 
insupportable paradoxes; so you must think of Reality as a single indivisible One. 
(Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 
1995 f 

Why is it Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself understood his paradoxes to show? Could it 
be that Zeno lived in a time void of an understanding, void of a perception, void of the concept 
regarding a limit to the very size of the physical universe itself? As such Zeno may not have been 
certain regarding what it was he was trying to say other than wanting to say what he did simply 
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because he felt it had to be said, so he said it. If such is the case, without his knowing it, he may 
have initiated the process of understanding, initiated a truly exciting journey for our specie. 

So why list these particular paradoxes of Zeno when it is thought he may have outlined as many 
as forty or more paradoxes. They are listed because they give us a flavor regarding what it was 
Zeno was attempting to resolve. 

This then leads us to the more interesting of Zeno's paradoxes, the paradox of distance 'through' 
space and the paradox of time 'through' space: 



Space/distance: 



Space is a contradictory notion and reality is indivisible, for 
the opposite claim leads to absurdity . Suppose that reality is 
divisible. It will be composed either of a finite or of an 
infinite number of parts. Reality could have a finite number of 
parts only if the magnitude of the parts disappeared in a finite 
number of divisions; but this would lose the finite space with 
which we began, since a finite number of parts without magnitude 
cannot produce a magnitude. If, on the other hand, reality has a 
infinite number of parts, the parts will have magnitude or else 
they will not. If they do not have magnitude, once again we have 
lost the space with which we began. If they do have magnitude, 
and we have an infinite number of them, we can construct a space 
as much larger than the initial space as we please. Hence, we 
must give up the idea of space, and of a divisible reality. 



Space/time: 

Time, likewise, is contradictory. Let us suppose three rows of bodies, one row 
("A") at rest, and the other tow ("B" and "C") moving in opposite directions. 
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Beginning from the positions indicated in figure one, by the time they are in the 
same part of the course (figure two), the B's will have passed twice as many C's 
as A's. (Consider the matter from the standpoint of the B on the right by way of 
illustration.) hence, it would take twice as long to pass the A's as it takes to pass 
the C's; but it takes B and C exactly the same time t reach the position of A. 
Hence, double the time is equal to half 

AAAA AAAA 

BBBB BBBB 

CCCC CCCC 

(Fig. One) (Fig. Two) 1 

It is these two paradoxes we will examine in detail. It is the unraveling of these two paradoxes 
which will leads us to the understanding regarding why our present metaphysical system creates 
concepts such as inclusion vs. exclusion, either/or. It is the unraveling of these two paradoxes, 
which will leads us to the understanding regarding a new metaphysical system, a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system. The resolution of Zeno's paradoxes will lead us to an 
understanding regarding the new metaphysical system of the individual acting within God better 
known as symbiotic panentheism as opposed to our old metaphysical system of either a Cartesian 
system or a non-Cartesian system. 

To understand Zeno's paradoxes, however, will require us to take the paradox of space/distance 
and space/time as they come. Since the paradox of space/distance is presented first, we will 
begin with Zeno's paradox of space and distance. We will leave the latter, the paradox of 
space/time until later, much later. In fact, we will not visit the concept regarding the paradox of 
space and time until we reach the point of Einstein unknowingly making his contributions to our 



1 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, Humanities 
Press, 1996. 
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understanding regarding how a Cartesian system drives a non-Cartesian system: Chapter 9, 
Einstein: The Error of Abstract Time. 

Zeno's paradox of space/distance 

There are, in essence, two types of distances to which Zeno is unwittingly referring. There is 
Conceptual/abstract Distance and Concrete/Physical Distance. Zeno referred to them as: 

'...part of a program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is 
a seamless whole. The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that 
reality can be successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these 
insupportable paradoxes; so you must think of Reality as a single indivisible One. 

In essence Zeno is implying 'multiplicity is an illusion...' physical reality is an illusion, '...that 
the 'location' where the physical, 'multiplicity', lies is not the real but rather the real is where 
'multiplicity' does not lie. In short, Zeno is implying the 'real' reality lies in the realm, the 
'location', of the abstract, the abstract world, the 'larger' reality ('Larger', 'smaller', relative size 
will be addressed elsewhere.) 

If Zeno is implying the realm of multiplicity is not what is real, why didn't he simply state this as 
his perception? Let's answer that question with a question. How could Zeno directly come out 
and state the concept of the physical, the realm of multiplicity, is an illusion unless he had 
something else with which to replace this illusion, the realm of multiplicity, the realm of the 
physical? This illusional realm, the physical universe is the location 'within' which we find 
ourselves existing 

Zeno had no other alternative to offer as to what is real if the universe is an illusion and therefore 
Zeno could not rationally declare the universe, the realm of multiplicity, to be an illusion. 
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So has anything changed? Absolutely, and that is exactly the point of this work 

Functional distance lies in the concrete. It is where 'multiplicity' lies. Functional, multiplicity of 
distance is where we see ourselves existing. Incremental distance is found in the reality of our 
universe, in the concrete, in the physical, where Kant goes with his concept of a Cartesian 
metaphysical system known as 'reality'. Functional distance is just that, functional. (More of 
that in Chapter 6: Kant: The Error of Cartesian Systems.) 

Conceptual distance lies in the abstract. Abstraction is where a 'seamless whole' lies. 
Seamlessness is found in the reality of abstract understanding, a place where Hegel goes with his 
concept of a foundationless metaphysical system, a non-Cartesian system, the 'greater' Reality. 
(More of that in Chapter 7, Hegel: The Error of Non-Cartesian Systems.) 

In this chapter, the focus is upon Zeno and the concept of functional distance/incremental 
distance/ physical versus conceptual distance/seamless distance/abstract distance. These two 
concepts, multiplicity and seamlessness, will lead us to an understanding regarding conceptual 
time and functional time as addressed within the chapter reserved for Newton and Einstein, 
Chapter 9. The four Kant, Hegel, Newton, and Einstein developed independent perceptions of 
Cartesian systems and non-Cartesian systems or to put it another way: Kant, Hegel, Newton, and 
Einstein developed independent perceptions of abstract time - constant distance and constant 
time - abstract distance. 

It must also be noted here, in order to avoid the perception that this discussion of Zeno implies 
the physical is not 'real' - is an illusion, that Zeno may have been alluding to an incorrect 
perception. One does not necessarily need to make a choice between the physical being what is 
'real' or the abstract being what is real. Physical existence and abstractual existence could both 
be 'real' simultaneously while only appearing to be alternately real and illusional. For the 
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purposes of this chapter, we will remove the concept of 'time' in order to remove the complexity 
time adds to the equation. We will replace the concept of time when we move into Chapter 9. 

When time is removed, both realms, that of the 'real' and that of the 'real illusion', find 
themselves to be 'real' and 'real illusions' alternately, depending upon where one 'stands' when 
referring to each. In short, the 'real' and the 'real illusion' could both be what is 'real' depending 
upon where one stands as one discusses the 'realness' of one to the other. 

With the concept of the physical existing 'within' the abstract: 

When one stands within the perception of the physical, the existence of 
'multiplicity', it is the physical, 'multiplicity', that becomes 'real' and the 
abstract, 'seamlessness', becomes a 'real illusion'. 

When one stands within the perception of the abstract, the existence of 
'seamlessness', it is the abstract, 'seamlessness', that becomes 'real' and the 
physical, 'multiplicity', becomes a 'real illusion'. 

Now what is the difference between an 'illusion' and a 'real illusion'? An illusion is just that: an 
illusion. It is not real. A 'real illusion', on the other hand, is likewise an illusion but it is more 
than an illusion. It is 'real', and as such becomes a 'place', an existence, within which one can 
literally, not figuratively, 'go'. A real illusion becomes an actuality of which one can literally 
become a part. A 'real illusion' becomes as much a viable entity as that which is 'real'. In fact, a 
'real illusion' is what makes what is 'real' real. 

On the other hand, if something is an 'illusion' it is not 'real' ; it is not an alternative 'location' of 
existence. 
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Zeno had no idea 'how' to convert the illusion from the state of being 'just' an illusion into that 
of being a 'real illusion' and it is only by performing this conversion that a 'real illusion' 
becomes a viable location for existence. It is only through the process of understanding how 
'seamlessness' can exist independent of 'multiplicity' that we can logically, rationally, begin a 
discussion regarding the solution to the paradox of 'seamless' motion versus motion of 
'multiplicity'. In essence, we must understand Reality as opposed to reality before we can 
resolve Zeno's paradoxes of space/distance and space/time. 

Because the distinction regarding independent locations of the abstract and the physical has not 
yet been undertaken, our understanding of Zeno's paradoxes, our understanding of life remains 
as it had been for two thousand five hundred years. Until we resolve the paradoxes of 
space/distance and space/time so aptly expressed by Zeno we will not advance our metaphysical 
perceptions and metaphysics will remain a mystery. 

Are Zeno's paradoxes relevant topics of philosophical discussion in our modern day era? 
Absolutely, for we have yet to resolve them as opposed to having glossed over them through the 
development of mathematical tools. 

So how do we begin the process of philosophically resolving Zeno's paradoxes? We initiate the 
process through a rational discussion. We begin a rational discussion addressing the relationship 
between the 'real' and the 'real illusion' . 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 



Zeno: The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' 



Pre-Zeno: 



What is: 



The Universe 



The Physical: multiplicity 



But why the 'dotted' line? The line is dotted to represent the lack of understanding regarding 'a' 
universe, 'a' system, existence being existence whatever that means in the metaphysical sense. 
The picture will change as the chapters evolve and will be summarized in Chapter 16: 
Summation: A New Slant on the Old. 

Zeno begins the process of expanding upon our perceptual understanding of 'what is' through the 
identification of paradoxes, which arise when we maintain the perception of 'a' single location of 
existence: 

Zeno's perception of 'what is': 
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What is: 

Physical Distance - Multiplicity 

& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 




Zeno expands upon the perception of existence: Existence now becomes a new but elusive 
concept of the physical - 'multiplicity' 'containing' abstraction - 'seamlessness' 



21 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

What is: 

Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 




As such, the 'size' of the universe grows to accommodate, make room for the abstract. The 
concept of 'growth' at this stage of understanding was not growth in actuality, for 'what is' is. 
Rather 'growth' was growth in 'our' perception of 'what is'. 

Zeno's concept of the abstract 'seamlessness' inadvertently begins an emergence of a perceptual 
concept of location (see previous diagram). Zeno's work causes us to contemplate questions 
regarding ourselves and just what it is we are and why it is we exist. 
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The next sequence of drawings regarding the existence of abstraction, 'seamlessness', verses the 
existence of the concrete, the physical, 'multiplicity' is not as simple as first glance may imply. 

Depending upon where one stands as one addresses the issue, the drawing can reverse itself and 
become perceptually something altogether different. 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the physical 



The 'real illusion': 


✓ 

/ 


The Abstract 


/ 

—I — ± 


Zeno's Seamlessness 


1 

\ 

\ 


of distance 




The 'real': 

The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 
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When viewed from 'within' 
the reality of the abstract 



The 'real': 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
of distance 



The 'real illusion': 

The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 



Therefore, it is the 'real' and the 'real illusion', which become the 'real illusion' and the 'real' as 
one moves from one position to another. Rapid motion often causes us to become disoriented and 
confused. So it is we become perplexed with the introduction of independent locations for 
'seamlessness' and 'multiplicity' or what might better be called the abstract and the physical. 

Now what does all this flip-flopping of position have to do with Zeno and his famous paradoxes? 
What does this have to do with Zeno's inference regarding an existence of 'multiplicity' and 
'seamlessness'? Zeno implies two existences, the abstract ('seamlessness') and the physical 
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('multiplicity'). But Zeno is unable to visualize such a concept. Part of Zeno's problem regarding 
the concept of two locations of existence lies in the fact that zero, infinity, nothingness, relative 
time, Cartesian systems, non-Cartesian systems, ... had not yet evolved. As such, Zeno was 
lacking many of the tools modern metaphysicians have at their disposal. 

This being the case, Zeno was perplexed by his thoughts and as such, Zeno was unable to 
perceive of the possibility vis-a-vis the process of establishing two separate locations, one for the 
abstract and one for the physical, to then introducing the concept of oscillating what is the 'real' 
with what is the 'real illusion' was next to impossible. In short, Zeno was unable to perceptualize 
potential reversal roles for 'locations' of the abstract and the physical. 

A 'New Metaphysical Perception' regarding Zeno's paradox 

In the case of a new metaphysical perspective, the process of reversing perceptions involves two 
systems of reality, one within the other. Both systems are 'real'. Both systems are 'real illusions'; 
neither system corresponds directly to being 'real' while the other is 'real', nor a 'real illusion' 
while the other is a 'real illusion'. Rather one is 'real' when the other is a 'real illusion' and 
becomes a 'real illusion' when the other is 'real'. Both have a function. The first grows through 
the action of the second. The second 'is' because of the action of the first. 

The innermost system involves a Kantian system, a Cartesian system, a physical system based 
upon 'a' foundation. In this case, 'the' foundation's 'first truth' is: consciousness exists. This 
Kantian system finds itself immersed within the larger system, the Hegelian system, a non- 
Cartesian system - a foundationless system of abstraction. In short, both Kant and Hegel were 
correct: there is such a thing as 'a' system. 

On the other hand both Kant and Hegel were incorrect. The system is not a singular system but a 
complex system composed of two systems in one: a Cartesian system fueling a non-Cartesian 
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system and a non-Cartesian system initiating a Cartesian system in order to fuel its own non- 
Cartesian self. In short the existence of a perpetual motion machine of abstraction vs. the 
theoretically impossible existence of a physical perpetual motion machine. 

Now we all know perpetual motion machines do not, cannot, exist, but that understanding 
applies only to the laws of thermodynamics, laws found 'within' the physical, laws found 
'within' the universe, laws found 'within' a Cartesian System. The system being proposed here 
is not a Cartesian system but rather a non-Cartesian System fueled by a Cartesian System. But 
more of this in future chapters. Our function regarding Zeno is to begin our understanding 
regarding a new perception, which Zeno inadvertently and unknowingly initiated. 

Reversing perceptions - counter view 

It is possible, metaphysically, to reverse the perceptual 'locations' of the physical and the 
abstract. 

Zeno was only able to perceive of the abstract being 'located' 'within' the physical for the 
physical was what was. 

However, it is possible today to understand the concept of the physical being 'located' 'within' 
the abstract. This possibility has emerges as a possibility because we now understand the 
universe may be limited. The limits may exist in terms of time. They may exist in terms of 
implosion, infinite expansion, vacuum collapse, and ad infinitum. Regardless of the type of 
speculation regarding the demise of the universe the result is the same, the concept of the 
universe being limited exists. 

The very existence of the potential demise of the universe allows us to view the previous 
diagram from a different perspective, from the perspective of the physical universe being 'inside' 
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the abstract. When viewed as such, one obtains an entirely different sequence of drawings from 
what Zeno had at his disposal. (Note the reversal of the abstract - the square and the physical - 
the circle.) 

The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' now becomes: 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the physical 



The 'real illusion': 

The Abstract 

Zeno's seamlessness of distance 




The 'real': 

The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 
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When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the abstract 



The 'real': 

The Abstract 

Zeno's seamlessness of distance 




The 'real illusion': 

The concrete 
The universe 

Zeno's multiplicity of distance 



Once again, we see the 'real' and the 'real illusion' become the 'real illusion' and the 'real' as 
one moves from one position to another. 
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What is different regarding this sequence of drawing as opposed to the previous sequence of 
drawings? In this sequence of drawings, the abstract 'contains' the physical. Multiplicity finds 
itself to be 'within', a part of seamlessness 'as opposed to' 'seamlessness' being 'within', a part 
of, multiplicity. 

This brings us back to the twentieth century concept regarding 'innate characteristics of . . . ' Is 
multiplicity, the physical, the concrete, a part ... an innate characteristic of the abstract - 
seamlessness or is the abstract, seamlessness, an innate characteristic of the concrete, an innate 
characteristic of the physical, an innate characteristic of multiplicity. 

When viewed from 'within' the physical, it would appear the abstract is an innate characteristic 
of the physical. 

When viewed from 'within' the abstract, it would appear the physical is an innate characteristic 
of the abstract. 

In essence, the understanding of what is 'real' was the concept being put before us, before 
humanity, by Zeno. In essence, the answer to 'What is real?' provides the answer to: 

'The scholarly confusion regarding Zeon's Paradoxes: 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is no 
evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were part of a 
program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a seamless whole. 
The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality can be 
successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable paradoxes; so 
you must I think of Reality as a single indivisible One. 



2 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 
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What does this have to do with Zeno's inference of an existence of 'multiplicity' and an 
existence of 'seamlessness'? The concept of location, the concept of 'one' located 'within' 'the 
other' expands upon Zeno's perception of 'one' location of existence. Zeno, however, could not 
speculate regarding two 'realities', upon two realities dependent upon each other for existence 
itself. As such, the most Zeno could do was expand upon what was: 



What Was: 

/ s 

j The Universe Grows: ^ 

/ \ 

| The Physical - multiplicity | 

\ / 

\ / 
\ ✓ 
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What is: 
Physical Distance - Multiplicity 

& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 
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. . . which in turn moves to becoming (over the next twenty-five hundred years): a new perception 
2000 AD 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 




The Abstract: seamlessness 
The 'real' 
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Or: 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamlessness' 




The Abstract: seamlessness 
The 'real illusion' 



...depending upon where one stands as one addresses the issue. 

The movement from Zeno's dotted boundaries to present day solid lines is nothing less than an 
understanding regarding the rational possibility of the two existences co-existing. 
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The process of moving from one location of existence to another, the seeming process of 
reversion, is in essence not reversion but inversion. 

All this theory seems so inconsequential when one views a small child starving in Uganda, but is 
it? 

The Point - Individuality 

As we will see throughout this work, it is the very concept of points in history, the small child 
starving in Uganda, which is being accentuated in this discussion. It is distinct points, the 
uniqueness of 'a' point itself, which represents transformational events in the life of 'a' unique 
entity that will stand out in this work. 

However, more of this in future chapters. 

Once again, what of Zeno? Zeno had something to tell us, which even he did not understand. 
What Zeno had to tell us, without understanding how to verbalize the concept, picture the 
concept, even perceive the concept, dealt with the very concept of a point. The point is a 
particular point, be it a geometric point, a point of history, a point of action, a point of 
abstraction, a point of individuality, or for that matter any point of awareness of its own 
awareness be it terrestrial or extraterrestrial. 

To better understand the lesson Zeno initiated, we need to understand a few things about points 
of space and points of abstraction. . . 

As such, lets look at the concept of 'a' geometric point and then look at the concept of 'an' 
individual. We will then expand our view to include the concept of individual points of 
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abstraction as it relates to the concept of individual points of space. This understanding is what 
will reveal some very interesting points indeed. 

Geometry 
Metaphysics: 

'a' Virgin Point of Geometry 

'a' Virgin Consciousness of Metaphysics: 

Beginning at the beginning: definitions - Geometry: 
Beginning at the beginning: perceptions - Metaphysics: 

The first step: a systematic examination of the first definition put forward by 
Euclid begins with the word 'a'. This is a critical step. It implies existence. It 
implies singularity. Mathematics could not move forward unless it was willing to 
accept this most Husserlian of all steps. The process of beginning not from the 
'whole' and moving inward to the least of all elements but rather beginning with 
the least of all elements and moving outward to describe the 'whole' was crucial to 
Mathematics. 

Mathematics made tremendous strides by not begging the question: 'Why begin 
with the least and move outward to the 'totality' of space.' By moving from the 
least outward, Mathematics left the 'size' of 'what is' open and as such we, 
humanity, were able to expand upon the outer limits we perceived to exist. 

Metaphysics may find it to can make tremendous strides if it would be willing to 
humble itself and follow the lead of Mathematics, if it would be willing to not 
'beg the question' of why start with the least as opposed to the 'whole'. If the 
process of starting with the least of the elements and moving outward to the 
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'whole' is successful, then, just as in geometry, once we get to the 'whole' we 
should be able to move in either of two directions. If successful, we should be 
able to continue to expand upon our perception of what is or we should be able to 
reverse the process and reduce everything down to the most fundamental element. 
However, some philosophers are not inclined to forgo the debate regarding, 'Why 
start with the least and move outward'. Lets begin with the 'least' and move 
'outward' despite their objections. Lets do so assuming this process will do for 
Metaphysicians what this process did for Mathematicians and Scientists. Lets 
assume this process will provide for an unlimited growth of 'what is' as opposed 
to confining 'what is' to 'what it is' and then moving inward to the least. 

As such, we will begin with the concept of the 'least' and move outward to the 
'totality' of knowing, to the totality of knowledge. Once having reached the 
perceived end, we will judge our success through two means: 

First: 'looking' 'outward': Does the result of our building perception 'outward' 
from the least element of 'what is' lead us to the furthest boundaries of our ability 
to speculate. Does our building upon our least element of perception leads us to 
'reality' as we know it just as moving from 'a' point outward leads us to the 
concept of three dimensional space as we know it. Does the process of building 
upon the least of 'what is', leave our perception of 'what is out there' open, able 
to be expanded even further, leave our perceptions of 'what else there is' 
beckoning to our natural instinct of curiosity. Once having reached the outer 
boundaries of our perceptual abilities do we find ourselves wrapped in a state of 
excitable agitation regarding what else there is to discover 'beyond' what we 
'know'. 

Second: 'looking' 'inward': Having reached the furthest limits of our perceptual 
ability for any particular point in time can we logically reduce our most expansive 
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perception of 'what is' back once again to the least of the elements. Using 
Husserl's process of reduction, do we find ourselves once again examining the 
primal element with which we started? 



Geometry: 'a' point 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness 

Geometry's second critical step is to determine 'a' what. Euclid did not decide to 
start with a 'point' but rather Euclid decided to start with a 'location', the smallest 
location of which he could conceive. He named this location 'a' 'point'. 

For metaphysics to follow suit, it must decide to start with 'a' something. Now 
metaphysics could begin with 'a' 'first cause' but this would not be following in the 
steps of Euclid. For Euclid to forge such a path, he would have had to start with 
the concept of 'a' 'space'. In other words Euclid would have had to start with the 
'largest' rather than the 'least' element. 

So what is it with which metaphysics must begin? Since metaphysics is the study 
of knowledge and since the process of knowledge is 'knowing' then it would 
appear metaphysics would have to begin with awareness of knowledge. In other 
words, it would appear Metaphysics would need to begin with the least element of 
awareness or 'a' 'consciousness'. 
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Geometry: 'a' point is ... 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is. 

Geometry acknowledges the concept of existence 

How can Metaphysics begin by doing anything less than the 



Geometry: 'a' point is that ... 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that. 

Geometry begins to define 

Metaphysics following suit 



Geometry: 'a' point is that which 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which 

Geometry does not just define but defines specifically. 

Metaphysics: following suit 
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Geometry: 'a' point is that which has . . . 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which has... 

Geometry moves from recognizing we 'can' 'define specifically' into accepting 
its ability to do so. Not only does geometry recognize its ability to do so but 
Geometry also proceeds to do so with no thought of it being arrogant in doing 
so. Geometry proceeds to do so with no apology. Geometry proceeds to define its 
field of study without looking back to see who is lying in wait ready to spring 
upon each and every word it utters. 

Metaphysics: following suit 



Geometry: 'a' point is that which has no ... 
Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which has no. 

An interesting step for geometry, for Euclid at this stage decides to define the 
point through a 'lack of rather than define the point in a substantive form. Euclid 
recognized one cannot get to the 'least' through a process of acknowledging the 
least having substance. He understood 'having substance' implied an existence 
capable of being divided again and again and again and.... 

Metaphysics: follows suit 
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Geometry: 'a' point is that which has no part. 

Metaphysics: 'a' consciousness is that which has no knowledge. 

Metaphysics takes its second diversion from geometry. 

The first diversion: 

The first diversion deals with what it is which distinguishes the two, geometry and 
metaphysics. Geometry deals with existence of location and metaphysics deals 
with existence of awareness. This is not to say metaphysics has no concern 
regarding location for, as we shall see, location plays a vital part in the more 
advanced stages of metaphysics. But for know, in terms of the most primary of 
primary steps regarding metaphysics, we have little choice but to begin at the 
beginning, to begin with the least element' of metaphysics and that is 'a', 'the' 
concept of 'a' consciousness void of location. 

The second diversion: 

The second diversion describes the 'substance' with which each deals. Geometry 
deals with space and metaphysics deals with awareness. Geometry deals with the 
'least element' of location, a location so small it has no size. Metaphysics deals 
with the 'least element' of awareness, awareness so small it has no awareness. 

Now just what is the defining characteristic of this awareness, this consciousness? 
It is the same as the defining characteristic of 'a' point. Just as 'a' point has no 
part, has a lack of physical location, 'a' consciousness has no knowledge, has a 
lack of abstraction. In short, 'a' consciousness is so small it has no consciousness, 
no awareness, no experience, no knowing, and no knowledge. We will refer to 
such a consciousness as 'a' 'virgin consciousness' 
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The question becomes: Why should Metaphysics and Geometry take any 
diversions from each other at all? Geometry is geometry and metaphysics is 
metaphysics. If metaphysics took no diversion at all from geometry, it would be 
geometry not metaphysics. 

One must understand the perception regarding 'location/space' in order to deal 
with Geometry. Likewise, one must understanding the perception regarding the 
'least' of space, 'where' no location, begins in order to deal with multiplicity. 

Understanding Metaphysics in order to deal with the perception of awareness, 
knowing, seamlessness takes an understanding regarding the 'least' of knowledge, 
'where' no knowing, begins. The concept of a quantity of knowledge, a 
'beginning' for knowledge, and the concept of a location, a 'place' for 
knowledge, assists us in understanding a new perception regarding what is 'real' 
and what is 'kind of real'. 
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The 'real' and the 'real illusion' illustrated 

Inverted views: Both real, one the inversion of the other 
Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

1. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

2. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 




What is 'real' - the physical 




What is a 'real illusion' - abstraction 
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We know abstractions exist in physical reality. Few of us can deny non-physical concepts such 
as love, hate, jealousy, happiness, curiosity, hope, . . .These concepts do not seem to be composed 
of any form of matter or energy. They appear to be forms of abstraction. 

Zeno recognized this concept and in fact verbalized it mathematically with his various paradoxes 
of space, time, and distance. Space, time, and distance also appear to be as much abstractions as 
hope, joy, love, and hate. 

Zeno focused upon the concept of distance for distance was an abstraction scholars of his time 
could most readily manipulate mathematically. Zeno then lead scholars into a debate regarding 
the abstractual world, illusional concepts of seamless distance vs. the physical world's, realities, 
concepts of multiplicity of distance. As we know, illusional seamless distance is just that: 
illusional. The concept of a seamless distance does not appear to exist in the physical world. 

We might better use the term for 'being illusionary but 'kind of real' as being a 'real illusion' of 
existence. 

This is similar to what we, from the point of view of acting within 'within' the concrete, 
functioning 'within' the physical, perceive to be. 

If we expanded upon the view of Diagram #1, we would obtain the negative of the print or the 
inversion of Zeno's perception of the world as we shrink the size of the abstract found 'within' 
the physical. 
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Diagram #2: 

The elements: 

1. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

2. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 




What is 'real' - the physical 



What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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Continuing to shrink the abstraction within the physical we get: 
Diagram #2a: 



The elements: 

3. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

4. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 

(^^) What is 'real' - the physical 

(^^j What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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And then, if we add multiplicity to abstraction found 'within the physical we get: 
Diagram #2b: 

The elements: 

5. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

6. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 

What is 'real' - the physical 
(^^) What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 




How is it we are able to 'arbitrarily enclose the physical with abstraction? How are we logically 
able to draw such a perception? If the physical should cease to exist, it would appear the only 
item left would be the abstract: 
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Diagram #3 with the physical removed: 



The elements: 

1. The 'real' - erased 

2. The 'real' illusion 





What is 'real' - erased 



What is a 'real illusion'? 



Total 

abstraction 





In dividual 




points of 




abstraction 




Now it appears the abstract is all that is left. But if there is no physical, only consciousness does 
the 'real illusion', does abstraction really exist and even if it did would it matter? Of course it 
would matter for awareness is all that appears to matter in the final analysis. Awareness is the 
only logical existence we can tie to timelessness. Awareness is the only existence we can 
rationally perceive as having significance. 
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It is abstraction, knowledge, knowing, awareness of. . . that would remain should we remove the 
physical, should the physical be removed. As such, it is the physical that would appear to be 
immersed 'within' the abstract even if the physical in actuality is not there, is nowhere, for there 
is nowhere else to 'put' the 'real', the physical but 'within' the abstract. 

But couldn't we follow this same process and end up with the physical and thus find ourselves 
with the same logic, find ourselves confronting the concept of the only place to 'put' the abstract 
is 'within' the physical? The way to find out is to try it. 

To understand what happens in such a scenario we must begin once again with diagram #1. 
Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

3. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

4. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 




What is 'real' - the physical 




What is a 'real illusion' - abstraction 
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This time we will place the physical 'within' a larger view of the physical and rather than obtain 
diagram #2 we find we have a different diagram which we shall label diagram #3. 

Diagram #3: 

The elements: 

7. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

8. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 

What is 'real' - the physical 
What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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Continuing to shrink the abstraction within the physical we get: 
Diagram #3a: 

The elements: 

9. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

10. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 

What is 'real' - the physical 
(^^) What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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And then, if we add multiplicity to abstraction found 'within the physical we get: 
Diagram #3b: 

The elements: 

11. The perceived 'real' - the physical 

12. The perceived 'real' illusion - abstraction 

o 

^—^ What is 'real' - the physical 

What is a 'real illusion' - the abstract 
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How is it we are able to 'arbitrarily enclose the physical with more of the physical? How are we 
logically able to draw such a perception? One might better ask the experts. One might want to 
ask the astrophysicists who argue for the 'Big Bang Theory'. One might inquire of the 
cosmologists supporting the theory of various vacuum level potentialities. One might even 
approach the experts in quantum mechanics, thermodynamics, or string theory. If one were to 
ask the metaphysician, which after all is a logical starting point since this discussion is acting 
within conducted by a metaphysician, one would receive the answer: we can increase the 
perceived 'size' by simply expanding our perception of the physical. 

What happens, now, if the physical remains and the abstract is removed which is the opposite of 
our previous scenario? If the abstract should cease to exist, it would appear the only item left 
would be the physical. 
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Diagram #3c with the abstract removed: 

The elements: 

3. The 'real' 

4. The 'real' illusion - erased 
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Now it appears the physical is all that is left. But if there is no awareness, no consciousness, does 
the 'real' really exist and even if it did would it matter? Regarding the existence of the physical 
void awareness, there is no rational argument we can present demonstrating an existence of the 
concept we refer to as 'significance of. 

This inverted view of what is 'real' and what is a 'real illusion', diagram #2, cannot be shown to 
be 'what is 'for in fact it 'isn't' anymore than diagram #1 'is'. 

During Zeno's time, diagram #1 was 'real' only from the point of view of the concrete, the 
physical, when one was 'inside' the physical 'looking' 'into' the abstract. With the advent of 
today's ability to remove one's perception 'outside' of the 'real' we are able to move into a 
perception better illustrated by diagram #2. 

The perception of diagram #2 is real from the point of perspective of acting within inside the 
inner form of abstraction looking 'out' into the physical as well as from the point of perspective 
of being inside the outer form of abstraction looking 'into' the physical. In addition, the 
perception created by diagram #2 is logical from the point of perception of being inside the 
physical looking either 'inward' into abstraction or looking 'outward' into abstraction. In short, 
regardless of where one stands within the system of diagram #2, the view is rational. This fact 
reinforces the concept of Diagram #2 being a logical perspective of totality. (The concept of 
standing in the 'outer' abstraction and looking 'outward' into (?) will be address in Chapter 18: 
Theoretical Metaphysics.) 

Zeno's perception, Diagram #1, on the other hand has many problems regarding rational 
thinking. If one is standing within the physical and the abstract is erased, what of significance 
remains? It is rational to add an increment of awareness, abstraction, into the physical of diagram 
#2 but is it rational to add an increment of the physical into an abstraction of diagram #1? Etc. 
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Now what does all this has to do with Zeno and the paradox of motion? It leads to understanding 
Zeno's paradox as not being what it is perceived to be, namely a paradox. 

To resolve Zeno's paradox we need a metaphysical perception, which would acknowledge and 
maintain the legitimacy regarding Zeno's perception of the multiplicity of distance existing 
simultaneously with the seamlessness of distance. Such a metaphysical perception would 
establish why Zeno's paradoxes are not paradoxes but rather only perceived paradoxes. In 
essence, such a perception may well assist both religion and science in better understanding what 
we call 'reality'. In fact, a new perspective may well be a necessity for our travels within the new 
frontiers of space and what better means of establishing a new perspective than metaphysics 
itself. 

Working backward to Zeno 

In order to better understand Zeno, we must understand Zeno's perspective of what was. 
Let's begin with Diagram #1: 
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Diagram #1: 

The elements: 

1. The 'real' 

2. The 'real' illusion 

What is 'real' 
(^^) What is a 'real illusion' 




To get to Zeno's perception we will begin by extracting the outer circle composed of a 'real 
illusion' and discarding it. 
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Diagram # la: 

The elements: 

1. The 'real' 

2. The 'real' illusion 

What is 'real' 

What is a 'real illusion' 




This process gives us a much better understanding of where it was Zeno stood while perceiving 
'things'. The next step is to shrink the size of the 'real illusion' and duplicate the locations of the 
'real illusion' many times over. 
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Diagram #3: 

The elements: 

3. The 'real' 

4. The 'real' illusion 




The multiple circles of 'real illusions' represent illusions maintained, formed by multiple 
locations of individuality found within reality, found within a reality we call the 'real' world. 

This Diagram comes closer to Zeno's perception than 'a' single location, a single perception of 
one and only one 'real illusion'. This may seem strange but in fact, it was a major leap for 
society and in particular for philosophy. In essence, not only was the real world of distance, the 
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real world itself, subject to the laws of multiplicity but so too were abstractions subject to the 
laws of multiplicity. 

Before this perception philosophy, society, basically looked at existence as: 
Diagram #1: 

The elements: 



1. The 'real' 



2. The 'real' illusion 




What is 'real' 




What is an 'illusion', states of the subconscious 
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In essence, there were no 'real illusions'; rather there were simply illusion, abstractions that 
terminated with the death of the individual, and abstractions, which terminated with the death of 
the universe. 

Zeno was unwittingly taking the first step in establishing the concepts regarding the individual 
acting within God. 




It would be another twenty-five hundred years before we could understand this evolving 
perception. It would take Boethius, Aristotle, Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Russell, 
Heidegger, Einstein, Dennett, Searle, Husserl, and Hawking before the picture of the 'real' 
existing simultaneously with a 'real illusion' would or for that matter could be painted. A new 
perception regarding what is 'real', what is a 'real illusion', and how the two were related would 
not emerge until the end of the second millennium and the beginning of the third millennium. 
This new perception would present itself within the mind of an unknown theoretical 
Metaphysician. 

But what of Zeno? Zeno, himself, was not implying indirectly let alone directly that there were 
such things as 'real illusions'. Nevertheless, the simultaneous existence of the 'real' and of a 
'real illusion', which became the 'real illusion' and the 'real' depending upon one's 'location' as 
one examined the two, is in fact what Zeno was unwittingly establishing. In all fairness to Zeno, 
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we must acknowledge Zeno lived in another time and Zeno lacked many of the perceptual tools 
we have at our disposal today. As such, we must acknowledge Zeno could not logically have 
participated in, let alone initiated, the details required for this discussion as it presently transpires 
today. 

Zeno's Paradoxes of Motion Revisited 

Zeno initiated the concept of incrementalization, which in essence was the recognition of 
individuality. This individuality is not individuality only in terms of a living entity. Rather this 
individuality extends far beyond our universe and into the realm of unique individual universes 
themselves, universes infinite in terms of the dimensions length, width, depth, and time. 
Strangely enough, this 'infiniteness' of space is confined within a boundary bounding what we 
commonly call the universe or universes. 

However, a boundary implies a 'region', which in turn takes up 'space', takes up 'distance', and 
as we shall see, takes up 'time', takes in time, and incorporates time. This 'bounded' 'region' 
'contains' an infinite 'quantity' of time. But infinity is not always what it seems to be, as we 
shall see. 

There is another alternative to concrete distance. There is a concept of abstract distance, which in 
effect takes up no 'space' for it is abstraction. Zeno showed us distance has two aspects to it. 
Distance has the aspect of physicalness and the aspect of abstraction. Both are real. 

One is reality when one is immersed within it. From this viewpoint, from the viewpoint one 
perceives when one is immersed within the physical, the other, abstract distance, becomes a real 
illusion. One must not loose track of the fact, however, that abstractional distance does not 'go 
away' just because one is immersed 'within' the concrete functionality of distance, just because 
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one is immersed within physical reality. Abstraction does not become unimportant, does not 
become 'just' an illusion when one is immersed 'within' the physical, the concrete, multiplicity. 

One can erase the picture of a flower but the flower remains and the concept of the flower 
remains as well. Both the flower and the concept of the flower are real and both remain even 
after one erases the picture of the flower. Whether the flower itself or the concept of the flower 
itself, is 'real' is not the question for they are both 'real'. When one is 'real', the other appears to 
be a 'real illusion'. They oscillate back and forth from being 'real' to being a 'real illusion' 
depending upon where it is one 'stands' as one examines the flower, experiences the flower, 
finds oneself immersed 'with' the flower be it in an abstract sense or a physical/concrete sense. 

Once 'within' the concrete, it is the reality of abstraction which takes on the appearance of being 
an illusion but which in fact is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion. Once 'within' the abstract, 
it is the reality of the concrete, which takes on the appearance of being an illusion but which in 
fact is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion. Neither the 'real' nor the 'real illusion' become 
unimportant to the whole for the whole cannot exist without the two for the two are integrated as 
one, and are in fact the 'whole'. Each is dependent upon the other. The one, the Cartesian, the 
physical/concrete, is the engine of the other, the non-Cartesian, the abstract. And the other, the 
non-Cartesian, the abstract is the 'creator' of the other, the physical/concrete, of its own engine, 
of its means to 'grow' as opposed to stagnating or decaying away. 

So which is the innate characteristic of which? Is the abstract - seamlessness the innate 
characteristic of the physical - multiplicity or is the physical - multiplicity the innate 
characteristic of the abstract - seamlessness. The complex answer is: It all depends upon where 
one is standing when one asks the question. Since we perceive ourselves to be 'within' the 
physical when we ask the question, the answer surprisingly becomes: the physical is the innate 
characteristic of the abstract. The physical is simply a 'real illusion'. The physical has something 
inherently related to it. The physical is connected with time and time, by its very property of 
having infinity and zero attached to it, is limited. 
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And how can this be so? It is so because zero and infinity are one in the same, meet in the same 
place. 

To better understand this concept one only need examine a simple number line: 



0.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 



0 



Now it would appear the next step is: 



0.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 




0 
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But this is not so. It is only the case if one ignores the concept of individuality. If one retains the 
concept of individuality, then the graph becomes: 



0.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the first 
unique individual point 




3.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 

The completion of the development of the fourth 

unique individual point 
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And what then is zero? Why zero is the beginning of the development of the unique individual 
point. But if that is so then the graph is once again incomplete and should in actuality become: 



0.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the first 
unique individual point 




3.99999999999999999999999999999999. . . 
The completion of the development of the 
fourth unique individual point 
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Or more simply put: 



00 





0 
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► 
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1 
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1 




0 


— ► 



As we can see, individual units of mathematics, in fact individual points themselves, albeit they 
are incrementally so small they do not exist in terms of dimensions, begin with zero and expand 
to the point of infiniteness itself. Now this may be the case with mathematical points but what of 
individuality? 

The individuality of each unique 'piece' of awareness also begins with zero, zero awareness, and 
expands into being itself, unique, through Zeno's concept of infinite 'multiplicity' or as is the 
case of individuals, infinite numbers of events an individual experiences. Regardless of the 
number of years, months, days, hours, minutes, seconds. . . the individual, once put into the action 
of being, having 'become', experiencing infinitely. 

Who is to deny, once having gone from point A to point B, the individual has experienced 
infinitely. After all, one experiences while having gone half the distance and one experiences 
while going half the remaining half, etc. On the other hand one has experienced differently if one 
views the summation of one's experience in terms of the summation of experience incurred when 
having gone two thirds the distance as opposed to the summation of experience incurred having 
gone one half the distance. The two summations of experiences provide the individual with an 
entirely different and unique perception of its existence. The very establishment of the zero point 
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of becoming, what may better be referred to as virgin consciousness, one's very existence, is in a 
sense an establishment of infinite existence for the individual in terms of multiplicity of beings. 

For example, lets us say the life existed for a nanosecond, Zeno's paradox shows that in fact the 
life lived for half of a nanosecond and half of the remaining half, and half of the remaining half. 
But that deals with time, what about motion? In that nanosecond the form moved however little 
it moved and as such it moved half the distance from it original position its final position, and 
then half that half then half that half etc. 

The individual's perception of its total summation of half experiences is different from that same 
individual's perception of its total summation of two thirds of its whole experience plus two 
thirds of the remainder plus two thirds of the remainder of the remainder etc. 

Perceptions differ by increments of fourths, fifths, sixths, 

Now mathematicians would step in at this point and say: No, it was just one continual flow from 
point 'A' to point 'B'. But they are wrong. Calculus may allow us to understand, see, a continual 
flow of motion but Zeno is still correct, during each step of the way, at each point existing 
between point 'A' and point 'B', the life, awareness, was aware of, experienced, and as such an 
infinite series of experiences occurred, multiplicity occurred and Calculus cannot negate this 
fact. 

Now it is true Calculus can provide us with a means of moving on and leaving this point of 
confusion behind but it cannot eradicate the fact that incrementalization does in fact occur. 

'So what?' one may ask. So it is up to us, philosophers, to answer Zeno's paradox, bring forth a 
rational resolution to this paradox. It is up to us, philosophers, to bring forth a rational resolution 
regarding Zeno's paradox. Such a resolution takes a detailed understanding of this paradox. 
Understanding Zeno's paradox assists us in understanding ourselves, understanding where we 
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are, understanding what we are, and most interestingly of all, understanding why we exist, 
understanding what our function for existing is. 

With this in mind lets once again look at the number line and think of it in terms of the abstract 
concept of awareness rather than the impersonal cold concept of points on a line. 



The end of each unit on the number line can be thought of as the end of one increment of 
individuality and the beginning of another increment of individuality, a form of individualistic 
seamlessness. But seamlessness of distance can only be seamlessness when viewed in the 
abstract. The same applies to individuality. In the abstract then the diagram would look more 
like: 
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Now if we break this diagram up into its unique pieces of individuality we obtain: 



0 

Experience 
Virgin 
Consciousness 



00 

Experiences 
Of 

Individuality 



0 



Now where is time in all this? Time is contained within experience and so we obtain: 



0 

Experience 
Virgin 
Consciousness 



0 - Time - 1 



00 

Experiences 
Of 

Individuality 



0 
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Therefore, it is the individual who moves through time. It is the individual who gains experience 
beginning with no experience, beginning with virgin consciousness and ends with the end of 
consciousness, the end of the individual traveling through time. So it is the individual leaves the 
concrete, the physical, multiplicity and moves into the abstract, seamlessness. 

We can examine the concept regarding the meaning of Zeno's implied concept of abstractional 
existence - seamlessness existing within the physical - multiplicity but first we need to examine 
the concept regarding Greek 'incrementalism' a little further. 

Or 

One could say: Before we can go there, before we examine the concept of the meaning of Zeno's 
implied concept of an existence, of the physical - multiplicity within which abstraction - 
seamlessness can be found, we need to examine the concept of Greek 'incrementalism' a little 
further. 

Now what is the difference between these two statements? The difference can be more clearly 
understood through diagrams rather than words. 
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The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' : 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of life 



The 'real illusion' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's 
Seamlessness 
'Death' 



The 'real', 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's 
Multiplicity 
'Life' 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of Death 



The 'real' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's 
Seamlessness 
'Death' 




The 'real 
illusion' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's 
Multiplicity 
'Life' 
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Look familiar? 



Now what does one view from the point of view of being 'within' death? One views experiences 
that are. One views all experiences that 'are' but none that 'are yet to be'. One would think this 
concept of 'to be' implies the existence of time and that is true but not in the traditional sense for 
time is not contained within what the incremental pieces of awareness, find themselves located 
'within' abstraction. Rather time is contained within the experiences individuality has created for 
itself, created for the whole while being contained within, 'within' the physical. 

Thus time is not something 'within' which the whole, the abstract - seamlessness, finds itself 
immersed but rather time is something immersed within the pieces of individuality, tied to the 
physical, concrete multiplicity of the individual's awareness. Time is but a process by which the 
chaos of the Brownian motion of time itself becomes orderly. 

The implications of this will be fully addressed within Chapter 9: 'Einstein and i'. At this stage 
of the examination of a new philosophical perception, we have all we can do to remain focused 
upon the concept of the individual in terms of abstraction - seamlessness and the physical - 
multiplicity. 

So what of life and death? We view life as existing and death as the state of non-existence. As 
such we view life as not only being sacred but we also view life as something to be protected at 
all costs. Some would say we should allow one individual to take the life of another rather than 
perform the ultimate act of finality ourselves, the act of taking the life of a third party threatening 
to take the life of an innocent second party. 

From the point of view of 'death', or might we better say, from the point of view of purely 
abstract existence, it is the journey itself that must be protected. It is the journey, through the 
process of living life that has significance. 
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It must be noted here, that to perform capital punishment is not protecting life, protecting a 
journey. Once incarceration of the guilty party has occurred, the journey of others has already 
been protected. To electrocute the incarcerated life form, to electrocute the guilty party, is 
nothing short of needlessly terminating a journey, which has already been restrained from 
harming other journeys. In short, capital punishment is nothing less than 'murder'. 

The Greek concept of 'the incremental' 

So where does this bring us in terms of the Greek concept of incrementalism? It brings us to the 
concept that it is the individual, which must be protected, for the individual is 'the' increment of 
awareness. 

We naturally fall into the argument that it is life, which we must protect but that in fact is only 
one perception that can be derived from this line of thought. Perhaps a more rational argument is 
that it is not life which must be raised to the level of the ultimate significance but rather the 
journey of life itself, the 'right' to travel in one's own unique manner, uninhibited by the desire 
of others to dominate, subjugate, dictate how others are to journey, which must be raised to the 
level of the ultimate significance. 

The validity of each argument, whether it is life or the journey of life that is to be protected, is 
dependent upon the location from which one views the argument. There is, however, no denying 
that now, at this point in time, that the second point - the point that it is the journey - which must 
be protected, and not life as such, becomes a potentially viable alternative. 

So lets look at the concept of life, the beginning of an individual, the initiation of the individual, 
the beginning of existence in the physical/concrete - multiplicity, and lets look at the concept of 
death, the end of the individual, the end of existence in the physical/concrete - multiplicity. 
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Just what does this have to do with 'incremental' concepts? The individual is in essence 'an' 
incremental piece of 'the whole'. The individual is in essence a piece of the 'whole' of 
awareness. 



Zeno's Perspective 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of 'life' 



The 'real illusion' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's 
seamlessness 
Death 




The 'real', 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's multiplicity 
Life 
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Zeno's perception generates a paradox for there is no 'whole' of perception. The perception 
becomes even more muddled when we move awareness from consciousness of its own 
awareness into what we perceive to be nonawareness of its own awareness: 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of 'death' 



The 'real' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's 
Seamlessness 
Death' 



L 



The 'real 
illusion' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's 
Multiplicity 
'Life' 



So it is the 'real' and the 'real illusion' become the 'real illusion' and the 'real'. The 'real' and 
the 'real illusion' alternate back and forth as one moves from one to the other. We do not, 
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however, view it as such. Instead, we view it as life being the state of existing and death being 
the state of not existing, death being the end of it all. . .. 

In the case of life and death, the perceptual 'size' of the universe did not grow to accommodate, 
make room for the abstract. Zeno's perception of an abstractual existence did not interpret into 
an understanding of death being simply a movement into a form of abstractual existence. Instead, 
we discard death because we view it as the end. As such, death did not expand upon our 
perception of what is but rather death simply became a non-existence taking up no space in 
reality and thus reality remained what it was: small, limited, a permanent location for temporary 
existence. 

In spite of our faith in life after death, we have not been able to rationalize such a concept. 
Science has been unable to observe such an existence and philosophy has been unable to 
rationalize such an existence. As such, existence after death remains only a matter of faith. 

We are an entity capable of forming perceptions using three basic means of action: believing, 
observing, and reasoning. As of yesterday, only one means of forming perceptions existed. This 
perceptual process for reinforcing the concept of eternity existing for the individual was a matter 
of faith, believing. 

Zeno, with his paradox of motion, put into play the philosophical and scientific debate regarding 
an understanding of timelessness, of eternal existence. It was only a matter of time as to which, 
science or philosophy, was to reach an understanding of timelessness second. 

That point has now been reached by philosophy. It could be argued philosophy has not reached a 
point of rationally understanding the existence of seamlessness, rationally understanding an 
existence without time being the ether within which existence is immersed. 
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It could be argued that philosophy has not reached an understanding regarding an eternal 
existence independent of time resting upon the understanding of mathematics and science, 
resting upon the understanding regarding the primitive concept of nothingness being the spark 
for the explosion separating the symmetrical concepts of matter, anti-matter, energy, and anti- 
energy. 

Such arguments however, are not the point. The point is philosophy, as of the end of the 
twentieth century and the beginning of the third millennium, has reached this point and science 
has not. No, actually the point is the vote for an existence of a timeless awareness is now two to 
one in favor of the concept rather than two to one against the concept of timeless awareness. The 
tide has turned. The significance in this turning of the tide lies in the fact that an overwhelming 
majority, two to one, the two, religion and philosophy, verses the one, science, means we now 
have the votes necessary to move toward the acceptance of the individual as 'the' increment of 
timeless awareness. Thus the necessary votes to treat the individual treat all individuals, as 'the' 
significant entity because it is eternal. 

This in turn brings us back to the question that had been previously asked: This seems so 
inconsequential when one views a small child starving in Uganda, but is it? 

We can now return to the concept regarding the significance of such a child. No longer is the 
child simply a child, dies, and is no more. Two out of three means we have for developing 
perceptions, religion and philosophy, now both agree the child is not simply a child, dies, and is 
no more. Two out of three means we have for developing perceptions, religion and philosophy, 
now both agree the child is a child, leaves the temporariness of the physical, and enters the 
timelessness of the abstract. 

(The function of this piece of awareness, of this child, to the Whole is intuitively obvious. 
Despite this fact, however, the concept will be dealt with in detail in many of the following 
chapters and in particular in Chapter 10: Heidegger and Chapter 14: Metaphysical Systems.) 
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Repeatedly we come back to Zeno. Zeno leads us from what was before he began thinking. 



Physical Distance 



. The Universe \ 

; 

1 The Physical y 



to what was after he began thinking. . . 



Physical Distance - 'Multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'Seamlessness' 



✓ \ 

j The Universe Grows: ^ 

/ \ 

J The Physical ' 
\ The Abstract / 

\ / 
\ / 
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...which in turn became a new but elusive concept of the physical - 'multiplicity' 'containing' 
abstraction - 'seamlessness'. Zeno initiated the debate within which religion, philosophy, and 
science became embroiled. Zeno in essence defined the debate. 

Zeno initiated the perceptual growth of what we understood to be true. Zeno forced us into 
debating the concept of multiplicity existing separate from the concept of seamlessness verses 
multiplicity existing simultaneously with seamlessness. This in turn forced us into examining 
multiplicity and seamlessness, examining where such concepts were 'located' with respect to 
each other, examining how such concepts interacted, and examining what our role was in such an 
interaction 

Zeno began this long-term (twenty five hundred years) speculation through the process of 
expanding upon what we perceived to be with the simple introduction of his paradoxes of 
space/distance and space/time. Zeno lead to the growth of what it was we perceived to be. Zeno 
expanded upon our perception of the universe. Zeno added the concept of seamlessness to our 
perceptual understanding as to what was to be 'found' within the universe. 

But the increase in perception did not resolve Zeno's paradox for it did not explain why the 
paradox was a paradox when viewed from Zeno's perception as seen from his 'location' 'within' 
the physical/concrete. The resolution of Zeno's paradox would take a greater expansion than that 
proposed by Zeno - the inclusion of seamlessness/abstraction, within the concrete/multiplicity. 

In essence, Zeno was standing on the departure platform he built and waving goodbye to us, 
humanity, as we boarded the train for the long trip which would lead us to our present 
destination, an understanding of a 'location', a definition, and a significance of what is. 
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After twenty-five hundred years we would find ourselves expanding Zeno's perception of what 
is. After twenty-five hundred years, we would find ourselves looking at a simple diagram of a 
new perception of what is. 



God 

The Whole 
Abstraction 
The 'real illusion' 

Seamlessness 



the individual 
Individuality 
An increment of 
abstraction 
Seamlessness 




'acting within ' vb 
The universe 
The physical 
Action 

Process/reality 
The 'real' 
Multiplicity 



Or what one might call: 



Philosophically speaking: 'being' being 'Being', symbiotic panentheism 
Religiously speaking: the individual acting within God - symbiotic panentheism 
Scientifically speaking: the elements action within the whole - symbiotic panentheism 
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Before we leave Zeno, lets examine a few more aspects regarding the logic of Symbiotic 
Panentheism 

It all lies in the details: Regarding the individual acting within God 

Why place a question mark following scientifically speaking in the previous paragraph? We 
place a question mark following science for science has yet to agree to the concept of existence 
without time. 

But, one may protest, neither has philosophy confirmed its agreement regarding an existence 
without time. The difference is the philosophical argument has been put forward in detail, via 
this work, and as such it exists. Until an overwhelming rationale such as this work has been 
logically torn apart and its demise confirmed by the majority of philosophers, it remains what it 
is: 

A new metaphysical perception incorporating the simultaneous existence of a 
non-Cartesian and Cartesian where the non-Cartesian system is 'powered' by the 
Cartesian system. 

Lets examine how this new perception would deal with such a complex statement. In essence, we 
are about to delve deeper into Zeno's concepts of multiplicity and seamlessness. 

Calculus is but a tool - it does not eliminate what is 

Calculus helps us mentally move from point A to point B in a smooth transitional manner but it 
does not eliminate the concept of multiplicity. How is it we can assume the Greek concept of the 
incremental 'is' rather than the new perception of no incremental segments of existence? 
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We can be fairly certain the existence of the incremental of multiplicity, exists. Not only does the 
concept of the incremental, multiplicity appear all around us but the incremental, multiplicity, 
lies at the heart of individuality. The individual is an incremental slice of total awareness, 
knowing. If the individual is not a packet in and of itself interacting with other independent 
packets of individuality, than the individual becomes sliding pieces of experience fusing with 
other packets which all in the end lose their property of being independent of, distinct from, each 
other. The process, the concept of seamless individualism, leads to the loss of individuality itself 
through the process of universal fusion with the whole. 

The process of the individual fusing with other individuals is the processes the establishment, the 
leaders of our specie, want individuals to accept. The loss of individuality is the driving force 
within our specie, which generates perceptions of superiority of one over another. The fusion of 
individuals into a single entity, into singularity, generates the concept of our specie being 
superior to other species of the universe, generates the concept of the ends justifies the means, 
generates the concept of 'let's get 'em boys'. The concept 'we are one', 'there is an end to it all', 
'there is no individuality', all gain their coherency and strength through the concept 'death is the 
end of it all', the end of your existence. 

It is only through the concept of 'don't think for yourself let me do it for you' that 'the' leader 
and thus 'the' 'special' individual gains power while the masses lose their individuality through 
being just that, the masses. It is through the concept of fusion, seamlessness, as opposed to the 
acceptance of individuality, multiplicity, that individuality loses all its uniqueness upon death. It 
is only through the perceptual establishment of the concept 'seamlessness prevails' which 
reinforces the faith we have in letting others think for us rather than thinking for ourselves that 
we find the individual looses its significance and thus is rationally treated as it is: 
positively/supportively and negatively/abusively. 

How does calculus fit into all this? Calculus is a tool needed to help us move beyond the concept 
of incrementalism, move on with our process of functioning 'within' the universe, functioning 
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'within' the real illusion. As much as Mathematicians yearn for the elimination of the paradoxes 
multiplicity generates, Calculus does not eliminate the individual points, does not eliminate the 
concept of distance, does not eliminate the concept of dividing 'it all' into smaller parts, does not 
eliminate the simple concept of the incremental. 

As far as we are aware, the smallest part of the Whole that affects ourselves directly is the 
individual packet of the abstract, the increment of knowing, from which the very concept of 
knowledge comes. 

The basic unit of the whole of knowing is not the quark nor the 'string particle' but the 
individual. As such, lets look at the individual more closely in terms of its symbolic 
representation through our continued use of the mathematical concept - a number line. 

Incrementalism and the Individual 

We can now take: 



0 

Experience 
Virgin Consciousness 





0 - Time - 1 




w 



00 

Experiences 
Of Individuality 



0 
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And simplify its representation in order to expand upon our understanding of it. 



► 00 

0 1 



In spite of having simplified matters, we understand this to be a representation of the individual. 
We also understand the individual to be an entity existing within more than 'one' dimension 
when it comes to existing within our particular universe. As such, our understanding of the 
individual grows to become two dimensional: 
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-> oo 



And grows again to become three dimensional: 



oo 



oo 



GO 
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And we must not forget time in all this: 

oo 
1 A 

0 - Time - 1 

0 - Time - 1 
0 - Time - 1 

: ► 

0 

1 

This then becomes: 



1 oo 



oo 

1 



i A 



0 - Time 

oo 



0 - Time - 1 
0 - Time - 1 
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Which becomes: 
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Or to simplify matters 




In essence, we begin to understand that time is found 'within' an increment of an individual 
rather than an increment of an individual found 'within' time. 

In short, we begin to see time as a function of the individual increment rather than the reverse. 
From this point forward in this discussion, it is imperative not to lose track of the concept that 
time is not being referred to as simply a characteristic of 'an' 'aware' individual. We assume we 
have awareness but all existences, be they 'aware' or otherwise (rocks, trees, rivers...), would 
'contain' time. Thus time is an innate characteristic of simply 'existing' 'within' reality, existing 
'within' the universe, existing 'within' the 'real illusion' of the universe, if viewed from 'within' 
the relative position of the abstract. 

If we reduce the apparent size of the diagram above representing the individual, we obtain: 
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And further reduction gives us: 




and again: 
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If we place this increment within the new perception , into the perception of the individual 
acting within God, symbiotic panentheism, we obtain: 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of perceived Death 



The 'real' 
The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 


© ir 






Individuality 'containing time' \ . 
Awareness gained through time ' 






The 'real illusion' 
The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 





With such a perception, time becomes a factor of the entity rather than the entity a factor of time. 
(The ramifications of this perception and its potential emergent significance when related to 
Einstein and his perception of relativistic time will be discussed in Chapter 9: Einstein and i.) 



So what exactly is it we have developed with this series of thoughts? We have developed an 
understanding of the Greek concept regarding incrementalization as it pertains to the individual. 
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The individual begins with 'virgin consciousness' and moves on to gain experience, an infinite 
amount of experience, as we now understand. 



So it is we understand. . . 



. . . when magnified appears as: 




This perception leads to our understanding that it is not time which gives infiniteness to life 
experience but rather existence itself, which gives infiniteness to life experiences. It is the 
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concept of concrete, physical, functionality as implied by Zeno's multiplicity found within the 
concrete, the physical, the universe itself that imparts a sense of the beginning, zero, and 
infiniteness, the end, upon each and every incremental piece of awareness. 

Now that we have a perception of the individual, having its own identity separate from other 
identities, now what? Now we can put them together in a simplistic format and we get a 
simplistic understanding of a new perception of time in regards to the individual and the 
individual, be it an individual with or without awareness, to the physical. 

So it is that not only does incremental motion through the concept of space/distance become an 
aspect of our physical reality but also likewise individuality becomes an aspect of 
incrementalization, multiplicity as Zeno would say. 
Concrete/Physical Functionality 

During Zeno's time in history, it was thought the universe existed and the universe was thought 
to be the 'only' 'container' for both the concrete/physical - multiplicity and abstraction - 
seamlessness. 



The Universe 



/ 
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Abstraction - seamlessness / 
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The physical - multiplicity 
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As such, abstract functionality becomes confused with concrete/physical functionality not 
because it became so but because there was no other perception available to those living at the 
time of Zeno. 

Because abstraction and the concrete were viewed as being all within one container, those of that 
period became not only confused but remain confused. This confusion continued to remain in 
place for the next twenty-five hundred years and in fact, remains in place today. In fact, this 
perceptual confusion has had no potential alternative replacement until the development of the 
metaphysical concept of the individual acting within God or generically speaking, symbiotic 
panentheism. 

Removing the physical while leaving the abstract intact 

Three factors are involved with the individual acting within God: 1. You, 
individuality/seamlessness, exists, 2. The universe - the physical/multiplicity, exists, and 3. 
Causation, seamlessness/totality, exists. This needs some clarification for these are stated, as we 
would perceive them to be, from the point of reference of our being located within the universe 
itself. 
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When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of abstraction 



The 'real illusion' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 



Individuality 

Increments of seamlessness 



The 'real' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 




There is no outside to the universe from this point of view, from the point of view of our being 
within the concrete/physical, being where it is that no abstract seamlessness exists. 
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If we leave the concrete, the physical, multiplicity, behind by stepping out of the realm of the 
physical and into the realm of the abstract we obtain . . . 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of abstraction 



The 'real' 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 




Individuality 

Increments of seamlessness 



The 'real illusion' 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 



There is no universe from this point of view, from the point of view of our being within 
abstraction, being where it is that no concreteness exists. 



95 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



So now, what are the three factors, the truths, which remain? The three truths remain but now 
they become: 1. I exist, 2. Process exists, and 3. Totality exists. This could perhaps better be 
expressed as totality being the summation of its three parts: individuality, action - 
process/reality, and totality minus the specific individually of T . Action - process/reality in this 
case is experiences, which have occurred as opposed to action - process/reality that could occur. 

To shorten this up we might better express it as 1. Individuality - the individual, the noun, 2. 
Process - acting within, the verb of action, and 3. God, the noun, which in this case is the 
summation of individuality and process, or Being and Nothingness, as Sartre would say. But 
Sartre had it wrong. First nothingness does not evolve out of individuality, out of the individual, 
as he implied. Rather nothingness evolves out of totality, Being. Secondly, nothingness is not the 
summation of negation for negation is as much an abstract as the positive. Nothingness rather is 
something and it is from this something of nothingness that process evolves, action's potentiality 
emerges, physicalness literally 'pops', multiplicity springs forth as a 'reality' in and of itself, yet 
all become an interactive part of seamlessness. 

Nothingness is not negation; rather nothingness is just that nothing, the lack of all things and 
non-things, the lack of, becomes literally nothing at all. As such, is it something? No, it is 
nothing. It is only a noun when viewed from 'within' nothingness itself, when viewed from 
'within' the physical itself, the universe itself. Nothingness on the other hand becomes a verb, an 
abstraction when viewed from 'within' abstraction, seamlessness. Nothingness is process when 
viewed from 'outside' the physical universe. 

The truth 'I exist.' vs. the truth 'You exist.' 

What is the difference between the two, between T exist' And 'You exist'? From your point of 
view, there is a significant difference. From my point of view, there is a significant difference. 
From the point of view of Being - totality - 'all is one', there is a significant difference. From 
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the point of view within a physical realm, there is a significant difference. From the point of 
view separated from 'all is one', there is basically no difference, for, from the point of view 
removed from it all, from the point of view of being outside it all, although there is no such 
place, there is specifically a difference but, fundamentally, there is no difference. 

And just what does all this mean? It means that the T and 'you' specifically are just that but on 
the other hand, fundamentally represent 'a' commonality in multiplicity, in particular, 
individuality as well as representing simultaneously a commonality in seamlessness, in 
particular, totality - 'oneness'. 

Now it is crucial to keep in mind, that if there is no free will, there is no individuality for the 
whole becomes the whole and that is the end of it. On the other hand, if there is free will of 
individuality the whole now becomes the whole, seamlessness, by means of the summation of 
individuality, by means of incrementalism, by means of multiplicity. 

The existence of free will or no free will, determinism, are two entirely different scenarios and 
each perception germinates its own unique actions, reactions, and ambience, in both the abstract 
sense of reality and the physical sense of reality. 

When one 'steps out' of both the physical and the abstract, it becomes understandable, that it is 
not 'you exist', nor T exist', which becomes the first truth but rather individuality becomes the 
first truth. 

Within the concept of the metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, a Cartesian system 
lying 'within' and 'driving' a non-Cartesian system, the first truth of physical reality would be 
'you exist', the individual exists, and multiplicity exists. It is the vast majority of 'you's', which 
came before the T. In the realm of the abstract, however, it is the 'I exist', which becomes the 
'first' truth. It is in the abstract where your existence could have no meaning to me until after my 
consciousness became just that consciousness. In short the, my, virgin consciousness had to 
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swell, expand, develop before you became an entity. Without the 'me', the T, you could not exist 
to me. 

Thus, we have removed the physical, the concrete, in order to understand Zeno from a slightly 
different point of view. Thus we removed the physical, we removed the concrete immersed 
'within' time and moved time to be a factor of the individual in order to better understands 
seamlessness. The process of removing the physical allows us to view ourselves from outside 
the physical itself. In fact, the process of removing the physical not only allows us to view 
ourselves from outside the physical but to view ourselves with the physical dissolved. Thus it is 
we are able to step beyond this physical thing called the concrete, the physical, or what we would 
call 'process' when viewed from the abstract perspective. 

We are going to take one more step. We are going to step out of the abstract. We as a single 
piece of individuality will do so by regressing back to the point at which our consciousness was 
'virgin', had potential to be but had not yet become. 

Having regressed back to this point of 'nothingness', we will step 'outside' abstraction itself. 
This process of stepping 'outside' abstraction itself places us 'within' a place that does not exist. 
Even though it is impossible to limit the un-limitable, to limit abstraction we will do so anyway. 
Having removed the physical we find abstraction, we have no concept with which to replace this 
abstraction should we then remove it. To speculate where we would be once the physical is 
removed and then speculate what remains if the abstract is removed next provides no rational 
base for us to stand 'within' . Having acknowledged this dilemma, we will now proceed to ignore 
the dilemma and step above totality in order to view totality. 

This process of stepping 'above' totality in order to view totality is made partially possible 
through having left an individual intact while hypothetically regressing that individual to the 
point of being a 'virgin consciousness', to the point of being finally 'nothing'. This allowed us to 
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place this nonexistent existence outside of abstraction itself, a location that does not exist. In 
essence, we have done nothing and placed it nowhere. 

It is from here we will begin to understand the non- understandable. 

And what is the first thing we see when viewing totality from the point of view 'above' totality? 
We see summation is just that, summation. We see the T from the point of view of the abstract, 
immersed within the abstract. We see 'you' from the point of view of process, immersed within 
the physical, the universe. We see individuality from the point of view of it all. The point is we 
see 'individuality' as contained within it all. 



The 'real illusion' 




The concrete 
The universe 



Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 



The 'real' 
The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 
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Abstract Functionality 

Our understanding of abstraction emerges as we gain an understanding of the interrelationship 
between multiplicity and seamlessness. 

As the increments of individuality move from points of virgin consciousness and experience 
through the process of existing within the physical universe, they become unique. These pieces 
of unique 'knowing', these pieces of unique awareness, pick up time as contained within their 
existence. 

When these pieces, increments of multiplicity, emerge out of the physical (die) they enter the 
totality of abstraction, enter an existence void of time, enter a 'location' where time is found 
'within' the increments of individuality rather than individuality found 'within' time. It is the 
process of the virgin consciousnesses having grown into incremental pieces of knowing and then 
moving from the concrete into the abstract that we find abstractual existence itself growing. Thus 
abstraction grows, expands its very self. 
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The 'real' 
The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamlessness 
Perceived Death 



The one and 
only T 



'leaving' the physical - 'death' 
and 'entering the abstract 




Individuality 



The 'real illusion' 
The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 
Perceived Life 



The many 'You's 



New virgin consciousnesses are continually emerging 'in' the physical to find themselves 
expanding and evolving into increments of awareness of awareness itself. 

This concept would appear to imply we are all contained within totality. In fact, it does nothing 
of the sort. Rather it goes beyond implying such a concept and instead outright and pointedly 
states that to be the case. Its very philosophical name: the individual acting within God states this 
to be the case. 
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Being contained within God is not a new idea 

The concept, our being contained within, a piece of Causation, contained within Being, an 
increment of God is considered to be a blasphemous perception in the eyes of today's western 
religions, today's western society. The concept our being contained within the whole, being a 
piece of Causation, being contained within God, and being an increment of God is a basic 
principle, which emerges out of the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God or 
what could generically be termed symbiotic panentheism. 

Is such a perception new to western thought? 

Epictetus, philosopher, first century A.D. 

'The Golden Sayings of Epictetus: 

IX: 

... Whereas if Caesar were to adopt you, your haughty looks would be 
intolerable: will you not be elated at knowing that you are the son of God? Now 
however it is not so with us: but seeing that in our birth these two things are 
commingled-the body which we share with animals, and the Reason and Thought 
which we share with the gods, many decline towards this unhappy kinship with 
the dead, few rise to the blessed kinship with the Divine. 

XV: 

If what philosophers say regarding the kinship of God and Men is true, what 
remains for men to do but as Socrates did: -never, when asked one's country, to 
answer, 'I am an Athenian or a Corinthian, ' but 'I am a citizen of the world. ' 
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XVI: 

... but to all things that are born and grow upon the earth, and in an especial 
manner to those endowed with Reason (for those only are by their nature fitted to 
hold communion with God, being by means of Reason conjoined with Him)-why 
should not such an one call himself a citizen of the world? Why not a son of 
God:... 

... while to have God for our Maker and Father, and Kinsman, shall not this set 
us free from sorrows and fears? 

XVII: 

. . . after recognizing their kindred to the Gods, and their bondage in these chains 
of the body... 

. . . Are we not in a manner kinsmen of the Gods, and have we not come from 
them? 

XVIII: 

. . . Friends, wait for God. When He gives the signal, and releases you from this 
service, then depart to Him. But for the present, endure to dwell in the place 
wherein He hath assigned you your post. Short indeed is the time of your 
habitation therein, and easy to those that are thus minded.... 
...Stay: depart not rashly hence! 
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XXI: 

How did Socrates bear himself in this regard? How else than as became one who 
was fully assured that he was the kinsman of the Gods? 

XXII: 

If God had made that part of His own nature, which He severed from Himself and 
gave to us, liable to be hindered or constrained either by Himself or any other, He 
would not have been God, nor would He have been taking care of us as He 
ought. . . 

XXIII: 

... Most of us dread mortification of the body, and would spare no pains to escape 
anything of that end. But of mortification of the soul we are utterly heedless. 

XXXIII: 

Knowest thou what a speck thou art in comparison with the universe? -That is, 
with respect to the body; since with respect to Reason, thou art not inferior to the 
Gods, nor less than they. For the greatness of Reason is not measured by length 
or height, but by the resolves of the mind. Place then they happiness in that 
wherein thou art equal to the Gods. 
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XXXIV: 

... And if you are stationed in a high position, are you therefore forthwith to set 
up for a tyrant? Remember who you are, and whom you rule, that they are by 
nature your kinsmen, your brother, the offspring of God. 

But I paid a price for them, not they for me. 

Do you see whether you are looking-down to the earth, to the pit, to those 
despicable laws of the dead? But to the laws of the Gods you do not look. 

XXXVI: 

...If then all things that grow, nay, our own bodies, are thus bound up with the 
whole, is not this still truer of the soul? And if our souls are bound up and in 
contact with God, as being the very parts and fragments plucked from Himself... 

LXI: 

. . . Were an image of God present, thou wouldst not dare to act as thou dost, yet, 
when God Himself is present within thee, beholding and hearing all, thou dost not 
blush to think such thought or do such deeds, O thou that are insensible of thine 
own nature and liest under the wrath of God! 

It appears the concept of our being contained within totality, a piece of the Whole, contained 
within First Cause, contained within God is more universal in terms of human history than we 
have previously been lead to believe. 
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We in the twentieth century think we have advanced the cause of humankind by cutting 
ourselves off from the perception of our being contained within the intangible. 

Who is it then that really is the blasphemer? 

Is the one who elevates the nature of 'acting within' God the blasphemer? Is the one 
who establishes the rationality regarding humanity's location being 'inside' God 
the blasphemer when such a perception establishes the rationality regarding abstract 
hedonism/altruism and thus establishes the rational foundation regarding the 
absurdity and thus intolerance of abuse the blasphemer? 

Or: 

Is the one who debases the nature of 'acting within' God the blasphemer? Is the one 
who establishes the rationality regarding humanity's location being 'outside' God 
the blasphemer since it is this perception that establishes the rationality regarding 
physical hedonism and thus establishes the rational foundation regarding the 
indulgence and thus tolerance of abuse the blasphemer? 

Epictetus may not have concluded you are 'inside' God, as does symbiotic panentheism. 
Epictetus may not have deduced you 'impact' God, as does symbiotic panentheism, but there is 
no denying he did, as is shown from his aphorisms, rationalize you are the 'son' of God, a piece 
of the divine, as does symbiotic panentheism. 

Now is such a perception just an old dilapidated relic of the ancient Greek philosophers? We will 
explore this question in great detail when we discuss Einstein and time, Chapter 9: Einstein - 
The error of: 
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Zeno himself says it 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is 
no evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were 
part of a program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a 
seamless whole. The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that 
reality can be successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these 
insupportable paradoxes; so you must think of Reality as a single indivisible One. 
(Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 
1995 f 
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In short: 



the individual 
Individuality 
An increment of 
abstraction 
Seamlessness 




God 

The Whole 
Abstraction 
The 'real illusion' 

Seamlessness 



'acting within l \b 
The universe 
The physical 
Action 

Process/reality 
The 'real' 
Multiplicity 
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Or what one might call: 

Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Scientifically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 
Philosophically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Or 

The individual acting within God 

But what does this have to do with seamlessness and multiplicity? 

Seamlessness exists in the abstract, outside the physical. Seamlessness is also found 'within' the 
physical. The seamlessness found 'within' the physical is bounded within packets, increments of 
individuality as established through experiencing the physical as individuality moves through 
space, through distance. The seamlessness of abstraction found 'within' the physical is found 
immersed within time, seamless time. 

The multiplicity of individuality 

The packet of individuality gains experience, knowledge of its own existence through 
experience. This experiencing, gaining of existence, acquiring of knowledge, occurred merely by 
passing through the physical, passing through the universe within which time stretches from 
boundary to boundary. What then happens to time? Time is, in essence, attached to the very 
experiences the packet of individuality accumulates. 
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This packet of individuality then moves into seamlessness, abstraction, and adds its abstraction, 
adds the awareness of its experiences, adds knowledge to total abstraction. 



> Increment of Time 

> Multiplicity of Time 
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the Seamlessness of Distance 
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Now how is it distance can be seamless, undivided, when located 'within' abstraction? 



Abstraction 



Timelessness 




Time permeates every part of the physical universe. In abstraction, there is no time existing 
between point A and point B. as such it is possible to go from A to B instantaneously. Now is 
this logical? Actually, yes it is logical. To go from one point of thought to another, be it thoughts 
of location or thoughts of concepts, is an instantaneous process. As an example, one can be 
sitting in a chair in one city and instantaneously move one's thoughts, move one's abstractual 
presence, to another city, planet, galaxy or even another universe. In fact one could move one's 
self beyond the very boundary of the whole itself. 

This is in essence the realm of theoretical metaphysics. 
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Therefore, in answer to the question: Is it possible to move instantaneously from point A to point 
B? The answer is yes. In fact we do it all the time. 

What does this all imply? This complete treatise involving Zeno implies, directly demonstrates, 
the logic regarding two locations of existence: abstractual location separate from physical 
location, seamlessness separate from multiplicity. This is not to say seamlessness does not exist 
within multiplicity nor does it suggest multiplicity does not exist within seamlessness. Rather, 
the two exist, one 'within' the other simultaneously. 

It is only through this new perception, through the perception generated by the metaphysical 
system of the individual acting within God, symbiotic panentheism, that we can rationally, 
reasonably resolve Zeno's paradox. 

We now understand that 

Zeno is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' being 
filled with multiplicity, into that of being 'the' system filled with both multiplicity and 
seamlessness. As such, both multiplicity and seamlessness, with the help of Zeno, now have a 
location within which each dominates. As such, the understanding regarding the role of 
multiplicity and seamlessness as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between multiplicity and seamlessness no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more 
interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not only recognized, as a significant 
aspect of the 'larger' system but it is now understood how seamlessness and multiplicity interact 
one with the other. 
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1 Definition: Physical distance: 1. Distance found 'within' the physical, 2. Distance subject to the characteristics of 
multiplicity, 3. Distance subject to the parameters of time and space 

2 Definition: Abstract distance: 1. Distance found 'within' the abstract, 2. Distance subject to the characteristics of 
seamlessness, 3. Distance subject to the parameters of timelessness and the absence of space 

3 Clarification: of the individual God and acting within 

i. The individual: individuality, individual knowing 

ii. God: the whole 

iii. Acting within (vb): action, process/reality 

4 Question: What is 'active' sense? Answer: The 'active' sense refers to how the agreed upon universal truths 
interact with each other, affect each other 

5 Question: What is 'passive' sense? Answer: The 'passive' sense refers to the simple existence of the universal 
truth without regard to the actions they 'affect' upon each other. 

6 Clarification. Science found the concept of increments of distance to be very disturbing. In fact science was 
unable to resolve Zeno's paradoxes. When mathematics developed the concept of taking distance and reducing it to 
a summation of infinitely small increments taken over time, Calculus, science grasped the tool of Calculus and 
universally declared it to be the answer to Zeno's paradoxes of motion. This universal acceptance of Calculus as the 
solution to Zeno's paradoxes in fact did not resolve Zeno's paradoxes. It simply reduced Zeno's paradoxes to the 
incremental realm of infinitely small segments but segments nonetheless. 

7 Clarification. The universal acceptance on the part of science regarding Calculus acting within the resolution to 
Zeno's paradox, allowed science the means of 'moving on' with its intended function, which is to observer the 
physical universe, observe multiplicity itself. It was philosophy's function to examine seamlessness but because 
philosophy could not resolve Zeno's paradoxes of motion, philosophy followed the lead of science and mathematics 
and declared Calculus to be the solution to Zeno's paradoxes. This was philosophy's error not the error of science 
and mathematics. 

8 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 

9 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 

10 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 
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Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand the whole 
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1. 322 BC Aristotle - The Error of: A Beginning leading to an End 
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The error: The paradox of systems: The Universe is 'the' system. 
The perception: 

Aristotle moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system into that of being 'the' 
system filled with both abstract and concrete/physical functionality. As such, abstract and 
concrete/physical functionality, with the help of Aristotle, now have a location within which they 
can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of both abstractual functionality 
and concrete/physical functionality as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between abstract and concrete/physical functionality not only remain in a state of confusion but 
even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Issue 2 
Aristotle - The Error of 

> Cartesian Systems 

> A System being filled with Cause and Effect 

> A Beginning leading to an End 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Cartesian System 
Introduction 

Aristotle divided the universe into incremental layers of distance heading outward from a center. 
As such humankind became confined to the limits of 'a' system 




We are an amazing specie. Confining humanity to the restrictions of a closed space does 
something to humanity's psyche. It does not matter if the confines are physical or abstract, the 
results are the same. Confinement generates an overpowering need to 'escape', to once again 
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'breath' the air of expansiveness, to 'breath' the air of freedom, to 'breath' the air of the 'open 
spaces', to journey unimpeded. 

Confinement can be physical or abstract. Examples of both types of confinement are exemplified 
as: a jail cell, an elevator, solitary, a domineering spouse, a religion, stress, and social labels. 
Whatever the form of confinement, humankind has always attempted to throw off the oppressive 
weight, throw off the yoke of confinement. The desire to be free becomes our obsession, our 
driving force. 

Perhaps the most significant, the most visible, means we have of throwing off the yoke of 
confinement is characterized through active vs. passive action. Genocide, spousal abuse, 
infanticide, obscene language, ostracism, proselytizing, abortion, incarceration, etc. in essence 
come down to a fundamental primitive instinct. Humanity appears to have an innate desire not to 
be 'cornered', not to be 'boxed in', not to be 'placed under', and not to be confined 'by' someone 
or something. 

So, what does this have to do with Aristotle? 

Aristotle - 384 BC followed Zeno of Elea - 500 BC. Zeno moved the concept Zeno alluded to: 



# • • • • 

# * The Universe * # 



• The Physical • 

• The Abstract • 
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and imposed a new perception upon the system: 




Isn't this the same perception Zeno developed? No, it is not. Understanding the perception 
Aristotle put into play for humanity and understanding the resultant effect upon us as a specie as 
well as understanding the resultant effect Aristotle's system 'placed upon' us as individuals is 
what the first section of this article will address. The second section of this tractate will address 
an alternative perception. In addition, the second half of this article will examine how such a new 
perception could and would retain the basic components of Aristotle's system while 
simultaneously retaining the basic components of Zeno's perception. 

So, once again, what exactly did Aristotle do to change Zeno's 'system'? Aristotle closed the 
system: 
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The closure of the system was not necessarily a 'negative' development. Aristotle moved 
humanity in the direction of understanding our universe as a physical entity. Aristotle's 
perceptions allowed science to evolve as just that, science. The development of science provided 
the means by which we could understand what lies within 'the system'. 

Our problem as a specie, however, does not exist with understanding what lies 'inside' 
Aristotle's system but rather understanding what lies 'outside' Aristotle's system. Our problems 
evolved through our decision to pay no heed to what 'existed' 'outside' 'the system' . Multiple 
philosophical paradoxes emerged through our decision to diminish the significance of the 
abstract. Ethical issues developed through our decision to disregard the interrelationship between 
the abstract and the physical, between seamlessness and multiplicity. 

'Aristotle's system' leads us to the perception that 'the whole' is the universe and the universe is 
'the whole'. 'Aristotle's system' leads to the philosophical perception that 'God is dead', 
metaphysics is dead, and philosophy reached its end with the development of the 'Hegelian non- 
Cartesian system'. 1 

It may have taken thousands of years, but philosophy, through 'Aristotle's system' reached the 
same point science reached in the mid-twentieth century: Philosophy reached the point of 
'believing' there is nothing 'new' to learn. Philosophically much of society believes the only 
'new' perceptions left to explore are simply variations of what we already 'know'. In regards to 
science, how wrong we were, as the second half of the twentieth century so dramatically pointed 
out. In regards to philosophy, philosophy is about to discover it is no different than science in 
this regard. 

We cannot blame Aristotle for our having given up our pursuits regarding the essence of the 
whole, individuality, and the universe. Aristotle did not force us to take the limited approach we 
took. We, humanity, made that decision. 
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In order to resolve our socially conflicting views and actions, we need to step back in time and 
begin to examine the entities of individuality, the universe, and the whole from a fresh 
perspective. Philosophical paradoxes will remain paradoxes until we integrate all three entities 
into 'a' system we can understand 

Science is probing the universe aimlessly. The overall picture of the universe remains invisible to 
science because philosophy has failed to provide the vision of a 'larger' picture of the universe. 
Philosophy is responsible for providing a model explaining the purpose of the universe itself. 
Such a model is needed by science in order for science to establish a 'directed' effort attempting 
to prove or disprove purpose, significance of the universe and the elements found within the 
universe, namely ourselves. 

Such a model is the task of philosophy to develop. The model of the 'whole' is what 
philosophy/reason must develop. Science measures, probes, and observes the universe. 
Mathematics formulates the universe. Religion stabilizes actions of free will within the universe. 
Philosophy - and metaphysics in particular - expands our perception of the whole and defines the 
role the universe and the individual play within such a system. 

Science has been making phenomenal progress in terms of measurement and observation. 
Science, however, does not understand what it is it is measuring and has been given no direction 
as to the models it should be testing regarding the whole. As such, science measures the 
'infinitely' large and the 'infinitely' small, but science does not test these forms of measurement 
against a 'model' of the whole other than the model provided by Aristotle two thousand four 
hundred years ago. The model: The whole system is the physical universe and the physical 
universe is the whole system. 

Is there an alternative? Absolutely, symbiotic panentheism, the individual being God, is a new 
metaphysical perception. 



84 



God, Aristotle, and A Beginning Leading to an End 



God/'the whole' 






The 

Universe/action/process - 
The individual/ 






individuality 







Now science may say: 'There is nothing 'outside' the universe.' If this is the case, then we must 
begin to understand just what this means regarding action and the individual. If there is 'nothing' 
'outside' the universe, 



Nothingness 



God/'the whole' 






The 

Universe/action/process - 
The individual/ 






individuality 







then we must begin to understand just what this 'nothingness' is which is 'outside' the universe. 

The scientific statement, 'There is nothing 'outside' the universe', does not put an end to the 
debate regarding an 'outside' to the universe. The statement does not put an end to the debate 
regarding the three concepts: God, action, and the individual. 



85 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

However, if this work in essence is about resolving paradoxes, just what do the concepts of 
metaphysics; violence, and confinement have to do with Aristotle? That is exactly what we are 
about to discover. 

Incremental concentric circles 

Aristotle's perception of the universe began with Zeno: 




Aristotle added to Zeno's perception. Aristotle added the concept of 'a' system to Zeno's 
perception by taking a potentially open and/or closed system and converted it to 'a' closed 
system. As such, Aristotle's system looked as follows: 
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ad infinitum. 




Now 'ad infinitum' does not apply only to an infinite number of additional circles expanding 
outward. 'Ad infinitum' applies to circles 'branching off from', levels of vacuum potentials, 
strings 'within', strings throughout, 'holes' 'within' going from place to place, creating 
additional physical ness 'within', reaching points of universal heat level equilibrium, etc.... 

Aristotle's system, a closed system, a Cartesian system, 'created' a perception of 'reality' as 
opposed to creating a perception of a larger 'Reality'. Limits were placed upon the whole, upon 
'Reality'. The limits became defined as physicality, multiplicity, and Incrementalism. 



88 



God, Aristotle, and A Beginning Leading to an End 



As we shall see, the two words, the two perceptions - 'reality' and 'Reality', have a 
phenomenally different implication for us as individuals and for us as a specie. 

The lower case 'reality' applies to the physical universe, which may or may not be the 'whole'. 
The upper case 'Reality' applies to the 'whole', recognizes the 'whole' may be 'greater' than the 
physical, greater than the concrete, greater than our universe, 'greater' than various aspects found 
'within' time, greater then various aspects found immersed 'within' time, greater than various 
aspects found to have time 'attached' to them. 

Aristotle moved Zeno's concept of an open system represented by a dotted line, to a closed 
system represented by a closed circle. The 'closed system did not characterize its outer boundary 
by how far one moved outward, nor was the 'closed' system limited to a degree of complexity 
imposed upon the 'closed system. Regardless of the complexity and regardless of the expanse of 
distance found within the system, the fact remained the system was closed. 

The perception of a 'closed system' philosophically, scientifically, and religiously generated a 
fundamental principle, which was and is found permeating all original perceptions to emerge 
since the time of Aristotle. The underlying principle, the foundation, the first and foremost 
principle of action operating within this closed system was a principle one might refer to as 
'Cartesian perceptions'. 

What is meant by 'Cartesian'? When we speak of Cartesian, we are not referring so much to 
Descartes and his perception of metaphysics as we are referring to the metaphysical concept of 
what is. In short, we are referring to the concept of total reality as opposed to a portion of reality. 
Condensing this thought even further: When we refer to Cartesian, we are referring to a closed 
system as opposed to an open system or one might say: Kantian system as opposed to Hegelian 
system. 
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The intricacies of concentric circles 

Aristotle 'advanced' Zeno's concepts of 'a' system. Zeno had not meant to imply his system was 
'a' system. It could be argued Zeno left in place his perception of just what 'a' system of 
multiplicity and seamlessness was and how the two interacted. It could be argued: Instead of 
leaving us with 'a' system, Zeno left us simply with an elementary understanding that 
'seamlessness' and 'multiplicity', the abstract and the physical, exist. 

Zeno left us with the impression we could expand our perceptions to include the abstract with 
our concepts of the physical. Zeno, not knowing how to build such a model, left us with a 
perception of 'a' system of reality, which 'was' but at the same time, 'was not' enclosed. Zeno 
was uncertain if the two, seamlessness and multiplicity, could exist separate from each other. He 
was uncertain if multiplicity and seamlessness could exist one 'within' the other or instead if the 
two existed side by side. In fact, Zeno was uncertain if both multiplicity and seamlessness 
existed or if just one or the other existed. 

Zeno was overwhelmed with uncertainty regarding not only the existence of multiplicity and 
seamlessness but also with the interrelationship between the two. Because Zeno could not 
resolve the issue of modeling the interrelationship of multiplicity and seamlessness, Zeno left his 
system 'open'. 

Out of respect, Zeno's system is drawn as being enclosed in a dotted line. 
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Such a depiction embraces the concept of a potentially 'physical universe' with a 'way out' for 
its occupants. What one was to go 'into', as one left the physical confines of the universe, was 
questionable. That is not the point however. The point is, Zeno 'left' a 'way out' of his system. 
Recognizing his limitations for his particular point in time, Zeno conceded the perceptual 
development of what lay 'outside' 'the' system to future philosophers and in particular, to 
metaphysicians. 

Again, we come back to the question: What did Aristotle do to advance the system Zeno put into 
place? Aristotle took Zeno's system, which was enclosed by a dotted line and filled with the 
physical and the abstract, and 'advanced' it through the process of converting the dotted line to a 
solid closed circle. 

Suddenly, with this simple action, humanity found itself enclosed, confined. Aristotle did not 
intentionally imprison humanity within the metaphysical confines of limited 'location' nor was 
Aristotle intending to subjugate humanity to the unavoidable repercussions, which were 
naturally to follow such confinement. Regardless of what Aristotle intended, however, the results 
remained the same, humanity became confined and as such, humanity became an animal caged. 
The result, the repercussions of being caged manifested itself as it does with all animals. 
Humanity, sensing itself caged, began to pace back and forth within its cage. Humanity found 
itself embracing its past acts of violence. Humanity found itself 'improving' upon its past actions 
of 'mimesis' as Renee Gerard fully explains in his various works. 

Abstractions cannot be 'bound', caged. The physical can be 'bound', caged. Having found 
ourselves 'bound' we began to 'see' ourselves as physical 'beings rather than abstractual 'beings. 
As time moved forward, what we observed, scientific theories of the universe supported by 
measurement, did nothing but reinforce such a perception. 
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Aristotle's perception of 'a closed system', the development of a model, and of 'a' Cartesian 
system of reality was to remain with humanity for thousands of years. Humankind is a very 
innovative specie. As we developed, we encountered religious, philosophical, and scientific 
perceptions, which were to challenge and shake the very foundations of Aristotle's 'closed 
system' perceptions. 

Aristotle, however, had verbalized a principle, which was so fundamental it was inconceivable to 
deny. As such, each scientific principle, philosophical principle, and religious principle was 
modified, shape-shifted to fit the one fundamental concept of Aristotle's: All things must fit 
some place within the parameters of our universe. Since we have never remained stagnant as a 
specie in terms of perceptual developments, faith, observation, and reason, we have advanced 
Aristotle's perception to the point of creating a very complex 'closed system' indeed. Were it 
possible, Ockham would be absolutely turning over in his grave. 

So it is, the concentric circles created by Aristotle became all manners of circles, convolutions, 
involutions, bubbling up, bubbling down, levels of potentiality, and inclusions of strings from 
one end of reality to another. Never a word was spoken regarding what lies 'outside' it all, what 
lies 'outside' matter/energy/time. Only whispers were heard regarding what the concept of 
'outside' means, what Reality/Totality vs. reality/the universe is. The concept eventually did 
evolve that we should be 'appreciative', 'beholden' for our existence. We, over time, began to 
understand we were not 'needed' by Totality. However, the questions did not arise as to just how 
we as individuals and how we as a specie fit into such a concept as Reality vs. reality. Nor did 
the question arise as to how we as individuals and how we as a specie fit into the mechanism of 
Totality. The question did not arise as to what reasonable, observable, and believable part we 
play in such a 'system'. 

As things evolved over time, the complexity of Aristotle's system became enormous. As such, 
philosophy/reason had little option but to take a stand. Philosophy had to stand with or against 
the religious and scientific developments built over the two and a half millennium following 
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Aristotle. Philosophy, after centuries of debate, moved in the direction of protecting Aristotle's 
idea of a closed system. Over time, philosophy, having nothing else to offer, embraced 
Aristotle's system, a 'Cartesian' system. 

For a long time, philosophy stood alone and isolated from the debates both science and religion 
were initiating regarding the whole being a 'closed system'. Isolation, however, is a lonely and 
unnatural state not only for individuals but for academic studies as well. The process of 
belonging took one simple act. Recognizing this, philosophy acted. Philosophy acceded to its 
desire to belong. 

As is the case with most initiation rites, the act of becoming a part of the group, required one 
basic act: The initiation rite required the act of 'compromising' one's principles. Philosophy 
compromised its principles with one simple statement. Philosophy declared: We cannot 'know' 
truth to be truth. With that statement, philosophy relegated metaphysics to the ash heaps of the 
mythical, the supernatural, the occult. Philosophy announced metaphysics to be dead, to be an 
outmoded perceptual tool. 

With that simple statement, philosophy became conformist and humanity became confined to 
limits. With that simple statement, humanity became subjected to the acceleration of all the 
negatives, which go hand in hand with confinement. 

Some would regard philosophy declaring, 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth.', is simply an 
honest statement. In terms of absolutisms, that may be the case. One must not forget however, 
that the same applies to everything we state to be a 'fact'. 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth' 
applies to all 'absolute' scientific observations and principles and to all 'absolute' religious 
fundamentals and cornerstones. 'We cannot 'know'...' applies to all statements of 'fact' made 
not just be philosophy but to all statements of fact made by science and religion as well. 
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It was not the statement, 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth.' which caused philosophy to have 
compromised itself. What caused philosophy to compromise itself was the acceptance of 
philosophy to place such a perceptual principle upon itself while not applying this same 
perceptual principle to science/observation and religion/faith. In short, philosophy not only 
accepted but also initiated a double standard. Philosophy set one standard for itself and another 
for science and religion. 

Should philosophy have expected science and religion to 'apply' the principle, 'We cannot 
'know' truth to be truth', to themselves? Actually, no, it had no right to apply such a standard 
upon these two means of perceptual development. Philosophy rather should have done what 
science and religion had done. Philosophy should have accepted the concept, 'We cannot 'know' 
truth to be truth.' and moved on from there. Philosophy should have accepted the 'fact' of the 
statement: 'We cannot 'know' truth to be truth.' and proceeded to say: That may be the case but 
we can define 'truth' to be 'truth' as best we can and proceed from there. 

That is hindsight. The point is we can learn from the past and having done so, change the future. 

There is no denying the past is the past and there is no denying humanity became a 'caged 
animal'. As such, 'mimesis' became our driving force, our fundamental behavioral motivator. 
Mimesis, the process of patterning behavior using a template of existing behavior, animalistic 
behavior, became the rational 'thing to do'. 

Irrational, contradictory, intolerant actions of fear and desperation became a major characteristic 
of humankind. Now this is not to say such actions did not exist 'before' Aristotle. Rather it 
simply says we had two options open to us after Aristotle established his works. 

Option 1 was to pursue our understanding of Zeno's 'seamlessness', the understanding of 
abstraction, the understanding of knowledge, knowing, awareness of one's very awareness. 
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Option 2 was to pursue our understanding of Zeno's 'multiplicity', the understanding of the 
physical, the understanding of matter, energy, thermodynamics, entropy, innate characteristics of 
atoms, molecules, and physical forces/laws. 

Option 1 would lead to the rejection of mimesis. Option 1 would establish the rational 
understanding of 'altruistic' behavior, 'spiritual hedonism' 

Option 2 would lead to the acceptance of mimesis. Option 2 would establish the rational 
understanding regarding 'physical' behavior, 'physical hedonism'. 

Aristotle took one step down the path of 'multiplicity' and we, humanity, followed him and 
never looked back. Thus, it is that mimesis, physical hedonism, became the rationale for the next 
two and a half millennium. Physical hedonism and mimesis did not become humanity's main 
behavioral thrust due to historical trends, nor did physical hedonism and mimesis become 
humanity's main behavioral thrust because Aristotle suggested this path was the path to follow. 
Physical hedonism and mimesis simply became the extension of Aristotle's work because we, 
humanity, decided it should be so. 

Zeno left an infinite number of doors open for understanding the potential significance of 
abstraction/seamlessness. 



95 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Aristotle: We can understand the 'inside' through measurement and observation. 



Humanity 




'Outside' the 
universe 




Aristotle closed all the doors but one. Aristotle left the concept of metaphysics in place. It was, 
therefore, not Aristotle but philosophy itself, which came along and shut the last remaining open 
door, giving us: 
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Philosophy: We cannot understand what it is we cannot measure or observe. 



The Universe 




Humanity 



Philosophy drove the final nail in coffin of metaphysics. Philosophy closed all options regarding 
an outside to the universe. Philosophy isolated humanity from the 'outside' and thus limited us to 
a form of perceptual confinement. 

Now we cannot 'blame' Aristotle for limiting us. We did not have to go exclusively down the 
path upon which Aristotle stepped. That was our choice. We had the free will to retrace our steps 
at any point in history. 
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We chose, however, to go down the path of 'seeing is believing'. We, you and I, chose to go 
exclusively down the path of measurement, the path of hypothesizing and testing. We, you and I 
together, chose to go exclusively down the path of 'the physical is what is', the path of 'the 
abstract is simply an innate characteristic of intelligence which in turn is created through specific 
molecular formations. 

It was our choice and we made it. We are still making it today. The doors leading to the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship of the abstract and the physical remain shut not 
because we cannot open them but rather they remain shut because we choose not to open them. 

Confinement is confinement 

The most basic, the most fundamental driving force we have permeating our specie's essence is 
not the desire for sex, nor is it the need for food, nor the want of shelter. The most basic, the 
most fundamental driving force we have as individuals and as a specie is the need for 'open' 
space, the need for freedom. If we cannot find physical space, we create it in our minds. Now 
many biologists would disagree. Biologists would argue that a man would crawl into the 
confinement of a small box to obtain food, to seek shelter, or to engage in sexual acts. That may 
be true but they speak of the physical and ignore the workings of the mind. To be enclosed 
physically is one thing to be enclosed mentally is quite another and to be enclosed perceptually is 
still another. The most confining of all these forms of confinement is perceptual confinement. 
Perceptual confinement becomes a process of 'enclosing' our knowing, enclosing our very souls, 
enclosing our very essence. 

We chose to go down the path of 'seeing is believing'. We choose to go down the path of 'seeing 
is believing'. There is no denying such a choice is perhaps the most obvious choice. This path is 
'something' we can 'see'. This path is 'something' we can measure. We can see we are in the 
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universe. We can see we are surrounded by the physical. We can see we are surrounded by time. 
We can 'see' we are immersed in time. 

Regardless of 'how rational' such a choice may be, the point remains: 'Aristotle's system 
encloses us within the confines of the obvious, encloses us within the confines of the physical. 

The concept of Cartesian 

Let's look at the concept of confinement and 'see' if we can understand how it is we got into this 
predicament. 

The concept of the essence being separate from the body evolved religiously long before it 
emerged philosophically, rationally, and long before it emerged through the process of reason. 

Since Aristotle, we have scientifically reduced the concept regarding the simultaneous 
independent existence of the physical and the abstract to that of being simply an interesting 
anomaly. At the same time we have elevated the concept of the abstract being an innate 
characteristic of the physical to the level of being what is rational. 

The rationality regarding the abstract emerging 'out of the physical in essence is a process of 
embracing Cartesian reality and rejecting non-Cartesian Reality. The concept of Cartesian 
perception is credited to Descartes although the philosophical debate raged long before Descartes 
emerged upon the scene. 
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An interesting process of looking at the concept of Cartesian rationality is through the use of 
mathematics: 



A point 
The origin 
A beginning 



9 



A beginning exists and leads to '?' 

A beginning exists and leads to perhaps an end, perhaps not 
Beginning/end emerges in a simplistic fashion 

A question emerges: How long does it take one to get to the end if one can ever in fact 
get to the end? 



100 



God, Aristotle, and A Beginning Leading to an End 



The concept of mortality vs. immortality enters the realm of mathematics 



9 



* ? 



A beginning exists and leads to '?' in two vs. one direction. 
A beginning exists and leads to perhaps an end, perhaps not. 
Beginning/end emerges in a complex fashion 
Three new questions emerge: 

1. If one travels backward through time can one change what 'was' and would this 
change what 'will be'? 

2. If one travels backward through time can one change what 'was' and would this 
change what 'is'? 

3. If one travels backward through time can one change what 'was' and if so what 
became of the 'old' 'what was'? 

The concept of 'negative time' enters the realm of mathematics and philosophy becomes 
confused. 



9 



9 



9 
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Beginning/end remains and its complexity accelerates geometrically. 

A fifth question emerges: If one can travel forward and backward in time, how does one 
travel 'up' and 'down' in time? 




Beginning/end not only gain an additional dimension but also gain the characteristic of expanding in a geometrically 
complex fashion. Beginning/end become a three dimensionally 'Cartesian' form of complexity. 

A sixth question emerges: If one can travel 'forward', 'backward', 'up', and 'down', in 
time, can one slide sideways through time? 
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Now it is not being argued that the concept of a Cartesian existence, an emergence of the essence 
of the individual as an innate characteristic of the very the physical ness of the body, evolved 
from the examination of Cartesian mathematical depiction of physical space itself. 

What is being suggested is that Aristotle, through the process of 'closing' our universe, initiated 
the process of pointing humanity in the direction of examining what we 'see'. Aristotle pointed 
humanity in the direction of accepting the principle, 'Seeing is believing.' and rejecting all else. 

Aristotle pointed humanity in the 'scientific direction'. Humanity, following Aristotle's lead, 
drew 'legitimate' conclusions from these observations, 'laid' 'legitimate' foundations based 
upon a Cartesian system. Humanity, emulating Aristotle, proceeded down a path it would find 
almost irrefutable. The direction of 'seeing' is 'believing' evolved into 'seeing' 'is' what 'in fact' 
is. 

Humanity began the process of accepting science/observation, as not only its main form of 
perception but also its only 'believable' form of perception. 4 Humanity's other forms of 
perception, the perception of faith and the perception of reason were to take on new meaning. 
The perception of 'faith', believing in what one cannot see, was to become questionable and the 
perception of 'reason', attempting to rationalize the function of 'knowing', was to ironically 
become an irrational exercise. 

As time passed, our perception of 'reality' became increasingly complicated. With each new 
scientific observation regarding the laws of our universe, philosophy found the concept of 'truth' 
and the understanding of metaphysics became exponentially more complex. 

Philosophy made a stand and declared: 'Cogito ergo sum.' T think therefore I am.' 

This simple statement led to the understanding that from the point of view of others, I may not 
be, but from my point of view, I am. The universe exists in my mind but it may not exist. 
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Totality greater than myself may not exist but if I exist and totality 'outside' myself does not 
exist, than there is still the sum total of myself. Strangely enough, this 'truth' did not arise as the 
'first' truth but rather became established after the establishment of two other truths. 

Aristotle moved 'truth' from existing as one basic truth, one first principle, to existing as two 
basic truths, two first principles from which all other truths, first principles sprung. Before 
Aristotle, religions held to the concept that God/Totality exists. Aristotle brought forth the 
concept of science, which produced the basic 'truth': the universe exists. 
Religion thus had its first principle; first truth and science now had its first principle, first truth. 

Descartes would introduce philosophical, metaphysical first 'truth', first principle. Thus two 
basic truths, two firsts principles would now become three basic truths, three first principles. 
Now truths, vying for the position of being truths, became: for religion - God/Totality exists, for 
science - the universe exists, and for philosophy - 1, the individual, exists. 

Through it all, the concept of beginning/end remained intact for it permeates every 'observable' 
region of our universe. Through it all, the concept of Cartesianism remains. Through it all, the 
quest to find the 'beginning' point, to find the 'beginning' cause remains. Through it all, the 
quest to establish which of the three 'truths' was the first truth, was the 'true' first principle. 
Finding 'first' truth became the holy grail of science, philosophy, and religion. The concept of 
seeking 'the' 'first' truth, which in turn leads to the development of other truths, created a quest 
for which of the three, totality, the universe, or individuality, is 'in fact' 'the' first truth. 
So it is Cartesianism, the concept of beginning/end, became a critical factor in the quest for truth. 
Cartesianism, beginning/end concepts, being the primary perceptual principle of science, grew in 
importance as the influence of science grew in importance. 

To better understand the concept of Cartesianism, lets examine a few characteristics of 'a' 
Cartesian system. 
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A Cartesian system has an 'origin', has a 'zero' point, has a 'location' from which one begins. 
All systems found 'within' such a system, found 'within' a Cartesian system, also have an 
'origin', have a 'zero' point, have a 'location' from which they begin. So it is metaphysics 
originating from 'within' a Cartesian system, exploring 'truths' found 'within' a Cartesian 
system, perceive truths to have an 'origin'. This is why metaphysics yearns to find, attempts to 
define its beginning point, its 'first truth', its fundamental principle. 

A Cartesian system of spatial depiction has a point of origin. The point of origin within a 
spatially oriented Cartesian system is the intersection of the 'x', 'y', and 'z' axis. When one first 
studies this point of origin, the point of origin is presumed to be a 'fixed' point. As one becomes 
familiar with the system, one begins to realize the point of origin is not 'fixed' but can be shifted 
in space. This shift of the origin does not destroy the Cartesian system, nor does it change the 
actual location of permanently fixed points. The shift of the origin does not change the 
perception we have of the 'locations' in space but simply changes what appears to be the 
'origin'. The shift of the origin changes the name, the coordinates we give to the permanently 
fixed points but this does not change what the point is nor does it change the characteristics of 
the point nor does it change the relative location, the relative abstractual function of one point to 
another. 

Now all this sounds complicated and confusing. Perhaps putting a name to the concept would 
help. We could call the concept an existence of 'relativistic perception'. Relativistic perception 
does not change what 'is' but simply changes one's perception of what is. 

Now what does this have to do with Aristotle? What does this have to do with philosophy? What 
does this have to do with metaphysics? What does this have to do with 'first truth'? 

Aristotle closed Zeno's open universal system. Aristotle 'created' a system 'within' which both 
the physical and the abstract could be found but 'from' which neither the physical nor the 
abstract nor both the physical and the abstract could rationally 'escape'. Under Aristotle's 
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direction, confinement became true confinement. Thus, Aristotle directed us to examine first 
truth from 'within' the confines of 'the' universe. Aristotle directed us to 'find', 'look for' first 
truth 'within' the universe. Aristotle directed us to look for first cause within the confines of the 
universe having forms such as 'a' primal atom from which the big bang 'originated', such as the 
source of 'Om', such as the source of the our very essence, and such as the origin of the soul 
'within' physicality. 

It is important to reemphasize over and over again that Aristotle did not 'force' us to move 
primarily in the direction of 'closing' the system upon ourselves. We closed the system upon 
ourselves through our desire to find answers to the questions: Where am I? What am I? and Why 
do I exist? It was the desperate desire to find the answers to these questions, which motivated us 
to 'close' the system. And it was the closing of the self-imposed closing of the outer boundaries 
of our perception, which caused the concept of 'knowing' 'truth' to become a perceived 
unsolvable paradox. 

The process of 'closing' the system led to the concept of 'physical reality' becoming 'the' 1 st 
principle, first truth. The 1 st principle, the 1 st truth began to emerge as: The universe exists. As 
this 'truth' emerged, the concept of 'seeing is believing' initiated the acceleration of the 
acceptance of this truth as being the 'first truth'. 

In Zeno's open system, the individual becomes 'knowing' and the physical body becomes just 
that, the physical. Such a statement appears to reinforce the concept of dualism, the perception of 
the physical and knowing being separate 

In a 'closed' Cartesian system being examined from 'within' itself, perceptions emerge such as: 
If the physical is 1 st truth, then 'knowing' evolves out of the physical. As such 'knowing' 
becomes an innate characteristic of the physical. The conclusion: Knowing is the 2 nd truth and 
evolves out of the 1 st truth: The universe exists. 
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Again: What does this have to do with Aristotle? Aristotle closed the semi-open system of Zeno. 
Aristotle established the perceived 'undeniable' 1 st truth: the universe along with its observable 
features is 'the' system'. The individual evolves out of the physical and there was no place to 
put the abstract other than label it, perceive it as nothing other than an innate characteristic of the 
physical. In short, Aristotle in essence established the concept of monism from which 
philosophy; try as it might over the next twenty-five hundred years, never recovered. 

Zeno had established the initial understanding of dualism, the physical body and abstract 
'knowing' are separate entities. Both seamlessness and multiplicity exist simultaneously. Both 
the physical and the abstract exist independently of each other while existing dependent upon 
each other. Both the abstract and the physical are 'real' yet 'real illusions'. Zeno was not sure 
how such a system would appear perceptually. Zeno was not sure how such a system could be 
understood. Nevertheless, Zeno took the first philosophical step towards understanding such a 
system by stating the obvious: Seamlessness and multiplicity exist. In order to accommodate 
such a perception, Zeno left the system semi-closed or semi-open depending upon one's point of 
view. 

Aristotle, who was to follow Zeno, closed the system. Aristotle established a linear perception of 
truth. Aristotle established the '1 st truth': The universe exists. There is no 'denying' the fact, the 
universe exists, for it is 'obvious', we can see it. Aristotle established: Individual 'knowing' and 
'summation of knowing '/the whole are not 'facts' for they are not 'observable'. The result: The 
universe exists is 'the' '1 st truth, and all other truths evolve from this 1 st truth and as such all 
other truths take second place to the most basic of truths, take second place to the 'holy grail' : 
The universe exists. The result: Not only is a solid foundation for monism established, but 
monism also gains an edge over dualism. 
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Cartesian Systems 

A Cartesian system is: 

1. A closed system: 'what is 'is". 

2. A system with a beginning 

3. A system leading to a state of permanent equilibrium 

Now who is to deny such things as obvious as these and that is exactly the point of view from 
which Aristotle came. The genius of Aristotle was in the stating of the obvious. However, the 
obvious was the obvious because the perceptions of the day were just that, perceptions of 'the' 
day. A broader perception, a more intuitive perception was not conceivable by men of science or 
religion for they saw what they saw and believed what they believed. Philosophy, reason, was 
not the issue. Faith and observation, believing and seeing superceded reason. Neither the concept 
of an existence with no physical substance, nor an existence of the physical immersed 'within' 
the non-physical nor the concept of a 'nonphysical' immersed 'within' the physical was 
inconceivable. Such discussions were unreasonable to people in the 500s and 300s BC. What 
was obvious for the time was that the perceived physical was immersed within itself. Such an 
existence was verifiable while the concept of 'knowing'; the concept of abstraction was 
unverifiable by anything we could see or believe and for that matter by anything we could 
reason. Zeno alluded to an existence of seamlessness, abstraction, but Zeno could not verify its 
'existence' . 

It may have been Aristotle who was to 'close' Zeno's system, who was to close the open border 
surrounding the physical. However, it was science and religion, which were to take their 
advancements over the next two thousand years and mold them to Aristotle's closed system. 

Now this was not a 'necessary' movement on the part of science and religion. Science and 
religion could have just as well have molded their advancements to Zeno's suggestions regarding 
a possible abstractual existence. However, science and religion examined Aristotle's perceptions 
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and agreed they were logical. They then molded their initial perceptual developments to 
Aristotle's system, a closed system. As time passed, religion and science found themselves 
increasingly entrenched, increasingly committed to 'a' closed system. Traditions, perceptions, 
principles, laws, cultures, and fundamentals became so entangled with the concept of a closed 
system that science and religion could not turn back. To turn back took on the appearance of 
having to scuttle their most cherished ceremonies and establishments. 

Science and religion could have just as well molded their observations and beliefs to the open 
system Zeno had initiated. Philosophy could have reinforced the alternative action on the part of 
science and religion by offering a more expansive view of what existed 'outside' the system. 
Philosophy could have moved the concept of an exclusively closed system into being a closed 
system located 'within' an open system. Such a perception would have established the concept of 
a Cartesian system, the physical, being located 'within' an open system. In essence, this would 
have established a Cartesian system within a non-Cartesian system. This would have established 
a Cartesian system powering a non-Cartesian system. This would have established a system 
where all the parts make up the whole but the whole is not equal to the sum of its parts, rather the 
whole is greater than the sum of its parts. 

Before we can understand such concepts, we must further examine the paradox created by a 
closed system. 

The paradox of Cartesian Systems 

A Cartesian System is: 1. A closed system 2. A system with a beginning, and 3. A system 
leading to a state of permanent equilibrium 

1. A closed system: The only conceivable perception of reality during the time of Aristotle 
was that 'reality' existed as it was as opposed to 'reality' existing as a potentially 
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expanding entity. Eventually the constancy of the physical moved to being potentially 
expanding but in essence, due to its closed nature, remained static for there was no 
'outside' within which to 'expand'. Such a system produced the perception: If the 
universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness would be all that 
remained. This led to the concept that the 'creator' of the universe was 'within' the 
universe, 'was' the universe. This is a pantheistic approach vs. a panentheistic approach. 
Panentheism as opposed to pantheism takes the approach: If the universe, the physical, 
dissolved into nothingness, nothingness may remain but this nothingness would be 
'located' 'within' the creator, which in turn would remain part of the creator. 

2. A system with a beginning: Aristotle's system conceived of a beginning to all that existed 
within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the physical dissolved? What 
would remain? This was a senseless question to Aristotle for the concept of nothing did 
not exist. The concept of 'nothing' had been suppressed 5 by the Greeks. In essence, 
Aristotle's system had no end and no beginning. The universe, the physical, always 
existed and always would exist. (See: Zero: 'The Biography of a Dangerous Idea', 
Charles Seife, 2000) 

3. A system leading to a state of permanent equilibrium: Aristotle's system found itself 
constantly under attack. The concept of an expanding and shrinking universe - the Big 
Bang, the concept of an origin to the universe - Om, the concept of energy seeking to 
reach a state of equilibrium - entropy, etc. evolved over time only to find themselves 
being shape-shifted to 'fit' the Aristotelian 'closed', Cartesian system. 
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The concept of reverting to Zeno's perception of 'reality', 



' The Abstract \ 
I The Physical j 

\ Knowing J 



never became a realistic option for humanity. Humanity had too many unanswered questions 
regarding such a system. When removing dotted line, removing the boundaries confining 
humankind, removing the boundaries confining all beings with consciousness of consciousness, 
what becomes of 'knowing'? What becomes of self -remembering? What becomes of an ending 
to matter, energy, time, and mortality? What becomes of the concept of growth? What becomes 
of the concept of immortality? What becomes of the concept regarding the existence of three 
minutes 'before' creation? What becomes of the very concept of 'a' 'significance' of the 
individual, of 'a' significance of our specie, of 'a' significance of the essence of Totality itself? 
Just what is '?', and how does '?' interact with the 'substance' 'within' the visible system? 

Even more unsettling was the lack of understanding of, 
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should the universe be removed for then one only has, 
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and just what does that imply?! ! ! 

Just as surely as Aristotle closed the exits Zeno left open at the very outer edges of his system, 
Aristotle slammed shut the discussion regarding questions pertaining to an 'outside'. Aristotle 
took the first step in the direction of confining humanity to the limits of the physical and pushing 
humanity into the void regarding the lack of understanding the reasonableness of anything lying 
'outside' what we see or believe. A sense of hopelessness and despair became the insidious 
hidden ambiance of humankind, for humankind found itself confined perceptually and unable to 
rationalize any other alternative. 

However, in truth, the blame for the confinement of humanity was neither that of Aristotle nor 
that of religion nor that of science but rather that of philosophy. Philosophy was the one to 
declare metaphysics, declare the search for the ultimate truth, to be dead, to be unreasonable. 
Philosophy was the one to sell 'humanity out' in order to 'belong' 6 
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Part II: Resolving the paradox 
Introduction 

Resolving the paradox of our individuality, the individuals', existing 'within' the physical while 
remaining an abstraction, does not require our discarding Aristotle's perception of the physical 
being a 'closed' system, a Cartesian system. To discard Aristotle's system in its entirety would 
generate as many problems as does accepting Aristotle's system as 'the' one and only system. 

If we do not discard Aristotle's Cartesian system, if we do not discard the concept of the universe being all there is, 
with what do we 'replace' it? First, we need only concede the physical as being 'the' system 'within' which we 
find ourselves 'located' and as such, we are able to study it scientifically. 




This may have the appearance of accepting Aristotle's Cartesian system as being 'the' system while professing not 
to regard it as such. How can this be? Is such a statement simply a process of substituting one paradox with another? 

If we follow up the concept of our abstractual 'form' existing 'within' the physical with the 
concept of the physical existing 'within' abstraction we obtain a different system than the one 
Aristotle put into place. 
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I The Abstract \ 




I The Physical 1 










The Abstract 



In essence, such a perceptual development allows us to retain Aristotle's perception while 
simultaneously retaining Zeno's basic theories regarding seamlessness and multiplicity. 

This process allows us the luxury of speculating upon the existence of parallel 'unattached' 
realities existing 'within' the larger 'Reality'. The process allows us the luxury of speculating 
upon the existence of a region where 'things' move through time, allows the luxury of 
speculating upon 'things' being immersed within time, and allows us the luxury of speculating 
upon a region 'within' which time is found to be immersed while simultaneously being a region 
independent of time. 

But such a discussion cannot be fully addressed in an 'introductory section'. This fact 
necessitates the need to establish the remainder of this tractate. 

Before we jump into the effort of resolving the paradoxes Aristotle's Cartesian system creates, a 
few more generalities are appropriate. 
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Aristotle established the concept of 'a' system, 



The Universe 




which leads to the perception of a universal philosophy based upon 'a' 1 st principle, based upon 
the concept that 'a' 1 st truth exists: The universe exists. Now there is nothing 'wrong' with this 
1 st principle. It does, however, affect its occupants if accepted as 'first' truth. Aristotle's 
Cartesian system leads, generally speaking, to a concept we call materialism. To put it another 
way, a Cartesian system leads to physical hedonism. This is not a statement of negativity any 
more than stating that objects fall 'down' . The concept of a 'closed' system, a Cartesian system 
leading, generally speaking, to materialism is simply a statement of observation. 
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The metaphysical system of 



The Abstract 




The Universe 



hedonism. This is not to say 'spiritual' hedonism is 'better' than 'physical' hedonism, rather it 
simply states that the two perceptions of 1 st truth, a first truth based upon a constancy of physical 
'location'/a Cartesian system vs. a first truth based upon the relativity of 'location'/a non- 
Cartesian system, develop different perceptions regarding the 'purpose of life' . This well become 
clearer as we move further along in this tractate. 

Aristotle's system moves 'outward' to incorporate various developing scientific perceptions. 
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The concentric circles begin filling up with concepts of solar systems, galaxies, vacuum potential 
levels, entropy, thermodynamics, etc. However, regardless of the complexity, which arises, the 
'fact' remains: There is 'a' 1 st truth and the 1 st truth is: The universe exists. From this most basic 
of basic understandings arises a specific perception: There is 'nothing' that exists 'outside' the 
physical. Such a statement, such a perception, gains more and more credibility over time because 
we 'look' for an alternative 'location' but can never seem to 'find' it because we never 'see' it 
regardless of how hard we try to 'see' it. 

Each new scientific development further reinforces the argument: If we cannot see it or measure 
it, it does not exist. This very statement of principle reinforces the 1 st truth, which underlies the 
very nature of science: The universe exists. Science takes the lead regarding this 1 st truth. It is 
science to which we look when attempting to understand the abstract. However, is science the 
logical place to look when science itself is limited to 'seeing/measuring' the physical if the 
abstract is not physical, has no physical properties? 

We found ourselves embroiled for the next several millenniums within this debate. Such a 
perception appeared to have resolution. If we revert back to Zeno and reestablish the open 
boundaries Zeno places upon the universe as opposed to the closed boundaries Aristotle placed 
upon the universe we find we have: 
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Aristotle 
The Cartesian 
The Physical 
Beginning/end 
Cause and Effect 
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This becomes: 



/ / 

V 



Aristotle 
The Cartesian 

Physical 
Beginning/end 

Cause and Effect 



Zeno 
Non-Cartesian 
Abstraction 
Timelessness 



if we establish the whole to be a 'system'. 

With this potential 'system' modeled, it is time to examine what the above perception would do 
to the concept of '1 st ' principle or what some call '1 st ' truth. 
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Relativistic 1 st Principles 



First principle based upon 1 st truth: 




X: The whole - God 

Y: The universe - Action, process 

Z: The individual - the individual 



1 st principle: 



a. Region 'X' 'viewing' region 'Y' and region 'Z' 



'looking into' 'looking into' 



1 st principle exists and becomes region 'X' 



2 nd principle exists and becomes region ' Y' 



3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 
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b. Region 'Y' 'viewing ' region 'Z' and region 'X' 



'looking into' 'looking into' 
< Y ► 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes either region 'X' or region 'Z' 
3 principle exists and becomes region 'Z' or region 'X' depending upon the 
perception of '2 nd principle 



c. Region 'Z' 'viewing' region 'X' and region 'Y' 



'looking into' 'looking into' 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region ' Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'X' 



Because the regions 'X', 'Y', and 'Z' exist, be it as the 'real' or a 'real illusion', from the 'point 
of view' of regions 'X', 'Y', or 'Z', first principle always begins with itself. Without the region 
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making the observation, the other two, 2 n and 3 r principles would not exist to 'I s principle' 
thus the 2 nd and 3 rd principles would not be a topic of discussion for 1 st principle. 

Strangely enough, such a perception changes when 'viewed' not from the point of view of the 
'region' but when viewed from the point of view of the 'object' found 'within' the regions 'X', 
'Y', or 'Z'. The region and the object 'found within' the region have different perception 
regarding 1 st truth, 1 st principle. We can examine this concept by 'looking' at the issue of 1 st 
principle from the point of view of the 'object' found within the region. To do so we will find if 
helpful to examine such perceptions of the object through using the perceptual tools available to 
the object, the tools of 'believing '/religion, 'observing'/science, and 'reasoning'/philosophy. 

1 st principle from the point of view of the object/individuality found 'within' 'X': 



X 




The object/individuality doing the observing 



X: The whole - God 

Y: The universe - action, process, the physical 
Z: The individual - individuality 
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a. When inside 'X' 'viewing' 'Y' and 'Z' 



'looking into' 'looking into' 
^ ► X ►Y ►/ 



Religiou sly /belie vability : 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

3 principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 

Scientifically /observability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

3 rd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 

Philosophically /reasonability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

3 rd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 

1 st principle from the point of view of the object/individuality found 'within' 
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The object/individuality doing the observing 
X: The whole - God 

Y: The universe - action, process, the physical 
Z: The individual - individuality 



b. When at 'Y' 'viewing' Z' and 'X' 



'looking 'looking 'looking 'looking 
into' into' into' into' 



X< Y < SjS ► Y ► Z 
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Religiously /belie vability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

3 rd principle becomes either region 'X'/the whole or region 'Z'/other individualities 
4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities or region 'X'/the whole 

Scientifically /observability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

3 rd principle becomes either region 'X'/the whole or region 'Z'/other individualities 
4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities or region 'X'/the whole 

Philosophically /reasonability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Y'/the universe 

3 rd principle becomes either region 'X'/individuality or region 'Z'/the whole 
4 th principle becomes region 'Z'/the whole or region 'X'/individuality 
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1 st principle from the point of view of an object/individuality found 'within' 'Z': 



X 

















The object/individuality doing the observing 



X: The whole - God 

Y: The universe - action, process, the physical 
Z: The individual - individuality 

c. When at 'Z' 'viewing' 'X' and 'Y' 



'looking 'looking 'looking 
into' into' into' 

X ^ Y < Z < SjS 



Religiously /belie vability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 
2 nd principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 
3 rd principle becomes the region 'Y'/the universe 
4 th principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 
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Scientifically/observability: 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 

rd 

3 principle becomes the region 'Y'/the universe 
4 th principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

Philo sophic ally/reasonability : 

1 st principle begins with the object/individuality 

2 nd principle becomes region 'Z'/other individualities 

rd 

3 principle becomes the region 'Y'/the universe 
4 £ principle becomes region 'X'/the whole 

So what does all this analysis demonstrate? It demonstrates that 1 st principle/l st truth, when 
viewed from the point of view of the 1 st truth itself, remains constant. 1 st truth, 1 st principle, 
when viewed from the point of view of 1 st truth, 1 st principle itself is itself. 

On the other hand, when 1 st truth is viewed from the point of view of the object/individuality, 1 st 
truth is always the object/individuality. The reason individuality has difficulty seeing 1 st truth as 
anything other than individuality is because we view it from our point of view; we view it from 
the point of view of individuality because we are entities of individuality. We are individuals. 

In short, if one removes the bias of individuality from the mix, 1 st principle 'shifts'. To remove 
the perception of 1 st truth being illusive, one must view 1 st truth from the point of the perspective 
of the three first truths themselves rather than from the point of view of the object of 
individuality alone. The three regions, the three 1 st truths being: the whole exists- 'X', the 
universe exists - 'Y', and individuality exists - 'Z'. 
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We have been debating 1 st truth from our point of view, from the point of view of individuality, 
for the last two thousand years. This explains why we have not resolved the issue of 'first' 
principle. This explains why we are confused. It explains why we have appeared to make little 
progress in philosophical, scientific, and religious fundamental, primal, perceptions regarding the 
issue of monism and dualism. We have been unable to resolve the issue of 1 st truth because we 
have been debating the issue from our/individualities point of view rather than the point of view 
of 1 st truth itself. 

After thousands of years debating, we find ourselves seeking 'a' 1 st principle. We find ourselves 
seeking what we perceive to be a 1 st truth. We believe 1 st truth, 1 st principle must be a constant. 
We believe 1 st principle/l st truth must always be 'the' 1 st truth. Each of our three means of 
perception, belief/religion, observation/science, and reason/philosophy, refuse to acknowledge 
the validity of the other's 1 st principle. 

The three, science, religion, and philosophy, view 1 st principle differently. Since we are a visual 
creature, we might better understand the concept of a shifting 1 st principle, a shifting 1 st truth 
through the use of graphics: 
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i st 



principle 
for: 



Religion 
Science " 



Philosophy 



The 

Whole/Omnipresen 
ce/God 

The Universe/acting 
within/action 
/process/reality 

The Individual/ 
individuality 



Zeno 




Aristotle 



Descartes 



The three, science, religion, and philosophy, have not been able to find a means of 'accepting', 
acceding to the 1 st principle of the others. With a concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle', this 
problem dissipates. With the concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle', none of our three means of 
developing perceptions find themselves 'needing' to compromise their perception of 1 st 
principle. Each maintains their perception of just what 1 st principle is when viewed from their 



130 



God, Aristotle, and A Beginning Leading to an End 



particular point of region, when viewed from their particular point of reference, when viewed 
from the recognition that 1 st principle exists but varies with ones 'location' of perception. 

Why look at 1 st truth from the point of view of the 'region' itself rather than from our personal 
point of view, from the point of view of the object found 'within' the region? To put the question 
another way: Why should we discontinue looking at 1 st truth from the point of view of ourselves, 
from the point of view of the individual doing the perceiving? 

From our point of view, from the point of view of the individual, from the point of view of the 
entity of knowing, there would appear to be nothing left 'after' we are gone. We like to think it is 
not ourselves, which dies when we die but rather it is our physical presence that 'dies'. We like 
to think we 'go to heaven or hell' and it is the physical no longer has relevance for us. We like 
to think we 'enter nirvana' and it is the universe which then is gone and out of our lives for good. 

It is for this reason, we subconsciously think of 1 st truth, 1 st principle from 'our' point of view 
rather than from a 'relativistic' point of view of the region. 
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This concept of 'a region' making the observation is such a new perspective; it might be 
beneficial to once again review just what happens when it is the region making the observation 
rather than the object 'within' the region. As such, we obtain: 




X: The whole - God 

Y: The universe - action, process, the physical 
Z: The individual - individuality 

First principle based upon 1 st truth: 



X 




X: The whole - God 

Y: The universe - acting within 

Z: The individual - the individual 
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principle: 

a. Region 'X' 'viewing' region 'Y' and region 'Z' 



'looking into' 'looking into' 
X ► Y ► Z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'X' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region ' Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 

b. Region 'Y' 'viewing ' region 'Z' and region 'X' 



'looking into' 


'looking into' 


X 4 Y . 


► z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Y' 

2 nd principle exists and becomes either region 'X' or region 'Z' 

3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'Z' or region 'X' depending upon the 
perception of '2 nd principle 
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c. Region 'Z' 'viewing' region 'X' and region 'Y' 

'looking into' 'looking into' 
X < Y < Z 



I s principle exists and becomes region 'Z' 
2 nd principle exists and becomes region ' Y' 
3 rd principle exists and becomes region 'X' 

The shifting of first truths, the shifting of 1 st principles, is not an illusion. The model allows us to 
'see' that 1 st truth 'shifts' relative to which 1 st truth 'region' is making the observation. In short, 
we obtain what one might call 'relativistic 1 st principle' based upon what 'is' rather than based 
upon one of the 1 st truths making or developing 'all' the conjectures, axioms, and principles. 

The dance of the angels 

So where does all this relativistic shifting of 1 st principle lead us? It leads us back to the historic 
question regarding: How many angels can dance on the head of a pin? Now obviously this does 
not literally become the question, however, it does become the question in the figurative sense. 

The age-old question regarding how many angels can dance on the head of a pin, now becomes: 

If there are three 1st principles, you/the individual exist, the 
universe/action/process/reality exists, and God/the whole exists, then how many 
universes can fit into the whole? How many universes can fit into God? 

This is not to imply angels are universes nor does it imply universes are angels. 
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To better understand the question, let's examine the basic model shifting 1 st principles, shifting 
1 st truths, implies exists regarding, the whole, the universe, and individuality. 



Time & 
distance 
encapsulated 



The Whole 
Abstraction 
Seamlessness 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 



No time - No Distance 



Universe: 'location' for development of 
'virgin consciousness', 'virgin 
abstraction' 

• 

Universe: 'location' for the 'unfolding' of time 
and distance 



The question regarding how many universes can exist within the model, suggests: If a universe 
exists 'within' a region void the universal presence of time and distance (see diagram), then how 
many other universes could exist simultaneously within that same region we find our own 
universe existing. The question suggests: If there is a region within which time/distance 
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relationships are present as unique entities, if there is a region where time/distance relationships 
find themselves immersed rather than finding themselves, time/distance relationships, being 'the' 
abstractions 'within' which all 'things' are immersed then how many such relationships can exist 
within the 'whole'? 

The question becomes: How many of these 'things' we call physical universes, these 'things' we 
call 'realities' can be fit 'into' this abstraction, this 'region' of seamlessness, we call the whole? 
The question becomes: How many of these 'things' we call the 'lesser' 'realities' (lower case 
'r'), would 'fit into' what could be called the 'greater' Reality (upper case 'R')? 

This 'region' of timelessness, this 'region' of what some might call eternity, finds itself void the 
all-embracing concept of distance and time. As can be seen from the preceding diagram, time 
and distance are found within the whole but not as an all - embracing characteristic but rather 
time and distance are found 'within' elements of the whole. Examples of such elements are units 
of 'knowing' such as an individual, and units of universes. 

As such, the issue of 'how many' universes can fit into the totality of abstraction arises just as 
the question regarding how many angels can dance on the head of a pin arose over a thousand 
years ago. Hopefully we will not find ourselves distracted by such an issue. Hopefully we will 
recognize the irrelevance of such an issue and stick to the task at hand: The task is to understand 
what the components of a 'universal system' are and how we, you and I, you and I together, fit 
into such a system? To put it in slightly different terms, the task is to answer questions such as: 
Where are we? What are we? And why do we exist? 

Just how many universes could potentially exist within a 'region' we call abstraction? How many 
universes could potentially exist within a region void the characteristic of universal time and 
universal distance or could exist within a region void the characteristic of multiplicity? Such 
questions are, in essence, irrelevant. What becomes relevant is understanding the concept of a 
universe existing immersed 'within' abstraction rather than immersed 'within' time and distance. 
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Now granted time and distance are abstractions but they appear to be abstractions emerging out 
of 'nothingness'. Time and distance appear to be distractions emerging from the innate 
paradoxical characteristic of 'nothingness' itself rather than emerging from the abstraction of 
'knowing', 'knowledge'. 

Time and distance appear to be innate characteristics of what we call the physical, what we call a 
universe, what we call reality (lower case 'r'). 

Time and distance become the tools we use to understand and comprehend 'nothingness'. Time 
and distance do not appear to be the tools we use to understand, observe/measure abstractions. 

Distance and time become the means by which the lack of physical characteristics found within 
'nothingness' itself. Distance and time do not appear to be the means by which the lack of 
abstractual characteristics found within 'nothingness' itself. 

Time and distance are characteristics of 'nothingness' 'within' which 'new' knowing, 'new' 
knowledge, 'new' consciousness, 'new' unique experiences can emerge and become a part of 
abstraction. 

There is no denying the concept of a region immersed 'within' time and distance as opposed to a 
region 'within' which time and distance are immersed is of immense interest. It is the utterance 
of this apparent paradoxical statement which in fact is not paradoxical which leads us to two 
concepts: the concept of 'finite infinites and the concept of infinite finites. 
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The land of Limited Abstracts: finite infinites 

To 'go' to the land of Limited Abstracts, we need a player, a traveler. In the previous section, 
The dance of the angels, we have seen the development of two lands and one player: 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 



Time & 
distance 
encapsulated 



The Whole 
Abstraction 
Seamlessness 



No time - No Distance 




Universe: 'location' for development of 
'virgin consciousness', 'virgin 
abstraction' 

• 

Universe: 'location' for the 'unfolding' 
of time and distance 
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which now becomes: 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 



Q 



The land of Unlimited 
Abstracts: Infinite Finites 



The land of Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 



From the diagram, it now becomes obvious we have only three choices as to who will be the 
traveler. We can choose one of many unique entities of 'knowing' to be the traveler. We can 
choose the whole to be the traveler. Or we can choose the universe to be the traveler. 



Perhaps the most comfortable choice to use as the 'traveler' is a 'unique entity of 'knowing' 
since it most closely approximates ourselves, since it most closely approximates what we are 
capable of 'relating' to. 
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Since we are to examine the Land of Limited Abstracts, we will need to go there. As such we 
shall graphically depict the 'move' as: 



The traveler 




The land of Limited 
Abstracts: Finite Infinites 
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Now, rather than 'move' the 'traveler', we shall simple expand the universe, the Land of Limited 
Abstracts. As such, we will obtain: 




The land of Limited 
Abstracts: Finite Infinites 



Immediately we see we have recreated Aristotle's Cartesian System. We have recreated 
Aristotle's 'closed' system. We recognize it for what it is. The land of Limited Abstracts is the 
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universe. We recognize the system for what it 'contains'. The land of Limited Abstracts contains 
ourselves, contains individuals, contains unique entities of 'knowing'. 

The universe, the land of Limited Abstracts appears to encapsulate individuality. Surprisingly the 
medium, which, through our direct observations, appears to be found in every nook and cranny 
throughout the land is time and distance. One may recall that time and distance were the 
concepts Zeno was unable to place into 'a' system in a manner acceptable to him, 

In the system, which emerged, time and distance appear to stretch from 'border' to 'border' 
'within' the universe. All the while, time and distance appear to be embracing the most 
microcosmic as well as embracing the most macrocosmic aspect found within this land, found 
within the universe. 

The traveler observes an obvious innate characteristic of this place of physicality 'within' which 
the traveler, a unique entity of 'knowing', a unique entity of abstraction finds itself traveling. The 
traveler observes a constancy of time and distance. However, one may say, time and distance are 
not constants 'within' this place called the universe. Aren't they? Einstein did not say time and 
distance 'change'. Einstein said time and distance 'change' 'relative' to other points of 
perceiving. Einstein said time and distance change 'relative' to other observers, when 
'compared' to other observers, when 'compared' to other points of reference. 

Upon further examination, the traveler observes time and distance seeming to incorporate the 
very characteristics of infinite dimensions itself. To the traveler, time appears to 'go' on forever 
and distance appears to do likewise. On the other hand, to the traveler, the development of 
individual pieces, the development of unique entities of 'knowing' appears to begin and end. 
Each piece of awareness, each piece of 'knowing' appears to be unique because each interaction 
is experienced uniquely yet it's knowing and its experiencing appears to 'end', appears to 
terminate. 
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To the traveler, each piece of experiencing appears to start from 'an' existence of virgin-ness and 
expand from there. Each unique entity appears to be shaped by interactions, which in turn 
emerge from not only observable action but out of each atomic and subatomic movement itself. 
The very motion of each atom found 'within' each unique entity 'located' 'within' the land of 
Limited Abstracts, found 'within' the traveler itself, finds itself 'contained' not only 'within' the 
'boundaries' of the Aristotelian 'closed system' but 'contained' 'within' the 'knowing' emerging 
from the 'virgin-ness' of each unique entity. 

Each motion of each atom, each motion of each sub-atomic particle in effect impacts the very 
perceptions the 'growing' 'knowing' formulates. The very motion of each atom coming into 
contact with the 'outside' boundaries of the traveling vehicle 'within' which the unique entity of 
knowing finds itself, affects, impacts the very perceptions the expanding 'knowing' formulates. 

To further impact the unique entities of knowing are the aspects of the seemingly infinite subtle 
varieties of visible and invisible energy forms, which add to the individual unique motions of 
atoms and molecules. The interactions affecting the development of each unique entity's 
perception regarding 'knowing' does not stop with atoms, molecules, and energy but moves on 
to interactions of free will components. The free will components involve not just 'the' unique 
entity of emerging 'knowing' but involves the myriad other pieces of unique entities of knowing 
interacting with each other and each other's environment. The process of unique entities 
developing unique 'knowing', 'growing' seems to the traveler to be infinite in scope. As infinite 
as the scope of expanding 'knowing' 'appears' to be, the traveler senses finiteness to the process 
for an end 'appears' in sight. 

The unique piece of knowing ends its growth within the realm of the universe, within 
physicalness or so it appears to the traveler. The traveler recognizes itself involved in the 
process, recognizes each unique entity having developed, having 'become' its own unique self. 

In actuality, does the process ever end? That is another topic much too complex to address at this 
time. However, one thing the traveler notices is that the piece of 'knowing' representing itself, 
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representing the traveler, appears to be unique. It appears the entity, which creates its own unique 
identity, is different from other entities of knowing. 

The traveler perceives itself to be the primary point of interest, the primary 1 st truth. Surprisingly, 
however, it is not the uniqueness of 'a' particular individual traveler that is the primary point of 
significance but rather the primary point of significance lies in the concept that individuality 
itself exists as an entity. 

From the point of view of the traveler 'located' within the land of Limited Abstracts, each unique 
piece of 'knowing' appears to have infinite influences affecting its development regardless of 
'when' it ends or the length of time it traveled. 

To the traveler, the whole, the Land of Limited Abstracts appears to be comprised of finite 
numbers of individual entities and each entity in turn appears to have infinite 'knowing' potential 
while 'within' the land of Limited Abstracts. The appearance of a potentially infinite 'knowing' 
arises from the assumption that each unique entity of 'knowing' will end its travel through time 
but this is not known to be an 'absolute' until after the fact. As such, the entity of knowing to 
have a sense of absolute uniqueness due to the myriad, almost infinite, if not infinite, internal and 
external interactions of free will interactions, molecular Brownian movement, atomic vibrations, 
subatomic motions, etc. 

In essence the land of Limited Abstracts becomes a location of both infinite finites and finite 
finites. This would appear to be a contradictory statement but in fact it is not. The contradiction 
simply emerges from a lack of fully comprehending the concept of 'relativistic 1 st truth'. 
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Perhaps a graphically examination of the land of Limited Abstracts would help: 



The traveler 




The land of Limited 
Abstracts: Finite Infinites 
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to the traveler, becomes: 



Unique entities of 'knowing' 




The land of Limited 
Abstracts: Finite Infinites 



146 



God, Aristotle, and A Beginning Leading to an End 

For the traveler, the perception becomes: 



Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 



Incomplete Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 




The land of Limited 
Abstracts: Finite Infinites 



The concept of 'Finite Infinites' emerges out of a sense that 'knowing' continually evolves 
through time and time is sensed to be endless. 
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The concept of 'Infinite finites' emerges out of the sense that because time appears to be endless, 
the land of Limited Abstracts is endless and thus appears to produce 'finite 'potential' infinites' 
infinitely thus. 

The land of Limited Abstracts appears to be filled with finite numbers of limited Abstracts of 
infinite experiencing, knowing being produced infinitely. The land of Limited Abstracts, the 
universe, appears to be filled with abstractions 'floating' within the physical, appears to be a 
suspension of the abstract within the physical. However, the very nature of matter and energy 
give us a sense that the universe itself will end and if so had a beginning. The very concept of a 
beginning implies an end. 

Upon closer examination and observation, however, it appears time and distance themselves are 
located within the universe, located 'within' our 'reality'. As such it appears time and distance 
may not be endless after all. Upon very close scrutiny, it appears time and distance may have had 
a beginning and thus may, at some point, come to an end. 

The question arises: Is it possible for time and distance to be endless yet end? That also is a 
question unto itself and takes far too much space to discuss in this tractate. 

The land of Unlimited Abstracts: Infinite Finites 
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To get to the land of Unlimited Abstracts we must begin 'somewhere'. As such we will begin 
where we ended in the last section. We will begin 'within' the walls of Aristotle: 



Incomplete Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 



The traveler 



Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 




Outside the ± 
walls of 
Aristotle 



The wall Aristotle built. 



9 

Outside the 
walls of 
Aristotle 
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The land of 
Limited Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 



X 



'Locations' of 'pure' abstraction 
locations 
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Now to get to the land of Unlimited Abstracts we must leave the land of Limited Abstracts. To 
do so we again will not move the traveler but rather we will move the land of Limited Abstracts. 
However there apparently is 'nowhere' to move this land. Moving the land of Limited Abstracts 
appears to be an impossible task. 

Religions state there was a beginning to the land of Limited Abstracts; a beginning to the 
universe as such there may be an end. Science advocates an expanding universe, which could 
conceivable produce a contracting universe. Philosophy implies: For each beginning there 
appears to be an end. 

Therefore, with this in mind, we will not 'move' the land of Limited Abstracts for there appears 
to be 'nowhere' to move it. Instead of 'moving' the land of Limited Abstracts, we will erase it. 
You may object to this process. However, did you object to our erasing the Land of Unlimited 
Abstracts when we proceeded to focus upon the land of Limited Abstracts? Since we found it 
acceptable to erase the Land of Unlimited Abstracts in order to study the Land of Limited 
Abstracts, our universe, we should not object to extending the same process to the second region 
of 'possible' location. 

By erasing the land of Limited Abstracts we obtain: 
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Incomplete Unique entities of 
'knowing' no longer are incomplete 
for they no longer have the 
potential to 'grow' their 'knowing" 



The traveler 



9 



Completed Unique 
entities of 'knowing' 
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The w 
built - 


'all Aristotle 
- erased. 



The land of 
Limited 
Abstracts: 
Finite Infinites 
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Immediately one notices that although we erased the location, erased the land of Limited 
Abstracts, we did not erase the non-physical entities of knowing. 

The graphic is getting very complicate. To simplify things we will perform a few strokes of 
simplification: 

1. We will 'enclose' the diagram in order to focus upon its 'location' 

2. We will remover the '?' marks for now we understand the '?' indicates the 
land of Unlimited Abstracts 

3. We will remove the captions now that we understand what the objects 
represent 

4. We will reduce the number of unique entities since we understand that the 
'quantity' of unique entities appear to be defined as limited in the sense that 
they exist as entities. Be prepared, however, to observe our perception expand 
in its magnitude in terms of what is 'defined' to be. 
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With these four steps of simplification, our graphical depiction becomes manageable. 



The traveler 



The land of Unlimited 
Abstracts 




This land obtains the characteristic of 'finite infinites' in the sense that each entity appears to be 
composed of infinite interactions as was discussed in the previous section: The land of Limited 
Abstracts. In fact, however, the land of Unlimited Abstracts gains the characteristic of Infinite 
finites for as we shall see there is no 'limit' to the development of these unique entities of 
'knowing', We are about to 'see' that Infinite finites are not the same as finite infinites. 
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The concept of the Land of Unlimited Abstracts being composed of infinite entities which in turn 
are composed of infinite numbers of finite infinities, evolves out of the concept initiated in the 
section: The dance of the angels. To understand this we must take the above diagram and 
reintroduce the universe: The Land of Limited Abstracts. 



The traveler 







The land of 
Unlimited 
Abstracts 
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The universe, being the 'location' for the production of unique pieces of knowing, takes on the 
following appearance: 



The traveler 







The land of 
Unlimited 
Abstracts 
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where the unique entities of 'knowing' become a part of the total abstraction. If we remove all 
the unique entities of 'knowing' we obtain: 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 




which becomes: 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 



o 
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Now the dance of the angels begins. The question: How many universes can fit into the Land of 
the Abstract? 



Keeping in mind the 'number' of universes, the number of 'regions' of physicalness 'located' 
'within' abstraction only becomes a question of numbers if the universes are immersed 'within' 
time and distance as opposed to universes be the location within which time and distance are 
'located'. As such, we can graphically label the location where time and distance, as universally 
uniformly distributed abstraction, are 'found' and where also graphically label where it is time an 
distance are not 'found' 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 
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The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 



Where Time and Distance 
are found 




Where Time and Distance 
are not found 



Diagramming in this manner, initiates the understanding regarding how it is infinite universes 
could exist in a region void the all-encompassing characteristic of time and distance. 



In addition, this diagram demonstrates how it is that the 'number' of 'regions' 'within' which 
virgin consciousness develops and 'within' which universes develop. As such, the 'number' of 
entities of unique 'knowing' has no meaning from the perspective of the region void the concepts 
of universal time and distance. 

The concept of 'number' only takes on a sense of meaning in terms of the whole if the 'things', 
which the numbers represent, are related in some form through the process of sequencing 
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connected to time or distance. The number 'five' for instance only has meaning if it represents 
what it implies and that is one more than four items. This concept of 'cardinality' both in terms 
of sequencing and in terms of representation loses its meaning in a 'region' void time and 
distance. Sequencing implies 'coming before' or 'coming after'. Both the concept of 'coming 
before' and 'coming after' only have meaning to 'things' be they physical or abstractual, if the 
'things' are located 'within' time or distance or both time and distance. 'Things 'containing' time 
but 'located' 'within' the lack of time lose the meaning implied by the term 'number'. This too is 
a complex topic worthy of future examination. 

It appears an extraordinary number of concepts will be examined 'later' . Unfortunately, this is a 
correct observation. Space and time are both limited by the concept known as 'a' 'tractate'. It is 
time itself, which confines us to the parameter of limited discussions. It is the concept of 
'tractate', which limits us to staying on task rather than chaotically diverting our attention away 
from the discussion at hand. The task is to develop understanding regarding how it is we became 
confined, regarding how it is we became caged in the first place. It is only through understanding 
the concept of how it is we are 'caged', that we can begin to explore the means of unlocking the 
door of our cage and stepping 'out' in to the realm of free space once again. 

Entities of 'knowing' found 'within' the Land of Unlimited Abstracts cannot be compared to 
each other through the process of 'relative' sequencing. The concept of which came first and 
which came second is a concept of time and therefore a region void time and distance lacks such 
a concept as a innate characteristic of itself. The concept of sequencing, however, can be found 
as an element of a subset found within such region, i.e. a universe. This type of time and distance 
is better known as physical time and physical distance, physical multiplicity and multiplicity of 
distance. 

It is also appropriate to note that abstractual time and abstractual distance, seamless time and 
seamless distance, may be found 'within' the unique piece of 'knowing' located 'within' the 
whole in the form of either an entity located 'within' universes or found 'within' the location 



159 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



void physical time and physical distance. As such, the concept of travel 'within' the universe is 
different than the concept of travel 'outside' the universe. 'Outside' the universe travel is not a 
situation of traveling from here to there for there is no distance found within Zeno's 'seamless' 
abstraction 

These two concepts also deserve further examination. Again, we must pull ourselves away from 
the temptation to digress. Again, we must rely on self-discipline and return to the task at hand. 

Understanding how 'a' 'whole' can be greater than the sum of its parts 

When discussing a metaphysical concept of 'relativistic 1 st truth' or what could be called 
'relativistic 1 st principle', we must gain an elementary understanding of what we refer to as 
'summation'. In our present society, we embrace the concept: The whole is equal to the sum of 
its parts. The mathematical perception of the whole being equal to the sum of its parts lies at the 
very core of scientific perceptions generated by observation. 

Just because the statement, The whole is equal to the sum of its parts, lies at the heart of 
observation, does not make it the heart of philosophy nor does such a statement become the heart 
of religion. In fact, as we have seen, the statement does not even surface as a factor when we 
discuss the most basic understanding regarding the three shifting 1 st truths. One may ask: How 
could it be that the whole may not be the sum of its parts? 

In the situation of 'relativistic 1 st principle', there is God/the whole, the 
universe/action/process/reality, and the individual/individuality. 

These shifting 1 st truths, these shifting 1 st principles create the situation where there are the 
unique pieces of 'knowing '/individuality, there is the summation of the parts - unique pieces of 
'knowing', and then there is the sum itself. 
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In short there is not just the sum of 'knowing' but there is the sum being aware of itself rather 
than being simply a sum. 

The concept of the whole being aware of itself as well as aware of its parts is significantly 
different to the sum of numbers being simply a sum of individual number values. The sum of 
numbers is the sum of numbers and exists having no awareness of itself. 

The concept of a sum of knowing entities being its own unit of knowing is also different than we 
find to be the case of ourselves as individuals. Although we do appear to have awareness of 
ourselves and awareness of our parts as humans we do not appear to have parts of ourselves 
which themselves are independent entities of individualistic entities of 'knowing'. 
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With this understanding, we can now revisit the Land of Unlimited Abstracts. The whole, the 
Land of Unlimited Abstracts, now gains the following graphical appearance: 



The land of Unlimited 
Abstracts 



The traveler 




In such a situation, total knowing does not equal the sum of all knowing but rather total knowing 
'knows' of itself as the total. As such, total knowing is an entity itself rather than simply the 
composite of individual entities of 'knowing'. The result: The whole is greater than the sum of 
its parts. 
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The simplicity of such a statement takes on a form of complexity when one factors into the 
concept of total 'knowing', being God. The complexity expands when one adds the component 
of God not only having a conscious awareness of summation, but having its own uniqueness in 
that it has the ability to expand upon itself. 



The land of Unlimited 
Abstracts 
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Combined with: 



Completed Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 



Incomplete Unique entities 
of 'knowing' 




The land of Limited 
Abstracts: Finite Infinites 
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produces: 



The physical, matter/energy 
What lies 'within' time 
Infinite Finites 



The land of 
Unlimited Abstracts 
Infinite finites 




The traveler 
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The land of 
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Oddly enough the abstracts 'outside' time, outside the physical, are limited, have no means of 
'growth'. They are just what they are. Interestingly enough, since these entities of abstractions 
are located 'outside' time and distance, they have no association with the concepts of 'past', 
'present', or 'future'. This very lack of association demonstrates the significance of 'knowing' 
being added to the land of Unlimited Abstracts via the Land of Limited Abstracts. 

However, wouldn't the land of Unlimited Abstracts be taking on an aspect of time if items are 
'added' to it? The aspect of time, which would be implied, would be the concept of 
chronological order. 

In fact no such order would be infused 'into' the land of Unlimited Abstracts, for the land of 
Unlimited Abstraction is void both time and distance for time and distance are found 
encapsulated 'within' the entities of 'knowing' 

How can this be? Time and distance become a function of mass and energy, which in turn are 
found 'within' the land of Limited Abstracts. Thus, it is time and distance become aspects unique 
to entities of knowing developing 'within' the concept of the physical, developing 'within' the 
region of what are 'perceived' to be the real. 

It appears we come back to complexity again and again. Ockham would not be pleased. But the 
whole point of the two lands is that we have various potentials for developing answers to the 
quest for the holy grail philosophers have been seeking, religion has been seeking, and science 
has been seeking. It appears, depending upon the 'point of view' of the 'region' determining 1 st 
truth/l st principle that the issue of 1 st principle/l st truth is irresolvable. Such a perception emerges 
out of the lack of understanding rather than emerging out of understanding what has been said. 

What has been stated is simply that 1 st principle is relative. Each 1 st principle is as much 1 st 
principle as another. Each 1 st principle is 1 st principle if stating from 'within' the region of its 
emergence. Each 1 st principle gains equal rights to the status of being 1 st principle and as such 
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each 1 st principle gains the potentiality of being just that, being 1 st principle. As such, each 1 st 
principle gains the equality of potentiality regarding being not just 1 st principle but even more 
importantly, being 1 st truth. Once again, the three 1 st principles are: The individual exists, the 
universe exists, and the whole exists. In essence, we are establishing a concept known as 
'relativistic 1 st principle'. The concept of 'relativistic 1 st principle' does something 'for' the 
concept of 1 st truth, which the concept of 'constancy of 1 st principle' cannot. 

The equality of 'relativistic 1 st principle' 

'Relativistic 1 st principle' leads to 'equality of a floating 1st principle'. The existence of three 1 st 
principles, three 1 st truths simultaneously may not seem important but it is the only way to 
establish the equality of our three means of perception: faith/religion, observation/science, and 
reason/philosophy. After twenty-five hundred years of debate, it appears it is only through the 
process of recognizing the equally of each 1 st truth that we can recognize the significant each 
truth has to ourselves, has to all of humanity, has to perhaps all forms of 'knowing' universally. 
It appears it is only through the process of recognizing the equality of each 1 st truth that the 
potential to perceive 'knowledge', perceive abstraction, form unique abstractual perceptions, will 
emerge. It appears it is only through the process of recognizing the equality of each 1 st truth that 
we will ever be able to resolve the conflict existing, to resolve the conflict perpetually erupting, 
to resolve the conflict which keeps us divided as a specie, as individuals. 
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Let's examine just how it is that the concept of 'relativistic I s principle' equates into the concept 
of equality for all three 1 st truths, 1 st principle. 



The equality of 'relativistic 1 st principle 



Aristotle: 

Observation 

Cosmology 


Descartes 

Reason 

Metaphysics 


Zeno 

Belief 

Ontology 


1 st Principal: 

Action exists 
The universe exists 
Reality exists 
The physical exists 


1 st Principle: 

Individuals exist 
Individuality exists 
'Knowing' exists 
The soul exists 
Distinct/unique/ 
Multiplicity exists 


1 st Principle: 

God exists 
Summation exists 
The whole exist 


2 nd Principle: 

Individuals exist 


2 nd Principle: 

God exists 


2 nd Principle: 

Action exists 


3 rd Principle: 

God exists 


3 rd Principle: 

Action exists 


3 rd Principle: 

Individuals exist 
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The result of such a system, of a shifting relative 1 st principle based upon relative 'location': 

1. Each 1 st principle, each 1 st truth appears once as 1 st truth, 1 st principle 

2. Each 2 nd principle, each 2 nd truth appears once as 2 nd truth, 2 nd principle 

3 . Each 3 rd principle, each 3 rd truth appears once as 3 r truth, 3 rd principle 

The result: the emergence of a concept which could be call: the Equality of Principle 
Resolving the paradox of 'a' Cartesian System 

Relativistic 1 st principle: The process of 1 st principle changing as one changes the 'location of 
reference moves us from a Cartesian system built upon 'a' 1 st principle to a system of 'multiple' 
1 st principles. Such a perceptual shift moves us towards what one might term a non-Cartesian 
system. 
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This process can better be understood using graphics. The process becomes: 



The Whole: X 




Individuality Z: 



Regions 'X', 'Y', and 'Z' look familiar because they are the regions from which we initiated the 
resolution to the Paradox Aristotle established through the natural extension of Zeno's paradox. 

With the perspective of the graphic established, we will shrink the size of individuality to better 
represent the relative size of individuality, the individual, knowing, unique entities with 
awareness of awareness. Obviously, the true scale cannot be depicted in graphics compatible to 
this word processing program but we can at least begin to make the effort. 
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As such, the diagram might better be portrayed as: 



The Whole: X 






/ The Universe: Y X 




V • Individuality: Z / 



Having made the effort to more closely approximate the three 'locations', we will now proceed 
to reintroduce our concept of Cartesian space, a Cartesian concept embracing the principle of a 
'beginning' having a point of 'origin', of a beginning point having an origin. With the 
establishment of an origin we can expand the graphic if we 'move outward' from the point we 
designate as the 'origin', 'move outward' from the point whose coordinates are (o, o, o), 'move 
outward' from the 'beginning point'. If we implement the process we obtain: 
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We will shrink this Cartesian concept we obtain: 
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Having done this we will place this point of origin 'within' each of the three points of 'location' : 
first within the universe, then within the whole, and finally within the individual. We will further 
examine each unique situation separately. We will examine each unique situation in terms of 
why we obtain three different 1 st principles. Due to the fact this tractate deals in particular with 
Aristotle, we will begin by first placing the point of reference, the origin of a Cartesian physical 
system inside the universe but 'outside' the individual, outside the unique perception of one's 
individuality, outside of the 'location' of one's consciousness. 

Following, these guidelines we obtain: 



The Whole: X 




Point A 
Expanding 
'outward' 
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Now we will call this point of origin located within a spatial universe permeated with time, point 
'A'. Keep in mind that point 'A' is just that, a point. Point 'A' is not an awareness nor does it 
itself have awareness of awareness. Point 'A' does not have consciousness of its own 
consciousness for it has no consciousness to begin with. Point 'A' is a point and a point by 
definition has no length, depth, or height. In essence, point 'A' is nonexistent in the sense of 
what we perceive existence to be from the point of view of the universe. Point 'A' is nonexistent 
in the sense of what 'things' are which is from the perspective a physical universe perceives 
existence to be. Point 'A' is, in essence, an abstraction. Point 'A' is. 

From 'A's' point of reference: 

1. The physical exists 

2. The physical is observable, measurable 

3. Individual Z, is physical in nature 

4. Individual Z, if in fact Individual Z does have the ability to perceive 
abstraction, understands abstraction because of its unique assembly of atoms 
and molecules. 

5. Abstraction does not exist. 

6. Abstraction is simply an understanding of 'perfection' (i.e. a perfect circle) 

7. Abstraction, perfection, is simply a natural extrapolation of physical states 

8. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. exist 

9. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. are attempts to understand 
perfect abstraction towards which imperfect abstractions lead. 

10. Imperfect abstractions do not exist as abstractions any more than abstractions 
exist. 

11. Imperfect abstractions, as with perfect abstractions such as the perfect, do not 
exist. 

12. Imperfect abstractions can be found in the physical only in the imperfect form 
found in the reality of the physical 
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13. The 'outside' to the universe is not physical 

14. The 'outside' to the universe is simply an idea and thus an abstraction 

15. 'The' 'outside' to the universe, being simply an idea, being an abstraction, does 
not exist. 

16. The net result: 

a. God, totality, the whole, only exists as the physical, the universe. 

b. The universe is the ultimate form of reality. 

c. God is an abstraction 

d. God is 'dead' 

e. God does not exist 

f. The individual only lives while its physical form functions 

g. The 'knowing' of the individual exists only as long as the individual 
exists 

h. Immortality is a myth 

i. God is nature itself 

j. While Atheism may not be completely accurate, pantheism, as opposed 

to panentheism, is completely accurate 
k. Man can conceive of things which do not exist 

1. Free will only applies to an infinitesimal period of time for any one 
individual 

m. Concepts such as: 'Prey we are wrong.' 'Hope we are wrong.' 'Follow 
the rules of faith and you may get lucky.' begin to emerge. 

n. Hopelessness emerges from the understanding: 'A' span of time is 
'relatively' insignificant to the 'whole' 

o. All things emerge from the physical 

p. All 'things' emerge from Mother Nature including ideas themselves, 
q. Etc. 
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Transferring the Cartesian system to the location representing the individual entity of 
continuously emerging 'knowing', we obtain: 



The Whole: X 




Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 



The point of origin now finds itself located within an entity of 'knowing' which in turn is located 
within a spatial universe permeated with time. The point of origin, however, is itself located 
within abstractual knowing. We call this point of origin, point A. Point 'A' finds itself immersed 
within and surrounded by the universe. Point 'A' finds itself immersed within and surrounded by 
a biological sensory vehicle of physical ness. Being the origin of 'knowing', point 'A' has a 
sense there may be a limit to physicalness. Point 'A' has intuitive sense there may lie an 
'outside' to the universe. However, Point 'A' is so far removed from what lies 'outside' the 
universe it is only able to make one observation. Point 'A' observes that it is immersed within 
the physical. As such: 
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From 'AV 'new' point of reference we now obtain: 

1. The physical exists 

2. The physical is observable, measurable 

3. Individual Z, is physical in nature 

4. Individual Z, if in fact Individual Z does have the ability to perceive 
abstraction, understands abstraction because of its unique assembly of atoms 
and molecules. 

5. Abstraction does not exist. 

6. Abstraction is simply an understanding of 'perfection' (i.e. a perfect circle) 

7. Abstraction, perfection, is simply an 'idea' 

8. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. exist 

9. Abstractions of love, hate, jealously, desire, etc. are attempts to understand 
perfect abstraction towards which imperfect abstractions lead. 

10. Imperfect abstractions do not exist as abstractions any more than abstractions 
exist. 

11. Imperfect abstractions, as with perfect abstractions such as the perfect, do not 
exist. 

12. Imperfect abstractions can be found in the physical only in the imperfect form 
found in the reality of the physical 

13. The 'outside' to the universe is not physical 

14. The 'outside' to the universe is simply an idea and thus an abstraction 

15. 'The' 'outside' to the universe, being simply an idea, being an abstraction, 
does not exist. 

16. The net result: 

a. God, totality, the whole, only exists as the physical, the universe. 

b. The universe is the ultimate form of reality. 

c. God is an abstraction 

d. God is 'dead' 
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e. God does not exist 

f. The individual only lives while its physical form functions 

g. The 'knowing' of the individual exists only as long as the individual 
exists 

h. Immortality is a myth 

i. God is nature itself 

j. While Atheism may not be completely accurate, pantheism, as 

opposed to panentheism, is completely accurate 
k. Man can conceive of things which do not exist 

1. Free will only applies to an infinitesimal period of time for any one 
individual 

m. Concepts such as: 'Prey we are wrong.' 'Hope we are wrong.' 'Follow 
the rules of faith and you may get lucky.' begin to emerge. 

n. Hopelessness emerges from the understanding of 'a' span of time 
being 'relatively' insignificant to the 'whole' 

o. All things emerge from the physical 

p. All 'things' emerge from Mother Nature including ideas themselves, 
q. Etc. 
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Transferring the Cartesian system to the location of the 'whole' of continuously emerging 
'knowing', we obtain: 



The Whole: X 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 




1 1 



No time 
No distance 



Time found 'within' 
Distance found 'within' 
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Now we once again will call this point of origin located within timelessness, point 'A'. In a 
sense, it is inaccurate to depict a Cartesian system lying 'within' such a location for the location 
is void of time and distance existing as universal abstractions. Time and distance only find 
themselves 'encapsulated' 'within' the unique entities of consciousness, which have uniquely 
'moved' through both time and distance while 'traveling' 'within' the physical, 'traveling' 
'within' the universe 'within' which time and distance are found to exist as 'universal' entities 
(universal in terms of the limits of the physical universe itself). 

From 'A's' 'new' point of reference we now obtain: 

1. The physical exists 

2. The physical is observable, measurable 

3. The physical of individual Z, is physical in nature 

4. The abstract of individual Z is abstract in nature 

5. Individual Z, if in fact Individual Z does have the ability to perceive 
abstraction, understands abstraction because its unique assembly of atoms and 
molecules allows the abstract as an entity to 'observe' the physical. 

6. Abstraction does exist. 

7. Abstraction understands 'perfection' (i.e. a perfect circle) 

8. Abstraction, perfection, is separate from, yet found both 'inside' and 'outside', 
the physical 

9. Abstractions of love, hate, jealousy, desire, etc. exist 

10. Abstractions of love, hate, jealously, desire, etc. are not attempts to understand 
perfect abstraction but exist as unique entities, exist as 'perfect' variations of 
'perfection' . 

11. Imperfect abstractions do not exist as 'imperfections' but rather exists as 
'perfect' entities of themselves. 

12. Perceived imperfect abstractions, as with perfect abstractions such as the 
perfect, exist. 
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13. Perceived imperfect abstractions can be found in the whole only in the 
imperfect form found encapsulated 'within' a unique entity which developed 
from 'virgin consciousness' having experiences 'within' the reality of the 
physical 

14. The 'outside' to the universe is not physical 

15. The 'outside' to the universe an abstraction 

16. 'The' 'outside' to the universe, being an abstraction, exists. 

17. The net result: 

a. God, totality, the whole, exists as the whole. 

b. The whole and its parts, the universe and the individual, are the 
ultimate form of Reality. 

c. The whole is. 

d. The whole exists. 

e. The physical individual lives while its physical form functions 

f. The 'knowing' of the individual exists 'eternally' not because the 
'knowing' moves through time endlessly but because the 'knowing' of 
the individual exists in a region of timelessness, exists in a region 
where time is a function found 'within' the 'knowing' of the 
individual. 

g. Immortality exists because unique entities find themselves immersed 
in a 'region' void the universal presence of both time and distance. 

h. The whole is a unique entity itself. 

i. The whole has its own 'understanding' of what 'is' through it's 
understanding of what it is the sum of all its parts 'creates'. 

j. While Atheism may not be completely accurate, panentheism, as 
opposed to pantheism, is accurate in terms of what we are 'able' to 
perceive at this point in time 

k. Man and other forms of 'knowing' can conceive of things which do 
not exist 
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1. Free will only applies to an infinitesimal period of time for any one 
individual 

m. Concepts such as: 'You are unique.' 'I am unique.' 'Our physical 
needs and appearances are not what we have in common. What we 
have in common is our need to develop uniquely as abstractual 
knowing.' 'We, you and I, you and I together, add to the emergence of 
the very uniqueness of the whole itself.' begin to emerge. 

n. Hope emerges from the understanding of 'a' span of time being 
'relatively' significant to the 'whole' for the whole cannot be uniquely 
the whole without all of its parts, including your unique 'knowing' 

o. Virgin consciousness 'develops into unique 'knowing' and emerges 
from the physical 

p. One means by which unique 'knowing evolves is through 'traveling' 
and 'emerging' from Mother Nature. This applies to the concept of 
unique ideas themselves. 

q. To the 'whole' one 'span of time' has no more significance than 
another 'span of time' located within unique entities of 'knowing' 
because 'spans of time' have no significance to the whole for time is 
not found as 'an' element of the whole but rather is 'an' element of 
individual entities. 

r. Etc. 

Things emerge from the physical, emerge from Mother Nature and 'enter' the abstract. The 
physical emerges from 'within' the abstract and unique experiencing, creating, 'knowing' can 
develop from experiencing 'within' this 'region'. Newness emerges through the process of being 
separated from totality through a process called 'exclusion through inclusion' versus the more 
commonly understood concept of 'exclusion through separation' . 
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Reopening the walls of confinement 

A Cartesian system implies a 'beginning' and an 'end' even though the 'end' may not be 
perceivable. A Cartesian system 'going' from here to there, going from infinite 'smallness' to 
infinite 'largeness' suggests all 'things' lie somewhere between the two. This in turn suggests 
totality is the summation of all 'things'. 

'From' beginning towards the end is the perceptual direction Aristotle initiated. This does not 
imply only 'one' direction of perceptual observation. Such a perceptual observation has a 
seemingly infinite number of possibilities: 
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And 



Potential 
Origins 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 



and 



Point A 

Expanding 

'outward' 




Origin 
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And 



Potential 
Origins 




Point A 
Expanding 
'outward' 



By no means did Aristotle 'limit' us in our ability to perceive. Aristotle did not have the 'power' 
to 'control' us. Aristotle simply took the step towards examining the universe, examining Zeno's 
concept of multiplicity. Aristotle took the step towards examining all 'things' found 'within' the 
universe. In essence, Aristotle began an examination of the region of Limited Abstracts. 



Unfortunately, we, humanity, took this to be 'the' way and the only way to go. We ignored 
abstraction. We ignored going back to Zeno. We ignored taking 'a' step towards understanding 
seamlessness, abstraction. 
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When one maps humanities perceptual historical path beginning with Zeno, one obtains: 




Seamlessness 


Multiplicity 


f Zeno 



Line 
Of 
Symmetry 



Point A 
Expanding 'outward' 



The question becomes: What happened? Why did we ignore the other half of Zeno's implied 
system? 



We forgot the second half of Zeno's implied system because it is easier to 'believe' what one 
sees than to believe one's rationality. The last perceptual means of development to succumb to 
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the principle, 'Seeing is believing.' was philosophy. As we discussed earlier in this tractate, 
philosophy held out admirably for almost two thousand years before it joined the ranks of 
science and religion in embracing this principle. 

As the last graphic suggests, we moved collectively towards the concept of 'The universe exists 
and we are in the universe.' As such, we accepted an inside to the universe. We accepted a 
Cartesian perception of 'beginning/end' and rejected the concept of multiplicity /phy sic ality and 
seamlessness/abstraction existing simultaneously in an independent yet dependent manner. For 
that matter we even left behind the concept of abstraction being 'the' form of existence and the 
physical being simply an illusion. With the acceptance of an 'inside' but not an 'outside' to the 
universe we moved towards the concept of monism verses pluralism. 

Now why mention it as monism verses pluralism rather than as monism verses dualism? The 
reason might better be depicted graphically than verbally: 
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Monism verses dualism: 



Emerging out of Aristotle's perception 
regarding one basic existence: 

Multiplicity 
Physicality 



The Physical: 
Objects lacking 




The Physical: 
Objects containing 


'knowing' 




'knowing' 



Point A 
> Expanding 'outward' 



In a sense, the above is simply a line of continuum representing monism. Such a continuum 
develops through the perception of consciousness being an innate characteristic of unique 
physical structure. 
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Emerging out of Zeno's perception regarding 
two basic existences 
Seamlessness & Multiplicity 
Abstraction & Physicality 



The Physical 
Objects lacking 



'knowing' 



Point A 
Moving through the 
perceived physical 

in order to 
Expand 'outwardly' 
Its abstractual 
knowing 



The Abstract 
Objects containing 



'knowing' 



1. 




Each entity 




existing 




independent 





Each entity 
dependent 
one upon the other 



The whole 
Existing 
As a system 
Of the two: 
Independency & Dependency 
Seamlessness & Multiplicity 
Abstraction & Physicality 



You may notice there is a lack of a 'connecting' line. The lack of such a line implies the two are 
separate entities. It does not imply one does not affect the other, nor does it imply the two are not 
interconnected, interwoven. 
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Within 'a' system of symbiotic panentheism, the growth of abstract concepts evolves and is 
'created' through growth of 'virgin consciousness'. Virgin knowing expands uniquely through 
the parameters of free will choosing in an uninfluenced manner how it will do so. Free will 
choosing to grow uninfluenced by stability and perceived of what 'is' 'outside' the physical. 

What it means to Humanity specifically and all forms of virgin consciousness universally 
generally 

The result generated by the new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism, the 
individual being God, leads to a concept of infinite expansion of abstraction through growth. To 
put it another way, the result leads to opening the door to Humanity's prison. 
This may not seem like such a significant concept until one begins to reflect upon the question: 
Does confining humanity, does encaging humanity, lead to an increase in violence? If such is the 
case, then 'opining the 'walls' Aristotle built around the physical, may lead to a reduction of 
human violence universally. . . 

If such is the case then perhaps the detail given to the re-examination of Aristotle's system may 
not be insignificant after all. 

Aristotle's 'closed system' closed us off from the abstractual and 'placed' us 'within' the 
physical. Aristotle's system imprisoned us and as such we moved forward with our mimicry of 
the physical as opposed to our option of moving toward the perception of being abstractual. 
Physical hedonism became rational behavior and abstractual hedonism became irrational. 

Mimesis, as described by Renee Girard, grew out of the closed system initiated by Aristotle. 
Mimeses is the act of learning behavior through the act of mimicry. Mimesis is the act of 
mimicking the physical animalistic behavior we find all around us. Mimesis becomes what we 
embrace since it is what we 'see'. The concept of 'altruistic' behavior becomes just that 
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'altruistic' since we cannot 'see' it's abstractual rationality. Altruistic behavior therefore appears 
to be baseless thus 'altruistic'. 

By opening up Aristotle's system and establishing the rationale of abstractual existence we move 
'altruistic' behavior to the level of simply being reasonable and we move animalistic behavior to 
the level of being irrational behavior for an entity encapsulating abstractually perceptual abilities. 
Physical hedonism thus gives way to abstractual hedonism and becomes rational only if one 
'wishes' to perceive oneself as being simply a physical 'thing', perceive oneself as being simply 
temporary. 

The result: 

Responsibilities emerge: 

1. The first responsibility: to universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness 
(one's self and others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: to journey unimpeded 

The understanding of 'a' solution to the paradox Aristotle initiated can be graphically depicted. 
Using Ockham's razor to the maximum, we obtain the graphic: 




The individual 



Action (vb) 



God 
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Generically speaking: we obtain symbiotic panentheism or more simply put: the individual being 
God. 

As such, should the universe 'dissolve', 'implode', 'die', we will remain 'within' abstraction, we 
will remain a part of the whole and nobody can take that away from you regardless of any 
denials on your part. 

But doesn't this do just what Aristotle did to Zeno's 'system'? Isn't enclosing abstraction in a 
'box' in essence the same as enclosing humankind in a circle? Surprisingly, no it is not the same 
thing but that also is another topic found outside the scope of this tractate 

If we must wait to understand the true nature of freedom, then where are we to go from here? We 
are about to examine perhaps one of the most treasured dreams of humankind. We are about to 
examine the potential reasonableness of freedom existing 'within' the confines of time. We are 
going to move forward in time itself. We are going to leave Zeno - 500 BC and Aristotle - 384 
BC and visit Boethius - 480 AD. 

We now understand that 

Aristotle is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' 
being filled Cartesianism, into that of being 'the' system filled with both Cartesianism and non- 
Cartesianism. As such, systems with a beginning end format and systems without a beginning 
end format, with the help of Aristotle, now have a location within which each dominates. As 
such, the understanding regarding the role of the Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism as well as 
the understanding regarding the interrelationship between Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism no 
longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of such an 
interrelationship is not only recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it is now 
understood how Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism interact one with the other. 
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1 Question: What were Aristotle's own views regarding the existence of God? The sentence implies that he was an 
atheist. Answer: This is not to imply that Aristotle was an Atheist, rather it is to imply that the perception of reality 
acting within 'what is' leads to historical development of the 'lack' of 'a' causative force of the universe, leads to 
the historical development of a Hegelian foundationless system lacking the concept of 'beginning'/' end' as Eastern 
philosophy suggests. 

2 Question: Why were those repercussions unavoidable? Answer: Certain types of 'action' leads to what we 
perceive to be 'unavoidable' reactions. An example: If one steps off a cliff, one will fall. Now this not need be the 
case for one may step off a cliff and find one is held up by an invisible floor, however, the most likely result, the 
most assured result of stepping off a cliff is that one will fall. Confining, placing a person within a sensory 
deprivation chamber can eventually lead one to forms of violent actions while within the chamber in order to find a 
means of gaining sensory input once again. Now granted the universe is 'quite' large, but it becomes confining 
nevertheless when one establishes a 'boundary' to the universe. The 'boundary Aristotle established is the limit of 
matter, energy, time, and distance. 

3 Question: Why use the "caged animal" metaphor? Answer: Renee Gerard suggests humanity learns behavior 
through mimicry. The 'caged animal' metaphor simply uses the concept of mimicry and applies a natural 
understanding of what happens to 'free animals' being 'caged' to that of humanity being 'caged through the limiting 
of knowledge itself. 

4 Question: Would people of religious faith agree with you on this point? Answer: In spite of the fact that people of 
faith often wish to dismiss science, it science finds enough factual evidence to support their claims, for the most 
part, even people of faith eventually accept the findings of science. As such they either learn to the scientific concept 
around their religion or they mold their religion around the scientific concept, i.e. the earth is spherical, the sun is the 
center of the solar system, man can fly, . . . 

5 Question: The word "suppressed" implies conspiracy and intent. Are you sure it was intentional, or simply a 
consequence or by-product? Answer: It was intentional - see Zero - The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, by 
Charles Seife, Viking Penguin, 2000 

6 Question: Are you being fair in stating that Philosophy sold out humanity? Answer: Absolutely! Philosophy has 
become 'a' toy of the academics and as such has shut itself off from the public. The only philosophers recognized as 
having any form of authenticity are those whose credentials include: Professor, Dr., affiliated with. . ., from the 
University of . . ., etc. It is not the idea, which has merit with 'philosophers' but the source. 
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Boethius helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand Free Will 
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The error: The paradox of free will and divine foreknowledge 

The perception: Boethius moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system being filled 
with free will into that of being 'the' system filled with both free will and divine foreknowledge. 
As such, free will and divine foreknowledge, with the help of Boethius, now have a location 
within which they can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of both free will 
and divine foreknowledge as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between 
free will and divine foreknowledge not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect 
of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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God, Boethius, and Free Will 

Issue 3 

Boethius - The Error of 

> Divine Foreknowledge Void Free Will 

> Free Will Void Divine Foreknowledge 

> Free Will Void the Laws of Nature 

Part I: Creating the paradox of 'the' System 'containing' free will 
Introduction 

Free will confined within the boundaries of determinism is simply an illusion of free will. 

'There can be little question that Boethius, more than any other philosophic 
author, helped the great Schoolmen to retain a general comprehensive view of the 
world as a whole, in spite of the distractions of their minute inquiries. ,l 

Boethius presented humanity with a model of a metaphysical system, which led to an 
understanding regarding how it is men retain free will within the parameters of an all-knowing 
entity. Boethius' metaphysical system describes an omniscient God and It's interrelationship to 
free will. Examination of Boethius' metaphysical system becomes the point of the first part of 
this tractate. The second part of this tractate is an examination of a means by which we can 
embrace such a system while freeing ourselves of the contradiction divine foreknowledge, 
determinism, pre-destination, or predestination impose upon the very concept of 'free' will. 

Paradoxically, the process of freeing ourselves of the confines of determinism is accomplished 
through a process of removing free will from the realm of determinism and then reinserting free 
will back into determinism through a process of 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation 
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through exclusion'. The exploration of 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation through 
exclusion' is itself fully explored in Tractate 8: Russell. Although the in depth understanding 
regarding the concept of 'separation through inclusion' must wait for the Russell Tractate, we 
will initiate the understanding regarding such a concept within this tractate. 

Boethius argued we must accept free will as being recessive, submissive to divine 
foreknowledge, determinism, pre-destination, and predestination. Now if submissive 
independence is not an error, what is? 

Is Boethius to blame for our having been able to resolve the paradox regarding free will and 
divine foreknowledge? 

The answer is no. We are now the ones responsible for not resolving the issue regarding the 
paradox of the simultaneous independent existence of free will and determinism. Philosophers 
have expanded our understanding of abstraction and scientists have expanded our understanding 
of the physical. Now it is up to us to merge the two sets of knowledge. We have the knowledge. 
Therefore, it is up to present day metaphysicians to assemble these pieces of the puzzle and 
create a new metaphysical model. 

An alternative metaphysical perception, metaphysical model, to Boethius' metaphysical 
perception exists. The problem is to gain the attention of religion, philosophy, and science, all of 
who have rejected the very validity of metaphysics itself. 

With this in mind, let's examine what it was Boethius laid out for us as a metaphysical 
perception. Let us then proceed to examine why this metaphysical system was accepted as a 
logical argument. We will then examine why such a metaphysical model advanced intact through 
history followed by an examination as to why it is we have not yet discarded this metaphysical 
system. Finally, let us examine why it is we can now file Boethius' system away as an interesting 
perception found within the annals of philosophical history as opposed to its status of being an 
unresolved perplexing paradox of philosophical perception. 
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A misconception of determinism 

Determinism and free will are perceived to be the two states of being/action found only 'within' 
process - reality (vb). This is a limited perception. It is a perception of 'confinement'. In order to 
expand our perception regarding free will and determinism, it will help to examine the types of 
action, which appear to exist. 

There appear to be three types of action correlating to the three regions of truth, the existence of 
'relativistic truth' as explored in the previous tractate: Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian 
Systems. 

Action can be categorized as either active or passive. 

In terms of action, there is being/action in the active sense and being/action in the passive sense. 
This statement suggests only two forms of action rather than three forms of action. Upon closer 
examination, however, one finds each of these two forms of action, these two forms of 
being/action are themselves subdivided into two subgroups. 

Doesn't such a statement imply there are in fact only two forms of action? No, there are four 
forms of action, which emerge from the two primary sets of action. Each of these four forms of 
action is not themselves relegated to a lesser significance than the two sets from which they 
emerge. It is the action itself, which 'is' as opposed to the two sets within which they can be 
categorized. 

Understanding Boethius requires only the examination of three of the four forms of action. It is 
for this reason Part I: The Introduction of this tractate suggests there are three forms of action. 
Understanding the resolution to the paradoxical independent existence of free will and 
determinism requires the examination of all four forms of action. It is for this reason Part II: 
Resolving Boethius' Paradox deals with four versus three forms of action. 
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Part I deals with three regions within which 'a' unique truth can be found to exist. 

Part II expands upon this understanding to include not three but four regions, not three unique 
truths but four unique truths. In fact, it might better be said: Each of the four action forms 
dominates a particular 'region' of 'location and that 'a' unique truth exists as 'a' unique 
dominate form of action, which 'gives' the 'region' its unique innate characteristics. 

Such a statement, however, is misleading for it would better be said that each region of first truth 
evolves an innate characteristic through the primary action found to dominate the region itself. 

To begin understanding the means of resolving Boethius' paradox, we must first examine 
Boethius' metaphysical system in terms of three action forms. 

Three forms of action 

Before naming the three forms of action, it will help to briefly examine the three 'regions', which 
contain their own unique 1 st truth. The in-depth examination of such an understanding was 
explored in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems. 



The whole 
Timelessness 

The Void of space/distance 
Abstractual existence 




The whole universe 
Time 

The presence of Space/distance 
Physical existence 




The whole individual 

Abstraction found 'within' Physical existence 
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Having identified three 'locations', we can list three action forms. We can then demonstrate why 
it is we find such action existing as an innate characteristic of the region. We can demonstrate 
how it is first truth is first truth while being within first truth only from the point of view of the 
region itself. In short, we will both demonstrate what is meant by the term 'relativistic first truth' 
examined in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems and demonstrate how 'relativistic first 
truth' can resolve the paradox of the independent existence of free will and determinism. 
Action: 

I. Passive action 

1. Action bound by the laws of nature 

2. Action bound by the laws of determinism 

II. Active action 

3. Action bound by the laws of free will 
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Expanding upon our diagram through the placement of action, we obtain: 



Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 



The 'whole' - complete individual 
Abstraction - packets of 'knowing' found 
'within' the whole 



Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 




The whole 
Timelessness 

The Void of space/distance 
Abstractual existence 



The whole universe 
Time 

The presence of space/distance 
Physical existence 



Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 



The whole individual evolving 

Abstraction found 'within' physical existence 
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And why is it actions found bound by the laws of nature and actions bound by the laws of 
determinism are both considered to be 'passive' forms of action? Action bound by the laws of 
nature and actions bound by the laws of determinism are both 'predetermined' and as such, they 
are not 'free' but 'bound' to be what they are. 

This is not to imply actions bound by the laws of nature are each proceeded by conscious 'intent' 
to have the action be what it is. Rather it implies that the laws of nature determine action 
naturally. 

Within a system of divine foreknowledge, it could be said: Actions bound by the laws of free 
will are also 'bound'. Such a perception, however, evolves out of a perception that being 
'bounded' by the lack of control of one's action is a form of control itself. Such a perception is 
correct. However, it is not correct in the sense one may first think. Actions bounded by the laws 
of nature and actions bounded by the laws of determinism are forms of 'controlled actions', 
which lie 'outside' the realm of one's control. Actions bound by the laws of free will are by 
definition 'controlled' in the sense that they are not controlled by a source 'outside' one's control 
but rather controlled by one's self. 

The question then arises: What do we call states of the individual? Such existence is said to 
simple 'be' without action. In essence, there is no action to such forms of existence found within 
the physical universe. A rock exists, an atom exists, and a star exists. These are forms the 
individual often referred to as states of being as opposed to states of action. 

One may object and point out that a star is a dynamic object. It is in essence a summation of 
many states of action. Fusion is but one such process taking place 'within' the star. This form of 
action does not apply just to the star however. The rock is composed of its own unique forms of 
action. Atomic vibration, subatomic particle movement, heat exchange, electromagnetic 
interactions, etc. 'fill' the rock with action no less than the star is 'filled' with action, states of 
active being. 
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These states of action are not forms of determinism. These forms of actions are actions bound by 
the 'laws' of nature. Such actions are discoverable through observation and measurement. We 
call such action, actions bound by the laws of nature. Laws of nature are not only predictable but 
lend themselves to a concept known as formulation. Formulation is simply a predictable pattern 
capable of being expressed through a mathematical equation. We may not have the mathematical 
sophistication capable of predicting all such actions but there is no denying we are working 
diligently on developing just such a level of sophistication. We may not have the time to develop 
this level of mathematical sophistication. The concept of limited time, however, is not stopping 
us from exploring such mathematical formulations. 

Such states of being/action, process - reality are not examples of determinism. They are instead 
actions generated by the laws of nature, which are inherent in our universe. Such actions are 
universal to our universe because they exist within a universe where such laws 'rule'. It is very 
possible such laws of nature may not exist in another universe. It is possible other universes 
abide by different 'laws' or lack of 'laws' as we might perceive an existence lacking 'rules' to 
be. 

We are not, however, here to discuss unique possibilities regarding a variety of existences 
potentially found within unique universes. We are here to understand our personal universe. Part 
of understanding our universe, understanding ourselves, understanding the whole, understanding 
the interactions of the three lies in understanding action. 

Actions bound by the 'laws' of nature are not forms of determinism nor are they forms of free 
will, they are rather just what they were stated to be, actions bound by the 'laws' of nature. 

What are actions classified as forms of determinism and what are actions classified as forms of 
free will? Actions of determinism and actions of free will are actions, which are not bound by the 
'laws' of nature. 



160 



God, Boethius, and Free Will 

Newton identified three basic laws of action, as well as inaction. Inaction is an extreme form of 
action. Inaction is the purest form of minimalistic action found on the extreme end of the action 
continuum. 

Newton's laws 2 of motion/action existing 'within' nature: 

1 . A body continues in a state of rest or uniform motion in a straight line unless 
it is acted upon by external forces. 

2. The rate of change of momentum of a moving body is proportional to and in 
the same direction as the force action on it, i.e. F=d(mv)/dt, where F is the 
applied force, V is the velocity of the body, and 'm' its mass. If the mass 
remains constant, F = mdv/dt or F= ma, where 'a' is the acceleration. 

3. If one body exerts a force on another, there is an equal and opposite force, 
called a reaction, exerted on the first body by the second. 

Actions of determinism and actions of free will are distinguishable from forms of action or 
inaction bound by the laws of nature. If one jumps off a cliff, they will fall. The process of 
falling, the action of falling is bound by the 'law of nature' . The decision to jump is a case of 
personal choice. One decides to jump or not to jump. 

It is the issue of choice being an option or not being an option, which is to be addressed in this 
article. It is the issue of whether the book of life 'is already written' or whether the book of life 
'is in the process of being written' which is to be examined in this tractate. It is the development 
of a new means of 'looking' at, of perceiving the function of determinism existing 
simultaneously with, yet independently from, free will. It is the intent of this article to 
demonstrate that not only do the two, free will and determinism, exist uniquely and 
simultaneously but they do so in a critically interdependent fashion. 
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The concept regarding a critical interdependence of free will and determinism establishes a 
metaphysical system wherein determinism and free will are dependent upon each other for their 
very existence as unique forms of action. 

But what of actions bound by the 'laws of nature'? Actions bound by the laws of nature will find 
themselves addressed in detail throughout this work. One need but revert to Tractate 1: Zeno and 
Seamlessness to find such an example. Within Tractate 1, one can find a detailed discussion 
regarding a region where an understanding emerges regarding the 'real' being simultaneously a 
'real illusion' and the 'real illusion' being simultaneously the 'real' . 



Limits placed upon Boethius 

To understand Boethius' metaphysical system one must understands the place in history 
Boethius occupied. Boethius followed Aristotle. It was Aristotle who, as we discussed in 
Tractate 2, closed the 'region' we call reality. 






The Universe: 




The Universe: 








Is a System filled with: 


Zeno 


The Physical 






The Abstract 




The Physical 








The Abstract 



Aristotle 
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Boethius was therefore faced with one and only one choice in terms of where to place all action, 
be they actions bound by the laws of free will or actions bound by the laws of determinism. 



Zeno 



Aristotle 



I Progress 



Boethius 




Progress 




The Universe: 

Is a System filled with: 

The Physical 
The Abstract 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 



This is better understood if we diagram it as: 



The Universe: 

Is a System filled with: 

The Physical 
The Abstract 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 
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The diagram demonstrates there being no 'outside' to 'reality'. Why is there no 'outside' to 
Boethius' 'observable' reality? There is no outside to physical reality because Aristotle closed it 
off from rational perceptual examination through the process of establishing a subconscious 
acceptance of the concept: 'Seeing is believing.' 

The result of Aristotle's action: Free will and determinism found themselves immersed 'within' 
the universe and only the universe. As such, humanity had no choice but to reconcile the 
apparently contradictory actions classified as free will and determinism. 

The process of finding a solution to the apparent paradoxical coexistence of free will and 
determinism existing simultaneously within the same location was the fundamental objective 
Boethius attempted to establish in his work: Boethius - The Consolation of Philosophy. The 
problem Boethius confronted, however, emerged from the limits within which Boethius found 
himself. Boethius found himself limited to 'a' reality comprised of the physical. As such, 
Boethius found himself limited to developing a means of reconciling the existence of free will 
and determinism 'within' the limits of a 'physical system' . 

An in depth examination of the paradox Boethius generated regarding the coexistence of free 
will and determinism can better be understood after having refreshed oneself with a few of 
Boethius' thoughts extracted from his tractate: The Consolation of Philosophy. 
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Some thoughts expounded by Boethius 

Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy 
Book V, section III: 

'Look,' I said, 'there is something even more difficult I find perplexing and 
confusing. 

'Tell me,' she said, 'though I can guess what is troubling you.' 

'Well, the two seem clean contrary and opposite, God's universal foreknowledge 
and freedom of the will. If God foresees all things and cannot be mistaken in any 
way, what Providence has foreseen as a future event must happen. So that if from 
eternity Providence foreknows not only men's actions but also their thoughts and 
desires, there will be no freedom of will. No action or desire will be able to exist 
other than that which God's infallible Providence has foreseen. For if they can be 
changed and made different from how thy were foreseen, there will be no sure 
foreknowledge of the future, only an uncertain opinion; and this I do not think can 
be believed of God. . . . 

Book V, section IV: 

Then Philosophy spoke. 'This is an old complaint about Providence. 

'It cannot be that what is foreseen as a future event does not come to pass. It 
would be as if we believed that what Providence foreknows as future events are 
not going to happen, instead of believing that although they happen, they were not 
predestined in their own nature. You will easily be able to see it in this way; we 
see many things before our eyes as they happen, like the actions we see 
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charioteers performing in order to control and drive their chariots, and other 
things of this sort. But no necessity forces any of them to happen in this way, does 
it? 

...'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, 
before they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of 
necessity. For just as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on 
what is happening, so foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to 
happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But 
this is all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge 
includes the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the 
superior.'... 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Herein lies the crux of Boethius' argument, we, humans must accept his argument for it 
supposedly rises above human rationality and flows into the rationality of God, approximates 
God's rationality which is and forever will be unknowable to us. 

In short, Boethius is saying: It is so even if we cannot comprehend it. And just what is 'it'? 'It' is 
the perception: 'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge... For just as the 
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knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on what is happening, so foreknowledge 
imposes no necessity on what is going to happen.' 

According to Boethius, divine foreknowledge, existing simultaneously with legitimate free will, 
is what it is. Such a concept reduces free will to a state of irrationality. The simultaneous 
existence of free will existing as free will even though the actions are pre-known is to be 
accepted as free will because Boethius has decided that such a state of existence is a primary 
theorem. As we can see from the previous quotes, Boethius tells us such a basic premise is to be 
accepted as a non-debatable theorem. Why is it Boethius claims we must accept, without debate, 
such a theorem? We must accept such a theorem because the theorem resolves the paradox of 
free will existing simultaneously with divine foreknowledge. 

Such a perception is proposed as an ironclad theorem of metaphysics because it establishes a 
means of creating a rational understanding of an irrational position. In essence, Boethius 
attempted to rationalize an irrational metaphysical position. We cannot completely fault 
Boethius. There is no denying that Aristotle's perception of the physical universe existing, as 
'the' system is a very tempting metaphysical system to embrace. 

Aristotle established the scientific perception of there being 'a' singular location of existence. 
Aristotle established the scientific perception of there being 'a' location bound 'within' the 
physical, bound by the limits of the physical, confined by the limits of the physical. There is little 
doubt that such a metaphysical system is very difficult to refute since we can 'see'/observe this 
metaphysical system. 

Only an observable system, a physical system, is 'provable' through observation/measurement, 
an action of the physical itself. Abstraction is not measurable. Abstraction itself is not 
observable. What is observable in terms of abstraction is the affect abstraction has upon the 
awareness found within the physical. Free will and determinism are not the action itself but 
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rather intent, which initiates action found within the physical. This is what is meant by: Free will 
being confined within the same boundaries, as determinism. 



Boethius' metaphysical system 



Boethius' metaphysical system displays free will as being confined within the same boundaries 
as determinism. 




It is obvious from the metaphysical system diagramed that the three forms of action must be 
reconciled metaphysically in terms of their interrelationships 'within' such a system. 
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To assist us in understanding the three forms of action we will examine the three forms of action 
through a series of diagrams: 

Action 1: Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Action 2: Actions bound by the laws of free will 

Action 3: Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Boethius' metaphysical system placed all three forms of action 'within' the same container and 
shook up the three forms of action until they were completely emulsified. As such, the 
appearance of equality of action emerged. As with all emulsions, however, if one 'waits' long 
enough, the emulsion of action will eventually separate into layers of relative value. 



Key: 



Such a process would take on the following initial appearance: 



* 



* 



* 



* 



o 



* 
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This, over time, settles into its various layers of value and becomes: 



Layer/level 3: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 



Layer/level 2: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 



*I* *I* *I* *I* *I* *I* *I* *I* 

*j* *j* *j* *j* *j* *j* *j* *j* 



K.) K.) O O O O K.J K.J O 



Layer/level 1: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 



Within Boethius' metaphysical system, determinism becomes level one for without levels, two 
and three being predetermined by level one levels two and three could not exist. Level two, a 
location for level three, becomes level two for without level two level three has no 'place' to be 
and as such could not exist. 
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The graphic of Boethius' metaphysical system, when viewed from the point of perception 
regarding higher levels of value, higher levels of dominance of one over the other, becomes: 



Of greatest value: 
Action bound by the 
laws of 
determinism 






















Of lesser value: 
Action bound by 
the laws of 
nature 




o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




Of least value: 
Action bound by 
the laws of 
free will 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* * 



This form of categorizing action provides the logic of accepting, as well as provides the means of 
understanding how it is determinism could exist 'within' a region of free will. This form of 
categorizing action provides an understanding as to how it is possible for one form of action, free 
will, to fall 'under' the influence of determinism through the action of determinism superceding 
free will. An example of just such a situation would be one forcefully holding the hand of 
another on a hot stove. This action supercedes the desired action of the victim and thus the 
concept of 'victim itself emerges. 
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Within Boethius' metaphysical system, what happens to the concept of 1 st truth? First truth 
precedes the 'levels' generated by such a system: 



3 rd truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 



2 nd truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 

1 st truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 



But, one may say: How could it be that first truth does not correlate to anything other than what 
Boethius suggests? Boethius used the metaphysical system Aristotle suggested: The physical is 
real and the physical is 'the' system. Isn't that in fact why 1 st truth is called 1 st truth? Doesn't the 
concept of there being 'a' single location of existence itself suggest there is 'a' singular 1 st truth 
to which this system can be reduced? 

As we shall see in the next few sections, the answer to both questions is 'Yes' if we apply 
Boethius' 'layers' of truth to the Aristotelian metaphysical system of 'a' location of existence 
being the universe itself, being physical existence itself. 

As we shall see in Part II, the answer to both questions is 'No' if we apply an independent 
location for each form of action for there are not three 'locations' of existence equating to three 
forms of action but rather there are four locations independent of each other equating to four 
forms of action. 



*J* *J* *J* *I* *J* *I* *I* *I* *J* 

¥gm *J* *J* jgm 



O O O O O O O O 
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Boethius' metaphysical system and social acceptance 

Boethius' metaphysical system appears to provide the understanding necessary regarding the 
paradox of omniscience and free will existing simultaneously. Boethius' system provides the 
rational explanation regarding the contradictory simultaneous existence of an 'all knowing' 
whole and men having 'control' of their lives. Boethius appears to provide an understanding 
regarding why men are responsible for their actions in the presence of divine foreknowledge. 

However, does Boethius' metaphysical system really provide answers regarding the 
contradictory simultaneous existence of free will and divine foreknowledge - predestined results, 
or is Boethius' metaphysical system simply a system which attempts to do so while falling short 
of the mark? 

Is there any other choice? Is there any other metaphysical system, which solves the paradox? Is 
there any metaphysical system which would remain standing once we applied Ockham's Razor 
to an alternative solution regarding 'free will' and divine foreknowledge, omniscience', existing 
simultaneously? 

Presently there is no other alternative metaphysical system other than Aristotle's metaphysical 
system of there being only one location of existence. As such, even today, we still perceive 
Boethius' solution to be 'the' solution to the paradox of free will and divine foreknowledge 
existing simultaneously. Thus: 

'There can be little question that Boethius, more than any other philosophic 
author, helped the great Schoolmen to retain a general comprehensive view of the 
world as a whole, in spite of the distractions of their minute inquiries. ' 3 

remains the order of the day. 
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And so it is we continue to accept Boethius' solution: 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Boethius' metaphysical system and perpetual historical acceptance 

Historically we had little choice but to accept Boethius' metaphysical system for we had no 
'place' else to place either 'free will' or 'determinism' or 'free will and determinism' for that 
matter. 

Until we understand the concept of multiple locations of existence, we 'will' continued to accept 
Boethius' solution: 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Boethius' metaphysical system and why it is we have not presently discarded 

We presently have no choice but to accept Boethius' metaphysical argument regarding the 
contradictory simultaneous existence of free will and determinism existing 'within' the confines 
of a physical universe for the very confines of the physical is 'the' location Aristotle recognized 
as being 'existence', 'the' existence. 

We remain 'boxed in'. We insist upon following the primary principle of science that if one 
cannot measure it, it has no validity in terms of 'existing'. 4 As such, we relegate faith and 
reason; two means we have of developing truth, understanding truth, to the level of being 
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second-rate perceptual tools. Because we perceive faith and reason to be second-class perceptual 
tools, we submit to the perception of observation/science being 'the' only 'true' perceptual tool 
we have in our arsenal of perceptual weapons. We 'believe', have faith in, and we think it is 
'rational', reasonable, that our understanding of the whole and of our, individualities' 
relationship to the whole is comprehensible only through what it is we 'see', what it is we can 
measure. 

Where does this leave us in terms of our present perceptions regarding the contradictory 
simultaneous existence of the individual's free will and the whole's divine foreknowledge? It 
leaves us in the same state of confusion regarding the interrelationship of determinism and free 
will as we experienced over fifteen hundred years ago: 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

In short, we remain frustrated. We continue to fall back upon the argument: 'Get used to 
it, because that's just the way it is.' 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

The wall of perception 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine 
work.' 5 

So it is our debates, regarding religion, begins. So it is our predisposition regarding ontological 
rationality emerges. All our debates regarding ontological, cosmological, and metaphysical 
discussions begin with a conscious or subconscious foundation that: 'It is not allowed to man to 
comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 

This is no way to begin a discussion regarding the concept of 1 st truth. This is no way to begin a 
discussion of 1 st principle. Who would dispute the concept that we 'cannot 'know' truth to be 
'truth'. However, just as surely as no one would deny we may not be able to 'know' truth to be 
truth, no one would profess we are incapable of defining 1 st truth, 1 st principle, as best we can. 
Having defined 1 st truth, we are then capable of proceeding with the dialectic regarding the 
defined truth and the impact such a defined truth has upon our universe, the whole, and 
ourselves. 

Without the acknowledgement of our being able to define 'truth' as best we can and moving on 
from that point, all science collapses. Without the acknowledgement of our being able to define 
'truth' as best we can and moving on from there, all faiths evaporate. Without the 
acknowledgement of our being able to define 'truth' as best we can and moving on with life 
itself, all reason becomes sheer irrationality itself. 

Time after time our religious, scientific, and philosophical opinions fall back upon the ultimate 
point of view we throw in the path of arguments persistently eroding away at our bastions of 
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reason, faith, and observation: 'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of 
the divine work.' 

If we have in fact reached the limits of metaphysical philosophical arguments, it is not because 
there is no infinitely expansive realm of metaphysics left to be explored. If a metaphysical limit 
has been reached it is because we have defined the further limits of metaphysics to be 
nonexistent through the proclamation that: 'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all 
the ways of the divine work.' 

Boethius' words: 'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine 
work.' Are repeated over and over because they themselves are the words describing the barrier 
which keeps us separated from the great expanse of creativity regarding our further 
understanding the interactions and interrelationships between the individual/individuality, 
being/action, process - reality, and God/the whole. 

As such, within this tractate, within this work, we are going to reject the concept of: 'It is not 
allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' while at the same 
time accepting its basic premise. This may sound contradictory but it is not. In essence, what we 
are going to do is accept that while the statement, '...man may not be able to comprehend in 
thought 'all' the ways of divine work.', we are going to presume that any questions man is 
capable of initiating, man is capable of resolving. The only limits man is incapable of 
understanding are limits man is incapable of defining. 

This is an exciting principle. It is the very principle that establishes as well as accepts humanity's 
purpose in terms of leaning and humanity's purpose in terms of gaining knowledge will never 
come to an end as long as 'the' universe exists. Such a principle establishes: If one loves the 
pursuit of knowledge, as it appears our specie does, then one need never agonize as regards 
potentially approaching the end of the learning process. 
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With this in mind, we have little choice but to accept the concept that free will may in fact exist 
independent of determinism and vice versa, determinism may in fact exist independent of free 
will. In fact, we may have little choice but to accept the fact that both statements exist as 'truths' 
simultaneously. 

How can we make such a statement when it appears we have apparently rejected just such a 
statement through our initial rejection of Boethius' metaphysical perception regarding the 
simultaneous existence of free will and divine foreknowledge? 

The very perception of the simultaneous existence of: 

1 . Free will existing independent of determinism 

while 

2. Determinism exists independent of free will 

is where the essence of this tractate lies. How can this be the essence of this tractate if the point 
of this tractate is to dismantle the issue of determinism and free will existing simultaneously as 
Boethius professes them to be? It is not the concept regarding the very existence of free will, 
divine foreknowledge, and the universe, which are being questioned. Rather what is being 
questioned, is the limited confinement itself, the limits we place upon such concepts that are 
being challenged within this tractate. 

Boethius asserted that we could create a solution regarding the two concepts: free will and 
determinism, through the process of mixing the two. Try as we might over the last 1500 years, 
we have been unable to create a 'solution' regarding the two. We have only been able to create a 
mixture of the two. 

A true solution of free will and determinism would create a system where each is independent of 
the other yet a system where each is dependent upon what the other has to offer. More 
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contradictions? The statement is only a contradiction if one retains our present philosophical 
orientation of being 'enclosed' within 'a' system rather than being 'enclosed' within a system, 
which finds itself in turn enclosed within a system. 

We have a perception regarding a metaphysical system in place. One aspect of the perception we 
have in place was alluded to via Zeno. Aristotle identified a second aspect of the perception. 
Boethius then began the process of introducing a contradictory perception, which confused the 
issue regarding the simultaneous existence of free will and determinism. Boethius embraces 
Zeno's self-stated assertions of uncertainty as well as Aristotle's arguments regarding the 
universe being the only 'location' of the action. 

In order to embrace both Zeno and Aristotle, Boethius strongly suggests that free will and 'divine 
foreknowledge' are compatible in the form of adjacent actions of multiplicity found 'within' a 
region of multiplicity itself. 

The complexity of such a statement requires the application of Ockham's razor in order to reduce 
the statement to a more intelligible form. If the statement is unintelligible as it is, why make the 
statement in the first place? The statement is made because it accurately represents where we as 
philosophers presently find ourselves. Boethius led us into such depths of confusion. Boethius 
led us into the blind alley. However, can we really lay the blame upon Boethius for our being 
mired in the perpetual cyclical argument: 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine work.' 

We cannot, in good conscious, 'blame' Boethius for our previous inability to break out of the 
catch 22 within which we find our present metaphysical thought 

We, you and I and you and I together, willingly, through the process of free will, accept 
Boethius' presumptions. We embrace such a perception under the assumption that we are limited 
creatures not just in terms time but also in terms of timelessness itself. We embrace such a 
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perception in the name of being humble before the majestic awesome presence of an 'all 
knowing' entity. 



False modesty leads to the entrapment of the mind within the confines of prison walls impossible 
to break through. The only way we have of breaking through our self-created wall of 
confinement is to break down the wall of humility we have built around ourselves. Boethius may 
have built the wall of limits within which we find ourselves entrapped, but we are the ones who 
have passively accepted their perceived impenetrability. 



To free ourselves of these prison walls, we must rely upon ourselves. The method of breaking 
through this wall of perception is to replace the perception itself with a new perception. 



Having said this, let's begin an examination of 'the wall' 




We perceive free will and determinism to coexist not as a mixture but as a solution in and of 
itself. Try as we might, oil and water do not naturally create a solution. They are incompatible 
and that is just the point. Free will and determinism do not create a solution and as such, we 
cannot comprehend an alternative potential solution unless we are willing to remove the walls of 
Aristotle and begin looking for a different perception regarding how to incorporate the two, free 
will and determinism, into a different metaphysical model than the one Boethius suggested. 
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Boethius asserted the two, determinism - 'divine foreknowledge' as he puts it, and free will exist 
side by side, exist as companions forever tied to the very substantive travels of all individuals be 
they human or other forms of existence which have the distinctive mark of free will stamped 
upon their brows. 

The only means we have of throwing off the yoke of determinism is through a new means of 
perception regarding just where it is we perceive ourselves to be. Such a perception would have 
the effect of allowing ourselves to redefine what it is we understand ourselves to be. Such a 
redefinition would have the impact of allowing us to establish an understanding of just why it is 
we may exist as individuals and why it is we may exist as the sole remaining member of the 
specie, Homo sapiens. 

It is possible to model an understanding demonstrating how pure free will can exist 
uncompromised by 'divine foreknowledge'. In the process of building such an understanding, we 
will establish a model where free will and determinism may not only be independent of each 
other but may simultaneously be interdependent of each other's existence. The final result: We 
will see how it is metaphysics is alive rather than being 'dead' as we presently 'believe'. 

Even more excitingly, we will begin to gain an insight as to how it is metaphysics retains an 
ever-moving horizon, which may well extend infinitely beyond our reach just as finality to the 
extent of knowledge itself may extend infinitely beyond our reach. 

This tractate, however, is not the tractate within which this last statement will be specifically 
examined. The detailed examination of such a statement will have to wait for tractate 18: The 
End of the Beginning. For the time being, we must stay on track and return to our understanding 
regarding a new solution to the long-standing paradox regarding the simultaneous presence of 
free will and divine foreknowledge. 
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Rationalizing the irrational 

'I must be right because you don't 'know' that what you are telling me is an absolute.' 
What is this argument that because we have perceptual limitations, there are things we cannot 
'know' and therefore it must be accurate to assume 'divine foreknowledge' exists yet 'divine 
foreknowledge' is not determinism. 

Is a metaphysical system, which embraces the simultaneous existence of free will and 
determinism co-existing in the form of adjacent actions of multiplicity, found 'within' a region 
of multiplicity itself, a logical point of metaphysical perception? In terms of a metaphysical 
system of the past, yes it is. In terms of the new knowledge we have gleaned over the last 
millennium and a half, no it isn't. 

It is time to update our perception of rational metaphysical perceptions. In order to do so, lets 
examine a new metaphysical system to understand just how free will and determinism may 
coexist without contradicting one another as is the case with Boethius' metaphysical system. 

The limits of language 

We live 'within' the limits of what it is we are able to communicate to each other. We live 
'within' this thing we call language. The implication is we will never 'know' truth. 

Regardless of whether or not one agrees with such a statement, one cannot ignore the fact that we 
are confined by language. Likewise it must be remembered that we are immersed 'within 
language and thus must either find a means to break out of the limits language places upon us or 
we must expand language to meet our expanded perceptions. 
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We presently embrace concepts such as: 

Free will has been predetermined yet predestined acts remain acts of free will. 
Predestined free will is free will. 

Free will immersed within divine foreknowledge is free will 

We accept such contradictions because we 'believe' 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

We hide behind the perception that it is 'too difficult' a paradox to understand the whole and as 
such we submit to arguments that we should not 'waste' our energies upon such impossible tasks 
as understanding the relationship between free will and determinism. 

Until we refuse to end our actions of hiding behind the conceptual perception that it is too 
complicated to revise language so as to elevate language to the level capable of describing 
advanced metaphysical perceptions, we will never understand how it is: 

Free will that has been predetermined is not free will. 
Predestined free will is not free will. 

Free will immersed within 'divine' foreknowledge might very well be free will 
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It is understandable why we hesitate to release the concept of determinism and begin to embrace 
the full ramifications of free will. Free will places a yoke of responsibility upon each and every 
one of us. Determinism, on the other hand: 

1 . Provides the rational for our not being responsible for our actions 

2. Accepts our actions as a matter of fact, actions which we cannot avoid 

3. Excuses our need to take responsibility for our action 

Who would be so irrational as to accept one's responsibility for one's own action when there is a 
way to avoid such responsibility? That may be a fair statement, but to ignore 'what is' in favor of 
'what is not' does not nullify 'what is' being 'what is'. 

Should we be afraid of exploring a rational understanding of the whole and our relationship to 
the whole? Perhaps, on the other hand, perhaps Churchill provided some insightful perspective 
we can apply to such a situation when he said: 'We have nothing to fear but fear itself.' 
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Oil and Water 

Free will and determinism are like oil and water - you cannot put them together and obtain a 
solution. You may put them together but what you obtain is simply a mixture. 




So, which is the water and which is the oil? Is free will oil or water? Is determinism oil or water? 
If one is oil is the other water? 

When one performs the operation of mixing oil and water one obtains oil being contained within 
water unless one factors in the container itself. If one factors in the container itself, one may 
obtain a layer of oil coating the inside of the container within which water is found to contain the 
droplets of oil. This is not to be ignored for the analogy itself exists. For the time being however, 
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we have little choice but to ignore this aspect of the analogy and move on with our discussion. 
The more complex analogy will be addressed later. 

As such, lets examine the two possibilities: 

Possibility 1: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 




Oil/free will 



Water/determinism 
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Possibility 2: 

Oil/determinism 
Water/free will 




Possibility #1 suggests free will is found immersed 'within determinism. Possibility # 2 suggests 
determinism is found immersed 'within' free will. Which is the 'correct' perspective? 

Let's examine the two possibilities and see where it gets us. As we do so, lets change the shape 
of the container for the purposes of making them more user friendly: 
Possibility 1: 
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Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 
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becomes: 



Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 
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Possibility 2: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 
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becomes: 

Oil/free will 
Water/determinism 









Water/determinism 
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Now one will object to possibility #2 due to the general perception that oil is less dense than 
water. The objection evaporates, however, when one acknowledges that it is not oil and water we 
are examining but free will and determinism. Neither free will nor determinism can be measured 
in terms of density but the two are recognized as incompatible and thus the only rational we have 
been able to apply to our understanding regarding the existence of both existing simultaneously 
lies in Boethius' argument that the two can coexist if we accept: 

...'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity 
are, before they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of 
necessity. For just as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on 
what is happening, so foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to 
happen. 
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'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But 
this is all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge 
includes the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the 
superior.'... 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

Boethius argues we must accept what we cannot possible understand as being what it is men say 
it is. Boethius argues we must accept our limits and stop trying to gain an understanding since we 
will never be able to understand. Boethius implies we have the ability to outline the problem but 
not the ability to understand the solution. 

So it is we have remained mired in the lack of understanding. 

Boethius states that free will finds itself subordinate to determinism, finds itself subordinate to 
divine foreknowledge yet remains free will and we must accept this in spite of the contradictory 
position such a statement forces us to assume. 

In spite of the historic acceptance of such a position, the question remains: Is 'free will' free or is 
free will subordinate to determinism? The true existence of free will as opposed to the 
subordination of free will to determinism is what we must rationally examine and examine in 
detail. 
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The analogy of oil and water lies at the heart of the debate regarding: a) the independent - oil 
above water, b) the independent - an oil and water emulsion, or c) the interdependence - 
simultaneous existence of free will and determinism existing as a solution. 

Why all the concern regarding the two simple concepts of free will and determinism? If our 
actions are 'controlled' by the forces of determinism, we, each one of us, is 'controlled' . If our 
actions are 'controlled' by a 'higher' force - we are controlled. If our actions are controlled by 
ourselves - we are free. Gods' puppets or 'being free' that is the issue. 

This dialectic does not immerse itself only within past arguments, but rather this dialectic 
suggests a new solution to the debate. This dialectic suggests we reexamine the paradox from a 
new metaphysical perception. The new metaphysical perception is known: 

a. Metaphysically as the individual acting within God 

b. Generically as 'symbiotic panentheism' 

Let's begin to examine a new solution to this age-old question regarding the simultaneous 
independent existence of free will and determinism by dividing action into four categories found 
'within' this thing we call existence. 
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The four forms of action: 
Four forms of action: 
Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

The passive action of being is action in the form of the primal state of 
existence as opposed to other forms of action emerging from the primal state 
of existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are passive actions taken by inanimate 
objects as well as actions that simulate the action of inanimate objects - a rock 
falls, you fall, a rock exists, you exist 

Active action: 

3. Freewill 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' object, action 
which could go various ways and whose action was directed by the 'knowing' 
object of its own accord. 
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4. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended actions 
have been overridden by actions of free will generated by a dominating 
second 'knowing' object 

This form of categorizing action provides the logic of accepting, as well as provides the means of 
understanding how determinism could exist 'within' a region of free will. This form of 
categorizing action provides an understanding how free will can fall under the influence of 
determinism through the action of determinism superceding free will. An example of just such a 
situation would be one forcefully holding the hand of another on a hot stove. The action of 
holding someone's hand in the fire supercedes the desired action of the victim to remove their 
hand and thus the concept of 'victim itself emerges. 

Passive action: 

1. The state of being: What 'is' 

The state of being is a form of action requiring no 'knowing'. The state of 
being is: 

a. The most basic form of action. 

b. The most elementary form of all forms of action. 

c. The primal state of existence. 

All other forms of action emerge from this most basic form of action. 

Examples of states of being: I exist. A rock exists. 
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2. Actions bound by the laws of nature: What 'is being' 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are action requiring no 'knowing'. Since 
these actions require no 'knowing' they are classified as forms of passive 
actions. These are actions taken by inanimate objects. Such actions also include 
the actions of animate entities that simulate the action of inanimate objects. 

Examples of actions bound by the laws of nature: When dropped from a cliff, a 
rock falls. When dropped from a cliff, you fall. 

Active action: 

3. Actions bound by the laws of free will: What 'will be' 

Actions bound by the laws of free will are 'knowing' actions taken by a 
'knowing' entity and are independent of the laws of nature and independent of 
the laws of determinism. These actions are actions directed by the 'knowing' 
entity. 

Examples of actions bound by the laws of free will are: I will step off the cliff. 

4. Actions bound by the laws of determinism: What 'has been' 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism are active 'knowing' actions taken 
by a 'knowing' object and are independent of the laws of nature. These actions 
are actions taken by a 'knowing' entity whose intended actions have been over- 
ridden by actions of free will generated by a dominating second 'knowing' 
entity. 
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Examples of actions bound by the laws of determinism are: I am, against my 
will, pushed off the cliff by an entity itself bound by the laws of free will. 



Having classified action in this manner, it is now possible to find a unique location for these four 
forms of action. The process of 'finding' a unique location for the four forms of action provides 
us the means of examining the unique function of each action to the whole. 



The unique location of: 



1 . What 'will be' : A location for the individual - individuality 

2. What 'is being' : A location for being - action, process/reality - the universe 

3. What 'has been' : A location for God - the whole 

4. What 'is' : A location for being - existence of existence 



The order listed is different from the order originally listed. There is a reason for this. The order 
was intentionally reordered to emphasize the concept: 



The individual value related to the four action forms has no relative greater 
significance or lesser significance to the metaphysical system within which they 
are found. The metaphysical system within which the four actions forms are found 
could not be 'the' unique metaphysical system it is if any of the four forms of 
action were to be eliminated. The value of each form of action is not a value of 
relativeness but rather the value of each of the four action forms have not only 
equal value for its own self but have equal value for each of the remaining three. 



It must be emphasized repeatedly that the order is unimportant due to the lack of relative value 
existing within the system itself. What is important is the existence the four action forms. 
Without the existence of any of the four action forms, the system of the individual acting within 
God becomes something it is not, which is a static system. 
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What 'will be' 



Free will - A location for the individual - individuality 



A location for Free Will: The existence of 'the potential to be' 
A location of: What 'will be' 



Established, completed 
Units of Knowing 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Location of 
Determinism 




Location of 
Free Will 



Evolving 
Divine Book 



Evolving, incomplete 
Units of Knowing 



The 'location' of free will is a location where 'knowing' develops. The location of free will is 
itself a process. The location of free will, the 'location' of the process of what will be, provides 
the 'location' for the development of 'becoming'. As such, under free will, 'becoming' develops 
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itself as a unique point of knowledge. It may even be possible that this 'location', the 'location' 
for the action of pure free will, itself grows as the entities of knowing gain a more in depth 
understanding of the 'location' itself. In essence, the very growth of knowledge, the very growth 
of the 'location' where 'becoming' becomes, may influence further development of that very 
location. 

Such a statement strongly implies: Complex abstractual perceptions developed through 
'knowing' evolving 'within' a location where free will exists, may lend themselves to shifts of 
the location itself which in turn could conceivable alter the very perceptual potential of its very 
'occupants'. This could lead to an infinite number of qualitative and quantitative variations of 
evolution of the location of free will, thus expanding the 'location of free will's' very ability to 
influence the development of new units of knowing. 

As complex as this may all appear, the simple point remains: It becomes obvious why 'location' 
becomes a necessary component of a metaphysical system such as 'symbiotic panentheism.' The 
whole has the characteristic of not only being but the whole is dependent upon the existence of 
free will to 'produce', evolve, establish unique units of knowing which expand the very knowing 
of the whole. 

The reason determinism, as an aspect of the whole, is found 'outside' free will is because the 
knowledge, which has been established, the knowledge, which 'is', is. Each unit of knowing is a 
part of the whole. Each unit of 'knowing' can be 'examined' as infinite variations of partial units 
of itself, yet each unit of knowing can be 'examined' as a whole unit in and of itself found within 
the greater Whole. 

Since there is a seemingly endless, infinite number of units of 'knowing', units of knowledge, 
units of perceptions gained through the process of acquiring knowledge while evolving within a 
location for free will, there emerges a sense of omniscience of the whole. In fact, there would be 
what one would call omniscience of the whole. 
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The question then becomes: Does free will exist as a part of the whole? Within a metaphysical 
system of the individual acting within God, free will does exist as a part of the whole for there is 
a location of free will located 'within', and therefore is a part of, the whole. 

The question then becomes refined: Does free will exist as a part of the whole void the 
'locations' of free will? In essence the question becomes: Does the whole as itself have free will? 

Well now, this is a question, which goes to the understanding of the whole as the whole as 
opposed to the interrelationship of individual units of knowing and the whole. This is a question 
philosophy has never asked before because philosophy did not understand the concept of the 
whole having its own knowing separate from its knowing as the sum of individual packets of 
knowing which was thought to equal the whole. It was never considered how it was possible for 
the whole to be greater than the sum of its parts. 

So again: Does the whole have free will other than that found within the physical universe within 
which knowing itself grows? 

The question leads us back to the concept: Which came first, the chicken or the egg? 

In terms of the whole: Could the whole have developed free will as a mechanism of growth or 
did the whole exist initially as the whole whose primal characteristics included the innate 
characteristic of free will? Alternatively, did the whole become the whole because it in fact used 
its preexisting free will to develop itself in the manner with which it does so? 

This is not a typical question asked of metaphysics. Rather the question is a more theoretical 
problem requiring a theoretical solution. In essence, metaphysics, with the aid of these tractates, 
is becoming specialized into a field of theoretical metaphysics as opposed to the more practical 
metaphysics we find within our perception regarding reality of the physical universe, as we 
perceive it today. Again, another field of metaphysics arises, practical metaphysics. Once we 
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begin to ask the more theoretical question we find ourselves being able to do so only 'after' we 
have accepted the more basic premises of metaphysics. The very acceptance of basic 
metaphysics premises produces what we call Practical Metaphysics. And with the establishment 
of practical metaphysics comes a natural out cropping, Metaphysical Engineering, the process of 
shaping society based upon what our most acceptable metaphysical system implies. The 
emergence of Metaphysical Engineering suggests Plato may have been more correct than he ever 
dreamed when he stated: It is the philosopher who should head government. 

What is: Divine foreknowledge - A location for God - the whole 

A location for divine foreknowledge: the existence of 'what is' 
A location of: What 'has been' 

Near the beginning of the book: Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Classics, 
1969, one finds the statement: 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine 
work.' (Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, IV, 6) 

Boethius then ends his work with the statement: 

'What does it matter, then, if they are not necessary, when because of the 
condition of divine foreknowledge it will turn out exactly as if they were 
necessary? The answer is this. It is impossible for the two events I mentioned just 
now - the rising of the sun and the man walking - not to be happening when they 
do happen: and yet it was necessary for one of them to happen before it did 
happen, but not so for the other. And so, those things, which are present to God, 
will without doubt happen: but some of them result from the necessity of things, 
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and some of them from the power of those who do them. We are not wrong, 
therefore, to say that if these things are considered with reference to divine 
foreknowledge, they are necessary, but if they are considered by themselves, they 
are free of the bonds of necessity: just as everything that the senses perceive is 
universal if considered with reference to the reason, but individual if considered 
in itself. 

'But, you will reply, if it lies in my power to change a proposed course of action, I 
will be able to evade Providence, for I will perhaps have altered things which 
providence foreknows. My answer will be that you can alter your plan, but that 
since this is possible, and since whether you do so or in what way you change it is 
visible to Providence the ever present and true, you cannot escape divine 
foreknowledge, just as you cannot escape the sight of an eye that is present to 
watch, though of your own free will you may turn to a variety of actions. 

'Well, you may ask, isn't divine knowledge changed as a result of my 
rearrangement, so that as I change my wishes it, too, seems to change its 
knowledge? The answer is no. Each future thing is anticipated by the gaze of God 
which bends it back and recalls it to the presence of its own manner of 
knowledge: it does not change... but with one glance anticipates and embraces 
your changes in its constancy. . . So that the difficulty you put forward a short time 
ago, that it was unfitting if our future is said to provide a cause of God's 
knowledge, is solved. The power of this knowledge, which embraces all things in 
present understanding, has itself set a limit upon things and owes nothing to 
events, which come after. And since this is so, man's freedom of will remains 
inviolate and the law does not impose reward and punishment unfairly, because 
the will is free from all necessity. God has foreknowledge and rests a spectator 
from on high of all things: and as the ever present eternity of His vision dispenses 
reward to the good and punishment to the bad, it adapts itself to the future quality 
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of our actions. Hope is not placed in God in vain and prayers are not made in 
vain, for if they are the right kind they cannot but be efficacious. Avoid vice, 
therefore, and cultivate virtue: lift up your mind to the right kind of hope and put 
forth humble prayers on high. A great necessity is laid upon you, if you will be 
honest with yourself, a great necessity to be good, since you live in the sight of a 
judge who sees all things.' 6 

In essence, Boethius stipulates the book is already written. 'To which book are we referring?' 
one may ask. We are referring to the book, which has more significance to ourselves than any 
other book. We are referring to the book, which outlines life itself. We are referring to what one 
might call the 'Divine Book'. 

The Divine Book includes the chapters: Divine Foreknowledge, Pre-destination, Predestination, 
and Determinism. 

The book to which Boethius refers is not an ongoing book but rather a closed book, a completed 
book. The closed book - the fallacy of the argument regarding a 'closed' book and God opening 
the book does not mean the ending is not 'known' just because the players themselves do not 
know the ending until they get to the end. 
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We speak of 'a' book because Divine Foreknowledge suggests all is 'known'. As such, the 
'book' has been written. So where is it one finds the 'divine book'? One finds the divine book 
located in a region of established abstraction void actions bound by the laws of nature: 



The Divine Book 



Unit A 






The Whole 



Perhaps one could say: The book is not 'a' book but rather 'a' set of books. 
Such a perceptions could be represented as follows: 




This representation demonstrates the concept Boethius suggested regarding Divine 
Foreknowledge. So, what is the difference between the first and second diagram? The difference 
lies in the different perception, which emerges from each perception. 
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The first diagram suggests the existence of 'a' book and thus suggests 'all is known' to the 
whole. 

The second diagram suggests a series of books, which in turn suggests a production of books. 
The second diagram suggests there is a 'source' of these books. As such, the question arises: Is 
there a 'location' from which the books evolve? 

The first diagram suggests the existence of 'a' book: 




Unit A 



The Whole 



Upon further examination, 'The Divine Book' becomes: 





The Divine Book 
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And then, since 'the' Divine Book contains 'all knowing' we in essence have: 




The second diagram suggests a series of books: 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 
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One could depict the concept of an 'emerging/evolving' 'knowing, depict the concept of 
'emerging/evolving' books as" 




Now isolating the 'evolving' Divine Book in order to facilitate it's evolving uninfluenced by 
what is, we obtain: 




Evolving 
Divine Book 
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We are back to the concept of abstraction existing 'outside' the physical. Once again, we are 
back to the solution we examined in Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness. Again, we find 
ourselves confronted with the concept of the 'real' and the 'real illusion' coexisting as was 
discussed in Tractate 1. The diagram clearly demonstrates the relevancy of the solution we 
examined within Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems, the concept of 'relative first truth' 
as opposed to Aristotle's implied existence of 'a' 'first truth'. 

Determinism is determinism, predestination is predestination, the book is the book, and divine 
foreknowledge is foreknowledge be it divine or otherwise. 

Philosophically, it has often been said that life is but a book already written within which living 
entities of reality can no more see what is to come than can the characters in a book. 

If one should open the book at page 15 today or tomorrow, the results are the same. The 
characters on page 15 have no idea regarding what will happen on page 456 regardless of how 
many times the book has been read from cover to cover by the 'whole', by totality, by 'God'. 
Regardless of how many times 'God' rereads 'the book'; the 'story' remains the same for Divine 
foreknowledge, as espoused by Boethius, remains Divine foreknowledge. Within 'Boethius' 
metaphysical system, regardless of the fact that the 'whole' may be found existing hunched over 
the book and rereading it for the hundred millionth times, the ending remains the same. 

Some would say language is too limited to allow us the ability to understand what it is we cannot 
possible perceive. Again how ludicrous, if we can perceive the overall concept then the overall 
concept is not outside our ability to perceive the concept itself. 'A' concept may take some time 
to develop language capable of expressing the concept we perceive. It may take time to develop 
our understanding in order to express the concept we think we understand. It may take time to 
expand upon our perceptions in order to express what it is we sense our perceptions to be but 
which we have difficulty fully understanding. Regardless, if we do not 'presently' find it within 
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ourselves to express what it is we 'perceive', eventually we will be able to express what it is we 
could not temporally express. 

What does this have to do with Boethius? If we insist upon embracing the concept that there are 
things we conceptualize but will never be able to understand, then we shall remain ignorant of 
understanding not because we can 'never' understand but because we choose not to understand. 

The only way to begin to understand the concept of 'determinism' and 'free will' existing 
simultaneously is through the process of remaining open and rejecting suggestions that we accept 
our lack of understanding as being simply a limitedness of our abilities. In short we cannot 
resolve the paradox of free will and determinism existing simultaneously until we dismiss 
Boethius' resolution to the issue as being simply something we have to accept, as being beyond 
our intellectual abilities. 

Zeno, with the introduction of the paradoxes of time and space, reached the philosophical level 
of understanding what it is we sense but could not express in the time period of 500 BC. For two 
and a half millennium, we have been 'stuck' at this level. We have embraced Boethius' 
resolution to the problem, the concept of our limitedness, because we have been unable to 
express a solution to the problem. We are now at a point where we can begin to understand 
seamlessness existing simultaneously with multiplicity. We are now at a point where we can 
begin to understand how it is the physical world, multiplicity, can exist simultaneously with the 
abstract, seamlessness. Such understandings now begin to emerge through understanding the 
concept of seamlessness existing independent of multiplicity, through understanding that 
seamlessness, abstraction, exists independently of multiplicity, the physical, through 
understanding one existing 'inside' the other, through understanding a greater Reality existing 
'outside' physical reality, through understanding the physical, multiplicity, existing immersed 
'within' timeless existence itself. 
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What 'is being': Determinism - A location for being - action, process/reality - the 
universe 

A location for Free Will to act: The process: individuality, the individual, becoming 
A location of: What 'is being' 

We have briefly examined the need as well as the rationality regarding 'a' location for both free 
will and divine foreknowledge 

What then of determinism: Isn't determinism the same thing as divine foreknowledge? We often 
consider the two to be the same concept. Therein lies one of our problems regarding the 
paradoxical perception that free will and divine foreknowledge exist simultaneously as 'the' 
dominant form of action located 'within' the 'same' location. 

By classifying action into four classes, we find a separate location for determinism. Presently we 
have proposed: 
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So where does this leave us regarding 'a' location for determinism? We have 'a' location for 
which one of the four forms of action has not been attributed: 



Location for: 
Determinism 




Now we begin to understand what is meant by the concept: Determinism 

Passive action: 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature: What 'is being' 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are actions requiring no 'knowing' . Since 
these actions require no 'knowing' they are classified as forms of passive 
actions. These are actions taken by inanimate objects. Such actions also 
include the actions of animate entities that simulate the action of inanimate 
objects. 
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Examples of actions bound by the laws of nature: When dropped from a cliff, 
a rock falls. When dropped from a cliff, you fall. 

What 'is': Pre-destination/predestination - A location for being - existence of existence 

A location for determinism to act, a location for free will to act, the process of the whole 
becoming, a location of what 'is' 

What is 'intended' : Determinism and free will simultaneously independent 

What then are we to say regarding our fourth form of action: Actions bound by the laws of: The 
state of being: What 'is'? 

This is perhaps the most interesting of the four forms of action for it is this very action, which 
makes the concept of separation of free will from divine foreknowledge possible. 

Passive action: 

1. The state of being: What 'is' 

The state of being is a form of action requiring no 'knowing'. The state of 
being is the most basic form of action. This form of passive action, the state of 
the individual itself is the most elementary form of passive action. The primal 
state of existence is the most basic form of action. All other forms of action 
emerge from this most basic form of action. 

Examples of states of being: I exist. A rock exists. 
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Where are we to find such action? It would appear there is 'nowhere' to place such action other 
than 'outside' the system thus once again rendering the system an incomplete system. 

To understand the fourth location it will help to first simplify the concept. We do so be 
examining a simple circle: 




At first glance, it would appear the circle divides space into two regions: 




The 'outside' 



Upon closer examination, we find this to be an incomplete perception. In actuality, the circle 
divides space into three regions: 



The circle itself 




The 'outside' 



With this in mind, we can reexamine our previous diagram and as we do so it becomes apparent 
that there is not only 'a' location for our fourth form of action but in fact there are three locations 
for our fourth form of action: 
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Three Locations for: 
What is 

Existence of existence 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of determinism 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of free will 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of divine foreknowledge 



Location for: 
Determinism 
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Functionality of action 

Now we have a problem. We come back to our previous statement: 'Having classified action 
(classified action into distinct groups) in this manner, it is now possible to find a location for 
these four forms of action. 

To refresh our memory regarding these groups we see we have two major groups each of which 
are further divided into two subgroups: 

I. Passive action 

a. States of being 

b. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

II. Active action 

a. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

b. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

At first glance it would appear there are three forms of active action and one state of pacifisity. 
How is it 'action' bound by the laws of nature are passive when they involve motion. 
Metaphysically all forms of action, regardless of whether or not they are 'in' motion or simply 
existing, without 'knowing' are passive forms of action. 
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This then brings us back to our previous examination regarding the 'levels' at which actions are 
placed: 



4 th truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* 


* * 


3 rd truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 




2 nd truth: 
Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 


















1 st truth: the 
state of 
being 



















Part II of this tractate found a new level of action being introduced into the model. As such the 
dynamics of the graphic has been expanded to include four action forms versus three action 
forms found in Part I of this tractate 



Two questions emerge from the information we have: 



1. How is it possible one form of action is, can be, appears to be, more 
significant than another if all forms of action exist? 

2. How can there be four simultaneous independent 'locations' for action when 
we 'know' of only two possible forms of action: the active and the passive 
forms of action. 
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Regarding question #1: 

There is no rational answer to the question. The only way to answer the question is to simplify 
our diagram. Rather than 'level's of one dimension we will mold action into a two dimensional 
state: 

We will begin the process through the application of Ockham's razor by removing the perceived 
relative values of significance we previously illustrated: 

mS* »I* »I* »I* »I* »I* »I* »I* »I* 

¥gm *J* 



K.) K.) K.) K.) K.) O O K.) K.) 



Applying Ockham's razor once again, we obtain: 

o 



217 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

If we then establish boundaries of existence for actions bound by the laws of nature, we obtain: 



/ 



\ 



\ 



\ 



/ 



If we continue to expand upon the boundaries enclosing actions bound by the laws of nature we 
obtain: 



\ J 
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If we then establish boundaries of existence for actions bound by the laws of determinism, we 
obtain: 



/ 



\ 



\ 



* 



\ 



/ 



\ 



/ 



Now why expand the boundaries regarding actions bound by the laws of determinism beyond the 
boundaries of actions bound by the laws of nature? We do so first to respect Boethius' concept of 
divine foreknowledge being 'within'. The concept of actions being 'found' 'within' totality 
applies to all forms of action. We do so secondly because, as we shall see, it provides the means 
of resolving not only Boethius' paradox of free will versus determinism but it also resolves 
Zeno's paradox of seamlessness versus multiplicity. In addition, the action of expanding the 
boundary of actions bound by the laws of determinism in such a manner as to encompass actions 
bound by the laws of free will allows for the resolution of Aristotle's paradox. As we shall see in 
another tractate, this very perceptual process allows for the resolution regarding the paradox of a 
Kantian Cartesian system versus a Hegelian non-Cartesian system. In fact, such a perceptual 
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model, provides a means by which we can resolve a myriad other metaphysical, ontological, and 
cosmological paradoxes as well. 

But back to the task we have been addressing, understanding 'location' of action. The question 
then becomes: What then of: 



► 

Why it becomes: 



Or: 



Whose 'location of existence becomes quite obvious when we remove the clutter and label the 
'locations' of action: 
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This does not appear to answer question #2: How can there be four simultaneous independent 
'locations' for action when we 'know' of only two possibilities? We understand the concept of 
the entity and the concept of the universe, our reality. 

Perhaps this can more simply be explained through the examination of a circle: 




There appears to be two locations in this diagram: 



1 . The inside of the circle 

2. The outside of the circle 



In actuality, however, there are three locations to this diagram: 
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With this in mind, we can then identify the four locations of our previous diagram: 




But how can a 'location' implement 'action'? It cannot. What implements action are entities 
themselves. How then do we reconcile such a statement with the diagram above? We cannot if 
we retain Zeno's perception as discussed in Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness: 




Nor can we reconcile such a statement if we retain Aristotle's perception as discussed in Tractate 
2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems: 
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However, we can reconcile the questions: 



1. 'But how can a 'location' implement 'action'?" 

2. How can there be four simultaneous independent 'locations' for action when we 
'know' of only two possibilities? 



if we go back to the previous diagram: 





i / ri^ r 

V * \ i 

— -i. / \ ! 


Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 


State of being 


Action bound 




\ ■ t — — ^__lL 
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by the laws of 
free will 

Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 
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The entity 'within' the circle, within the physical obviously exists, obviously exists within a 
region of action bound by the laws of nature, intuitively exists within the region of action bound 
by the laws of free will - actions that do not defy the laws of nature. 

Where, however, is the entity implementing action bound by the laws of determinism? 

The solution becomes apparent when the entity whose actions are bound by the laws of free will 
as well as whose actions are bound by the laws of nature are terminated by the laws of nature 
themselves and thus moves into the non-physical, pure abstractual location of existence. As such, 
the diagram becomes: 





— — V 

— -L / \ ! 


Action bound 
by the laws of 
nature 


State of being 






Existence 
of time and 
distance 


\ ■ / — — — * \ 

\J 1 

/ ! y 

i \ / y 
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Action bound 
by the laws of 
free will 

Action bound 
by the laws of 
determinism 
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Existence of 
no time 
and 

no distance 
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Why do the discussion of time and distance suddenly enter the discussion. Time and distance 
enter the discussion because we understand time and distance to be functions of the physical, 
functions of space, matter, and energy themselves. As such, the introduction of these concepts at 
this point in the discussion helps us to visualize, in a less theoretical manner, the metaphysical 
system suggested. This helps to initiate discussions immersed in pragmatism. 

Locations for actions 

Four questions arise with the establishment of forms of action: 
There are four forms of action: 

a. The state of being: 

b. Actions bound by the laws of nature: 

c. Actions bound by the laws of free will: 

d. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

The question: Why? 

Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of being? 
Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of nature? 
Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of free will? 
Why the need for a location of action bound by the laws of determinism? 



a form of passive action 
a form of passive action 
a form of active action 
: a form of active action 
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The short answers: 

What is 
What must be 
What could be 
What is is 



Determinism • 



Free Will 




What is 



What could be 



In order to expand our understanding regarding all this back and forth in terms of perceptual 
understanding, perhaps it would be beneficial to examine the concepts of divine foreknowledge, 
pre-destination, predestination, and determinism in a little more detail. 



Divine foreknowledge, pre-destination, predestination, and determinism versus free will 

Having touched upon the concepts free will, divine foreknowledge, pre-destination, and 
predestination it may help, before we move on with attempting to further resolve Boethius' 
paradox, to examine the four more closely as regards present day perceptions versus a new 
perception. 
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Divine foreknowledge: 

The concept of divine foreknowledge suggests an awareness of all there was and all there is. The 
question arises does divine foreknowledge imply an awareness of all that will be. The very name 
'foreknowledge' suggests that to be the case but is it necessarily the case? 

Present day perceptions: 



Within such a system, there is only one possible conclusion to the question: Does divine 
'foreknowledge' imply not only an awareness of what was and what is but an awareness of what 
will be? 

Since the location of all knowledge is 'contained' 'within #3, entrance of 'new' knowing 
unknown to an omniscient location would suggest the omniscient location is in fact a location 
without omniscience. The conclusion: Location #3, being omniscient, has no option but to have 
knowledge of what will be. 

This perception is rational yet unexplainable when examined in the face of free will being free 
will. Thus Boethius' statement: 



#3 
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...'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, 
before they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of 
necessity. For just as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on 
what is happening, so foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to 
happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But 
this is all wrong.'... 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge 
includes the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the 
superior.'... 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

becomes the rationale as to why this is so. Our lack of understanding is due to our limited 
perception relative to the Whole itself. We perceive the Whole as being what is found 'within' 
physical reality, within our universe. 

Can such an argument be circumvented? A modification of our present perception through the 
simple process of shifting the location of the physical reality from being placed within a void 
into being placed within a region of abstraction will resolve the issue. The perceptual 
development of an abstractual region not only eliminates the questionable region of a void, 
region #2, existing 'outside' of regions #1 and #3 and thus simplifies the perception but the 
process of shifting the physical into existing 'within' the abstractual simplifies the repercussions 
regarding the concept of 'death' itself. Interestingly enough, the concept of 'death' does not just 
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apply to unique entities of 'knowing' found 'within' the universe but applies to the unique 
entities of 'knowing' found 'within' the abstract should the universe itself 'die'. 

But why wouldn't the abstract shift into the physical as opposed to the physical shifting into the 
abstract? This discussion took place within Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness. 

Let's look in more detail at what we are suggesting. 

The new perception: 



Within such a system, there is a new possibility regarding the question: Does divine 
'foreknowledge' imply not only an awareness of what was and what is but also imply an 
awareness of what will be? 

Within such a system, since the location of all knowledge is 'contained' 'within' #3, entrance of 
'new' unknown knowing into an omniscient location would not require entrance for it would 
already be 'within'. As such, the concept of what will be would be a part of what is and thus 
becomes a form of what is versus what will be. 

However, wouldn't the entrance of unique entities of 'knowing' into #3 imply either a level of 
cardinality, an order of consecutiveness, or both? If we reexamine the diagram using a little more 



#3 
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detail, we begin to find answers to just such questions regarding levels of cardinality and orders 
of consecutiveness. 



The abstract without the physical 
Without Time or Distance 



The physical without abstraction 
With Time and Distance 




Such a perception does more than provide a symmetrical orientation to the perception we have of 
what we call our universe, what we call reality. 

Such a perception explains how it is possible to gain an entrance of 'newness', an entrance of 
what 'will be' into what 'is' without our present understanding of 'newness' following 'oldness', 
without the need of our present understanding of consecutive order and our present 
understanding of 'levels' of cardinality in terms of individual significance. 

When 'newness', what 'will be', enters region #3, 'newness' carries with it an understanding of 
time and distance but enters a region lacking time and distance. As such, independent packets of 
knowing have no relative primal order upon which they depend once within region #3. 
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The same concept applies to relative concepts of 'worth'. This concept will be examined in detail 
within Tractate 4: Copernicus. In the mean time, let us return to the concept of 'free will' 
becoming simply a state of what 'is' within such system and thus the concept of what 'will be' 
no longer becomes an issue for region #3. The result: The concept, divine foreknowledge, 
becomes a possibility for region #3 while simultaneously being a non-issue for region #1. 

This process is best described as a process of separation through inclusion as opposed to 
separation through exclusion. This concept is described in detail in Tractate 8: Russell. Although 
the process of separation through inclusion best describes the system, Tractate 4: Copernicus lays 
the foundation to understanding such a concept through its dialectic regarding centricisn versus 
non-centricism. 

The new perception initiates an understanding regarding how it is 'free will' could exist 
simultaneously with 'divine foreknowledge'. This in turn allows us to discard Boethius' premise 
that humanity is capable of perceiving paradoxes including some of which humanity is incapable 
of resolving. 

Thus, Boethius' statement: 

...'Therefore, all those things which happen without happening of necessity are, 
before they happen, future events about to happen, but not about to happen of 
necessity. For just as the knowledge of present things imposes no necessity on 
what is happening, so foreknowledge imposes no necessity on what is going to 
happen. 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of their knowledge 
depends on the nature and capacity to be known of the objects of knowledge. But 
this is all wrong.'... 
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'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge 
includes the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the 
superior.'... 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine intelligence can see 
the future in any other way except that in which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

is on the brink of finally being able to be discarded, at least for the time being. Interestingly 
enough, while we may be able to discard Boethius' concept regarding the limitedness of entities 
of 'knowing' we are able to retain Boethius' concepts regarding the simultaneous existence of 
'free will' and 'divine foreknowledge' . 

So much for 'divine foreknowledge', but what of pre-destination? 
Pre-destination: 

Pre-destination is the concept of individual entities of 'knowing' having a variety of locations to 
which the individual entities of 'knowing' can 'go'. In the case of pre-destination it would better 
be said: Pre-destination is the concept of individual entities of 'knowing' having pre-assigned 
locations to which they are sent irrespective of the desire of the individual entity of 'knowing', 
irrespective of the desire of any parts of the whole, and irrespective of the desire of the whole 
itself. Pre-destination applies to the situation where the entities of 'knowing' becoming separated 
from the physical should such a separation be possible. 
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Present day perceptions: 



#3 + 



#2 




Within such a system, there are three possibilities: We are 'pre-destined' to enter one of three 
locations: 

1 . Upon death we may enter the universe. However since the universe is immersed 
'within' time, since time is an apparent innate characteristic of a matter/energy 
system, then when time ends abstractual knowing has two possibilities 

2. Upon death of the universe or before the death of the universe, abstractual 
knowing will enter either #2 or #3. If abstractual knowing enters #2 then 
abstractual knowing is alone, perhaps forever, fear enters the picture. 

3. Upon death of the universe or before death of the universe, abstractual knowing 
will enter either #2 or #3. If abstractual knowing enters #3 then abstractual 
knowing no longer remains isolated, fear exits the picture 

The criteria for entering #3: 'behavior' as pre-defined by 'men' or 'God'. 

The new perception: 



#3 
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Two possibilities: We are 'pre-destined' to enter one of two 'locations' 

1. Upon death, we may enter the universe. However since the universe is immersed 
'within' time, since time is an apparent innate characteristic of a matter/energy 
system, then when time ends abstractual knowing has one possibility: 

2. Upon death of the universe or before death of the universe, abstractual knowing 
will enter #3. If abstractual knowing enters #3 then abstractual knowing remains 
but no longer remains isolated, fear exists the picture 

The criteria for entering #3: There is no criterion for entering #3, for there is no other possibility. 

The implication is that pre-destination no longer becomes a pre-destined destination but rather 
the location is singular. Only one location exists although that location may be subdivided into 
various distinct perceptual subsets. The result of a perception of singularity: the elimination of 
the need to 'enter'. One is already 'in' the location of one's desired final destination. 

If pre-destination no longer becomes pre-destined in the sense that a choice of one of several 
destinations is 'made' or is 'assigned for one's self by a second party other than one's self, what 
then of predestination? 

The concept of pre-destination becoming obsolete is not the only resultant obsolescence the new 
perception, singularity of location, creates. 
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Predestination: 

Present day perceptions: 

Predestination: The doctrine that man's salvation or damnation was 
predetermined from eternity by God. When the doctrine holds that not only man's 
eventual disposition but every event of his life is predestined, the position is 
identical to a special kind of determinism. 

Under an Aristotelian system, predestination suggests the 'divine book' has already been written. 
Predestination suggests, although one may not 'know' of one's future, the reader, the author, or 
both can certainly look ahead and discover what is to happen to the participants, the characters, 
'within' the book. This concept, however, eludes the characters found within the 'divine book'. 

The 'degree of action', possessed by the characters found within 'the divine book', separates 
predestination from various types and degrees of determinism. 

Regardless of the degree of separation, however, all forms of predestination and determinism 
embrace the concept of 'a' 'divine book'. One form of 'divine book' may be more interactive 
than another but they all have 'an' ending. 

The new perception: 

Within a perceptual system of singularity subdivided into subsets, time and distance are not what 
complete individual entities of 'knowing', entities of individuality; find themselves immersed 
'within'. Rather completed entities of 'knowing find time and distance immersed 'within' 
themselves. Time and distance find themselves immersed 'within' completed units of 'knowing'. 
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On the other hand, it is the 'forming', the 'evolving', 'incomplete' units of 'knowing' which find 
themselves immersed 'within' time and distance. 

The perception of the whole system creates a new understanding as to the 'meaning' of 
predestination. 

Before examining the new perception regarding predestination, let's reexamine the new 
perception regarding singularity of location. We will begin such an examination with a familiar 
diagram. The diagram is slightly different, however, from what we examined previously. In this 
diagram, the specific regions within which time and space can be found are identified. When 
examining such regions, do not overlook the significance regarding the difference between 
physically experiencing time and space versus abstractually perceiving time and space. 
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Three Locations for: 
What is 

Existence of existence 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of determinism 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of free will 



Action creating: 

The Boundary of divine foreknowledge 



Abstractually 
Perceiving 
Time and Space 



No 

Time or Space 
Abstractual existence 



Location for: 
Determinism 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Location for: 
Divine foreknowledge 




Location for: 
Free will 



Evolving 
Divine Book 



Physical 

Time and Space 

Physical existence 



Physically 
Experiencing 
Time and Space 
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So what does this do to the concept of 'predestination'? 
This perception moves predestination from being: 

Predestination: The doctrine that man's salvation or damnation was 
predetermined from eternity by God. When the doctrine holds that not only man's 
eventual disposition but every event of his life is predestined, the position is 
identical to a special kind of determinism. 

To being: 

Predestination would now suggest the 'divine book' has not 'been' written but 'is being' written. 
Predestination suggests, although one may not 'know' of one's future, neither does the reader, 
neither does the author know of one's future for the future has not yet been written for the 'book' 
is written but on the other hand the 'book' is ever evolving within a 'location' of timelessness. 

Predestination would now suggest absolutely NO entity can look ahead and discover what 'is to 
happen' to the participants, the characters 'within' the book. The concept of 'knowing' how the 
story ends eludes all entities of the system including the entity of the 'whole' system itself. 

How can this be? The inability to understand the 'end' of the story becomes a characteristic of 
the system for the concept of time is not 'a' universal factor of the whole but rather time simply 
finds itself as 'an' aspect of subsets of the whole rather than being 'a' universal characteristic of 
the whole. 

As such, the 'divine book' appropriately becomes the epitome of the lesser-known children's 
novel: 'The Never Ending Story'. And just why would such a perception be 'appropriate'? It 
becomes appropriate for it moves us into understanding that we are not a subset of a 'static' 
'whole' but rather we are a subset of a 'dynamic' whole and as such we do not have just a 
journey of exciting discover awaiting us but rather we have an 'endless' exciting journey of 
discover. Within such a perception, we will never run out of 'new' exciting experiences and 
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fascinating previously unknown knowledge for 'newness' itself becomes an innate characteristic 
of the 'whole'. Such a perception represents the fountain of youth for our specie, for how can 
one ever grow old when presented with an endless emergence of new frontiers to placate our 
unquenchable thirst for new knowledge. 

This new perception suggests the only form of 'predestination' lies in the concept of change 
itself. This new perception suggests we, as individuals and as a specie, are a part of this thing 
called 'eternal change' in a much greater degree than we have every previously conceived. 

Within the new perception, although predestination and determinism embrace the concept of 'a' 
'divine book', they embrace it as a 'Never Ending Story' for the 'divine book' no longer has 
'an' ending. 

How does this new perception affect the concept of determinism? Does determinism remain 
simply an extreme form of predestination, as we presently perceive it to be? 

Determinism: 

Present day perception: 

When the doctrine holds that not only man 's eventual disposition but every event of 
his life is predestined, the position is identical to a special kind of determinism 9 

Within an Aristotelian system, the statement is absolute not only in terms of what it implies but 
in terms of what it so succinctly states. As such, no more need be said regarding present day 
perceptions of determinism. 

The new perception: 
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To best understand the concept of determinism as it applies to a perception of singular location 
composed of subsets, a diagram once again will be the best manner to initiate the discussion. 
This diagram may look familiar, as it well should by now, but the dialogue boxes are now filled 
with the four forms of action: 



Established, completed 
Units of Knowing 



Unique entities performing: 
Actions bound by the laws of 
Free will 



The set 
Of 

Divine Books 



Unique entities 
performing: 
Actions bound by the 
laws of 
Determinism 



The Whole 



Location 'Where' 
Actions of 
Determinism 
Influence Actions of 
Free will 




Location where 
Free will is unrestricted 
by the innate 
characteristics of time 
and distance found 
within the physical 



Location where 
Free will is restricted by 
the innate characteristics 
of time and distance found 
within the physical 



Evolving 
Divine Book 



Actions of 
'states of being 



Evolving, incomplete 
Units of Knowing 



240 



God, Boethius, and Free Will 

Now what is the difference between regions #1 and #2 in terms of determinism? 
Region #2: 

Within this region, within the region of the physical universe, actions bound by the laws of 
nature, actions which are subject to the laws of nature, actions observed and measured through 
the fields of science: physics, genetics, chemistry, etc. 

Within this region, free will may operate but it does not operate unaffected by the laws of nature. 
Region #1; 

Within this region, within the region of pure abstraction, actions bound by the laws of nature are 
not found. As such, entities found 'within' this region have a much greater degree of potential 
acts they can 'perform' but the trade off is: They are unable to 'experience' 'originally'. Even 
though 'free will exists within this region, no unique, no original 'change' takes place because 
'unique change' is a function of time and time is a function of the sub-entities rather than being a 
function of the whole. 

In this section of the tractate, we have been giving a cursory examination to the concepts of 
divine foreknowledge, pre-destination, predestination, and determinism. One should note, that 
the concept of 'free will' has now been added to the equation. What of 'free will', does it change 
in terms of a 'new perception' as opposed to 'present day perception'? Absolutely, a perceptual 
change in our understanding of free will is where the heart and soul of this tractate lies. The 
understanding of a concept such as free will cannot be expressed in 'a' paragraph but rather takes 
a complete tractate to accomplish. The totality of this tractate is where a new understanding of 
free will lies. 

With this in mind, we need to examine the concept of free will in detail. Before we do, however, 
let's examine the concept of determinism in a little more detail. 
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Internationality: the need 'for' a location of determinism 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism: What 'has been' 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism are active 'knowing' actions taken by a 'knowing' 
entity and are independent of the laws of nature. Actions of determinism are actions generated by 
a 'knowing' entity whose intended actions are to over-ride actions of free will generated by a 
second 'knowing' entity. Examples of actions bound by the laws of determinism are: I am, 
against my will, pushed off the cliff by an entity itself bound by the laws of free will. 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism tend to establish 'gods' and 'God'. What is the 
difference between 'gods' and 'God'? 'gods' are 'beings', physical essences, 'higher order' 
'beings' while God is an abstractual essence, 'higher order' God. 

'Beings' versus God, what is the difference? In the sense of the four actions identified by 
metaphysics, nothing. 

However, isn't there a difference of degree? Actually, there is no difference of degree. The 
action of overriding the free will of an entity is the action of overriding the free will of an entity. 
Isn't there a form of overriding the free will of an entity, which the entity in turn can overcome? 
If the entity whose freewill is being overridden manages to overcome the action of 'gods' or God 
and thus maintains its actions bound by the laws of free will, manages to maintain its desired 
course as originally intended, then its free will has not been overridden. As such, free will 
becomes the dominant action and determinism, although it remains an issue, becomes the 
recessive action. 

Wouldn't an entity whose free will has been impacted by a 'god' or 'God' in an attempt to 
override the entity's free will, find its intended actions altered by those very attempts to override 
its initial actions in the first place? Certainly. Wouldn't such alterations be a form of 'overriding' 
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the purity of action attempted by the entity attempting to initiate actions bound by the laws of 
free will? Absolutely. The degree of purity initiated by entities attempting to maintain their free 
will as well as the purity of actions initiated by entities of free will is not the issue here. Such 
concepts are discussions regarding what we call principles and issues regarding 'standing up for 
one's principles'. 

With this having been said, we can now examine what actions bound by the laws of determinism 
really are. Such an examination brings us back to the four forms of action: 

1 . The state of being 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

3. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

4. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Do not loose sight of the fact that within this tractate, the order given for the four forms of action 
in no way implies relative significance of one form of action over another. It may be too difficult 
to subconsciously overlook such a natural tendency without a little help. To assist us in 
recognizing the equality regarding all forms of action, lets restate the four forms of action and 
then proceed: 

1. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

3. The state of being 

4. Actions bound by the laws of free will 
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Through the aid of the concept of 'location', we can begin to examine the four forms of action: 



Actions bound by the laws of free will 




Actions bound by the laws of determinism 



With this diagram in mind, lets re-categorize our four forms of action: 
Forms of determinism: 

1. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

2. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

3. States of being 

Forms of free will: 

4. Actions bound by the laws of free will 
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We have little difficulty acknowledging 'the state of being' exists. 

We have little difficulty acknowledging, 'actions bound by the laws of nature' exist. 

We have little difficulty acknowledging, 'actions bound by the laws of determinism' exist. 

We do, however, have a problem understanding forms of free will. For the time being, we are 
going to set free will aside and focus upon the other three forms of action. 

As such our previous diagram now becomes: 



Outside the Universe/' outside' the physical 

Inside the Universe/the physical 



The Individual/' knowing' 




Actions bound by the laws of determinism 
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Earthquakes, volcanoes, waves, wind, starlight, gravitational pull, etc. are all forms actions 
bound by the laws of nature. These actions are, in present day society, perceived as neutral 
actions but actions nevertheless. They are perceived as actions, which affect entities of 
'knowing'. For the most part, however, they are actions whose pre-existing laws we, entities of 
knowing, find affecting ourselves in a neutral manner. These forms of actions originate in 
response to the 'laws' of nature and are not 'initiated' in a conscious manner planned by the 
natural entity of the mountain, the star, the ocean, the atmosphere. 

I am, you are, the mountain is, the lake is, the house is, the tree is, etc, are all forms of actions 
represented by the passive action: the state of being. These actions are in present day society, 
perceived as neutral actions but actions nevertheless. They are perceived as actions, which effect 
entities of 'knowing', but for the most part, are actions whose pre-existing laws we exist 'within' 
rather than being actions unit entities intentionally, 'knowingly', willingly, and consciously 
initiate in a physical sense. 

Murder, rape, verbal-abuse, genocide, physical assault, etc are, from the perspective of the 
victim, all forms of actions bound by the laws of determinism since the actions are not 
'controlled' by the victim. These action, are in present day society, perceived as aggressive 
actions, forms of action. They are perceived as actions, which affect entities of 'knowing'. Such 
actions are actions the entity does not 'wish' to have forced upon it. In the pragmatic sense, there 
is little arguing such actions occur within the physical, but what of such actions existing outside 
the physical? Outside the physical 'actions bound by the laws of determinism' do not exist for to 
exist and be 'effective' in an 'affective' manner actions bound by the laws of determinism must 
have a medium of action. Such a median is the physical itself. Without the physical, abstraction 
as well as any entity of pure abstractual existence need not submit to unsolicited actions of other 
purely abstractual existence. 

With this in mind, we can examine the concept of divine foreknowledge as 'the' ultimate form of 
action bound by the laws of determinism. Abstractual existence is what determinism lies 'within' 
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and the abstract is the means and the location within which established consciousness, the 
individual itself, exists timelessly and within which established consciousness, the individual, 
understands its very timelessness. 

When observing human behavior and interactions, it becomes obvious where free will does not 
lie. While free will may lie not only within actions bound by the laws of nature, and within 
actions bound by the laws of determinism, and within actions bound as states of being, free will 
in the purest sense lies 'within' itself, within the entity itself. 

With this in mind, we come to the concept of free will itself: 
Potentiality: the need 'for' a location of free will 

It is the 'entity', which 'performs' the action not the 'region'. Thus, the previous diagram needs 
to be expanded to include 'entities' within the abstract, to include units of knowing of what is 
uniquely perceived and uniquely experienced. As such, the diagram becomes: 



Actions bound by the laws of free will 




Actions bound by the laws of determinism 



Actions bound by the laws of nature 
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Now we are ready to discuss the issue of free will and determinism existing simultaneously in 
two versus one location. 



The potential 'to be', action bound by the laws of free will, tends to establish self preservation as 
'the' ultimate form of action since the physical existence is what free will lies 'within' and since 
the physical is the means by which and the location within which virgin consciousness, the 
individual itself, emerges and expands its very self. 



Action bound by the laws of free will is not an 'absolute', rather action bound by the laws of free 
will are actions that we 'perceive to be occurring': 



Perceive to be occurring: 



a. Perceive: active 

b. to be: passive 

c. occurring: active 



This state, the passive sandwiched between states of the active, replicates a dynamic 
metaphysical systems as opposed to static metaphysical systems 



Dynamic metaphysical system: the individual acting within God 
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being 
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So why is this a 'dynamic' metaphysical system? It is dynamic because it provides a means for 
'growth' . All is 'known' except 'what is to be' . 

Static metaphysical system: 






being 


Determinism 


Passive 






the 

individual 




Passive 


Determinism 



So why is this a 'static' metaphysical system? It is static because it provides no means for 
'growth' . All is 'known' . 
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With this in mind, once again we come back to: 
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We will now dissolve the confinement of the border in order to remove the confusion of oil 
having an affinity to its container. As such, we obtain 




We then create 'a' system by adding a boundary, which has no affinity for either oil or water. We 
do so simply for convenience. We thus obtain: 
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We then call oil by its correct symbolic name and do the same for water. 




We then simplify using Ockham's razor: 



Free will 



Determinism 
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If we then create a 'location for free will to function within a realm of space and time, we then 
obtain 



Once again we come back to the model of the individual acting within God. 
Nothing: the need 'for' a location of nothing 

We have discussed the concepts regarding the existence of free will and the existence of 'divine 
foreknowledge'. We have discussed the concepts regarding a 'location' for free will and a 
'location' for 'divine foreknowledge'. The natural extension of such dialectic would appear to 
move into the direction of examining the existence of 'nothingness' and the 'location' for 
'nothingness'. 

To move into the direction of such a discussion, however, would deprive us of completing the 
task at hand. The task at hand is finalizing our understanding as to how we can reasonably and 
rationally resolves the paradox regarding the simultaneous existence of 'free will' and 'divine 
foreknowledge'. 




Determinism 
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The issue regarding 'nothingness' is extremely important and is not to be ignored. As such, the 
examination of 'nothingness' will be examined in the Tractate 4: Copernicus. Why discuss the 
issue of 'nothingness' within the Tractate 4: Copernicus? We will examine the concept of 
'nothingness' within the Copernicus Tractate because it is Copernicus who unwittingly led us 
away from understanding nothingness itself. 

The Book of Divine Foreknowledge 

Boethius' system introduces us to the Book of Divine Foreknowledge: 
Hidden deep within the 'Book' is free will 



Free will 




Within the book, one is free to make choices of their own preference but the choices are already 
'known' by the ultimate Knowing, 'known' by 'Omniscience'. 

Religions would suggest the book is a form of encyclopedia of the whole; the book is a source of 
all knowledge. 
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If the book is a source of all knowledge, then Boethius is correct in his assumptions regarding the 
limits of men. If such is the case, then humanity can perceive of paradoxes whose solutions will 
never be know to humanity due to the limits 'placed' upon humanity not by itself but rather due 
to limits 'placed' upon humanity by a 'superior' Being. 

If we find a means of resolving the contradicting paradox regarding the simultaneous existence 
of divine foreknowledge and free will, then we will, for the present, have removed the limits 
humanity places upon itself. If we can find an alternative solution to Boethius principle 
relegating humanity to a 'limited' status, then we will be ready to move on and free philosophy 
and metaphysics of its present constraints, thus opening the doors of not only truly new and 
exciting philosophical and metaphysical perceptual developments but we will have opened the 
doors of truly new and exciting cosmological and ontological perceptual developments as well. 

This then leaves us with discussing the remaining two possibilities: 

Which came first the chicken or the egg? 

Which came first determinism or free will? 

This question is very similar to the question, which surfaced in Tractate 1: Zeno and 
Seamlessness. In this Tractate, the question arose: Does the abstract exist 'within' the physical or 
does the physical 'exist' within the abstract? 

The Location of Free Will 

Perceived 'free will' located 'within' the physical: 
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We understand free will to apply to active forms of actions. Previously we categorized actions 
into two forms: 

Forms of action: 

Passive: 

1. State of being 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Active: 

3. Actions bound by the laws of free will 

4. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Since the two forms of actions: states of being and actions bound by the laws of nature are 
actions we do not perceive as being actions generated by forms of consciousness, we will set 
them aside and concentrate upon the other forms of action, free will and determinism. 

Free will 'within' the physical: 





The physical 



Free Will 
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And it is within the physical we perceive abstraction to exist. Love, hate, jealousy, joy, awe, 
inspiration, knowledge, consciousness of consciousness, .... 

But what of: 

Free will 'within the abstract 

Since free will is an abstract concept we will use the same geometric configuration to represent 
abstraction: 




Free will 




The abstract 
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If free will is to be free will, the individual must be the individual and as such, multiplicity 
becomes: 




So it is, we come back again to the whole being the sum of its parts yet being the whole, having 
its own distinct identity. Thus giving rise, once again, to our understanding that in this type of 
metaphysical perception the whole is 'greater' than the sum of its parts. 
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The parts are original entities of 'knowing' having experienced originally within the physical. As 
such, it is more accurate to portray the latter diagram as: 
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Where then is free will found in relation to the physical? It is found 'within' the physical just as 
it is found 'within' the abstract. As such, we obtain: 



□ 



Free will 



The abstract 



o 



The physical 



Which we can now label as: 
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The abstract 
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Actions bound by the laws 
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And what of the passive actions categorized as: states of being? These actions are represented by 
the black boundary lines of the three forms of action symbolized by the small square, the circle, 
and the large rectangle. 

The location of Determinism 

The large rectangle: 

The latter diagram defines the location of determinism. Determinism is found in the whole, the 
large rectangle. 

Entities of 'knowing' can travel 'within' the whole as they so choose and experience everything 
including all abstractions they so desire to experience for they are no longer confined by the 
restraints of time and distance. 'Knowing' of all entities is open to all to experience for the 
abstract cannot be hidden from the abstract. 

The whole is the whole and is 'knowing' of its wholeness. So it is the whole is the sum of all its 
parts in addition to being an entity in and of itself. 

The whole grows with the growth of virgin 'knowing' and this 'new' 'knowing' adds to the 
whole. 

Sequentiality is not an issue of the whole, for sequentiality is a function of time and distance and 
since time and distance are not an innate characteristic of the whole of abstraction, ordinal 
sequentiality are not innate characteristics of the whole. 

Both the whole and the individual entities of 'knowing' are incapable of awareness of what is not 
and what is not is what 'virgin knowing' is to become through free will. 
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The circle: 

The latter diagram defines the location of determinism. Determinism is found in the physical, the 
circle, both through actions bound by the laws of nature and actions bound by the laws of 
determinism. 

The square: 

The latter diagram defines the location where determinism is not. Determinism is not found in 
the square. Determinism is not found 'within' free will. 

The misnomer of 'free will' 




If 'free will' was established as action independent the action of determinism then is free will 
really 'free will' or just another form of determinism? If such were the case, then free will would 
have been established by determinism and thus free will would have been established through the 
act of determinism. If free will is found within determinism then was free will established 'after' 
the fact of determinism's existence? 
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On the other hand, perhaps 'free will' void determinism initiated determinism. Perhaps 
determinism was established as a 'storage' location for free will. 

At this point in time, it cannot be determined which of the two, free will or determinism, came 
first. Nor would it seem, are we capable of determining if neither is the case. We are presently 
incapable of determining if one came before the other or if the two 'came' into existence 
simultaneously. 

In actuality, the three options regarding which came first, free will, determinism, or both 
simultaneously, are not as impossible to discuss as one might think. 

The third choice: 

Simultaneous emergence of free will and determinism would suggest an existence 
before either form of 'active action', determinism or free will, existed. But is it 
possible for there to be a from of action, other than either passive action or active 
action. Is it possible for there to be a form of action other than the four forms of 
action we discussed: States of being, actions bound by the laws of nature, actions 
bound by the laws of determinism, and actions bound by the laws of free will? 

If one wishes to proceed with such an argument one must be able to describe such 
action in order for this dialectic to proceed. . In the absence of such a description, 
we will let the possibility of such a possibility stand but we will ignore the 
dialectic of such a possibility until the description of some form of action, other 
than passive or active action, emerges. Having set such a possibility aside, we 
should then proceed with the dialectic 

A point of information: This work regarding The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical 
Perception will not ignore the argument: what came 'before' free will and determinism. The 
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immersion into this very concept initiates the totality of the last chapter: Chapter 18: The End of 
the Beginning - Theoretical Metaphysics. 

This then leaves us with discussing the remaining two possibilities: 
Which came first the chicken or the egg? 
Which came first determinism or free will? 

This question is, in essence, no different from the question, which surfaced in Tractate 1: Zeno 
and Seamlessness. In this Tractate, the question arose: Does the abstract exist 'within' the 
physical or does the physical 'exist' within the abstract? One may refer to Tractate 1 if one 
chooses but rather than reiterate what came before, it is time to begin to address a summary of 
the issue of free will versus determinism. 

It appears an extraordinary number of concepts will be addressed in the manner of 'refer to what 
was previously...' or addressed as 'later we will...'. Unfortunately, this is a correct observation. 
Space and time are both limited by the concept known as a 'Tractate' . It is the concept of space 
and time, which confines us to the parameter of limited discussions. It is the concept of 
"tractate', which limits us to staying on task rather than chaotically diverting our attention away 
from the discussion at hand, which is understanding how it is we became confined, caged, in the 
first place. It is only through understanding the concept of how it is we are 'caged' by limitations 
of creative understanding that we can begin to explore the means of unlocking the door of our 
cage and stepping 'out' into the realm of free space once again. 
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Part of unlocking the door to this cage of philosophical confinement lies in exploding the 
perception of Boethius: 

'It is not allowed to man to comprehend in thought all the ways of the divine 
work.' 10 

Perceptions generated by Boethius lead to slamming shut the doors of perceptual 'knowing' and 
locking it shut. Free will lies behind the door labled: 'It is not for us to know, 'lead to multiple 
perceptions such as: 'If man were intended to fly, God would have given him wings.' 

The misnomer regarding free will lies in the perception: Some people think free will is never 
interrupted or superceded. But as we have seen, there are two forms of action which often 
interfere with free will: 

1 . Action bound by the laws of nature 

2. Actions bound by the laws of determinism 

Actions bound by the laws of nature often supercede the desire to accomplish the actions bound 
by the laws of free will. 

Actions bound by the laws of determinism often supercede the desire to accomplish actions 
bound by the laws of free will. 

The ultimate extreme of both forms of action, actions bound by the laws of nature and actions 
bound by the laws of determinism, is exemplified as action which terminates actions bound by 
the laws of free will found within individual entities existing through action bound by the laws of 
the state of being. 
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Letting go 

It is time for us to let go of Boethius' metaphysical system. Previously we could not let go of 
Boethius' perceptions because we had nothing to fill the vacuum 'letting go' would create. We 
could not let go of the concept: 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner of knowledge 
includes the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the 
superior.'... 

It is now time to let go of such perceptions. We have an alternative set before us regarding a 
perception of free will and determinism. We have an alternative that provides the means of 
'letting go' the concept that it is humanity who defines what it is we cannot 'know'. It is time to 
file Boethius' concept regarding the 'limits' of humanity, the limits of 'being s' found within the 
universe, away as a part of the annals of history: 

We come to the first paragraph of this Tractate: 

Free will confined within the boundaries of determinism is simply an illusion of free will. 

'There can be little question that Boethius, more than any other philosophic 
author, helped the great Schoolmen to retain a general comprehensive view of the 
world as a whole, in spite of the distractions of their minute inquiries. ' u 

At this point in time, philosophers have not resolved the issue. On the other hand, at this point in 
time, philosophers have refused to embrace the rationality of a 'whole' enveloping the physical. 
As time has demonstrated, two and a half millennium of time, we cannot resolve some of our 
greatest philosophical paradoxes without the use of both the rationality and the reasonableness of 
such concept. 
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Until philosophy moves to the level of accepting its primary tool, reason, as being itself a 
legitimate tool, the paradoxes will remain paradoxes. Is the lack of being able to resolve the 
major paradoxes addressed within the Tractates of the work, The War and Peach of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, a negative? It is only a negative if one believes stagnation is a 
negative. 

Why is it a 'negative' action to take the position: It is unimportant to resolve the issue of free 
will versus divine foreknowledge. Why is clinging to the concept that the relationship between 
free will and divine foreknowledge found within Boethius' paradox a negative? Why is refusing 
to face perhaps one of the most influential paradoxes to confront us for the last twenty-five 
hundred years a potential negative? The answer to all these questions lies in our abhorrence 
toward the concept that we are stagnant specie. 

We have addressed three forms of paradoxes: Tractate 1: seamlessness versus multiplicity, 
Tractate 2: one first truth versus multiple first truths, and now Tractate 3: free will versus divine 
foreknowledge. In each instance it has been argued that we can resolve the paradox through the 
means of expanding our perceptual understanding reason, metaphysics, philosophy, can provide. 

In the past, we have been unable to resolve many philosophical paradoxes because the greatest 
paradoxes deal with abstractions and abstractions are not 'physical' in nature. As such, these 
paradoxes are not measurable for they are not items characterized by time and space. 

Abstractions are capable of comprehending time and space but time and space are not capable of 
comprehending abstractions. 

To resolve abstractual paradoxes embracing characteristics of time and space, one presently has 
only the tool of reason at one's disposal. 
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Until we resolve the major paradoxes encompassing the interrelationships of the abstractual and 
the physical, the paradoxes will remain. The negative aspect of a state of stagnation is the state 
within which such a state leaves us, units of knowing. We remain mired at an established level of 
understanding. 

Are there other levels of understanding awaiting us? Indubitably, and we, you and I, you and I 
together, will be left wanting in terms of rising to this new level of understanding until we find 
the means of resolving the primitive paradoxes presently facing us. 

So what next? One thing is certain; we have not come to the end of our understanding regarding 
the issues of great paradoxes facing humanity. Our next step is to step 'out' beyond the issue of 
space itself. 

It must be stated at this point that such a statement is a misconception for we cannot step 'out' 
beyond a region of infinite space. As we shall see in Tractate 4: Copernicus, we can only step 
'into' a realm of infinite space and as we shall see, it is only by confining ourselves that we can 
free ourselves of confinement. 

So it is free will may very well not be found 'within' 'the' System ' but rather free will may very 
well be found 'within' 'a' system 'itself 'contained' 'within' a 'greater' System. 

Are we creating a paradox? It is only a paradox if one does not understand the solution to the 
paradox Copernicus espoused the paradox of Centricism versus non-Centricism. 
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We now understand that 

Boethius is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' 
being filled with determinism, into that of being 'the' system filled with both determinism and 
free will. As such, both free will and determinism, with the help of Boethius, now have a 
location within which each dominates. As such, the understanding regarding the role of free will 
and determinism as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between free will 
and determinism no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence 
of such an interrelationship is not only recognized, as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system 
but it is now understood how free will and determinism interact one with the other. 



1 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Books, 1969, England, Victor Watts, Merton College, Oxford. 

2 Oxford: Concise Science Dictionary, 1996. 

3 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Books, 1969, England, Victor Watts, Merton College, Oxford. 

4 Question: I understand what you mean by this. However, an ambiguity still remains. In quantum theory, many 
"theoretical" particles are "expected" to exist, even though they have yet to be measured. Answer: True, however, 
science has the perception that if it exists, it is measurable. It may not be measurable today; it will be measurable 
sometime in the future. Science attempts to validate 'theoretical' particles existing by finding a means of proving 
their existence through measurement. 

5 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, IV, 6 

6 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Classics, 1969, pl67 - 169. 

7 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1980. 

8 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1980. 

9 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1980. 

10 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, IV, 6 

11 Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy, Penguin Books, 1969, England, Victor Watts, Merton College, Oxford. 
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1 . 1543 AD Copernicus - The Error of: 

Centrist Systems - a new perception 2000 AD 




The error: The paradox of Centricism 

The perception: Copernicus moves our perceptual understanding regarding the 
system being filled with Centricism into that of being 'the' system filled with 
Centricism and non-Centricism. As such, Centricism and non-Centricism, with 
the help of Copernicus, now have a location within which they can be found. 
However, the understanding regarding the role of both Centricism and non- 
Centricism as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between 
Centricism and non-Centricism not only remain in a state of confusion but even 
more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as 
a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this 
tractate. 



235 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Contents 



Part I: Part I: The Paradox of Centricism and non-Centricism 

Introduction I 
Introduction II 
Pre-Copernican 
Post-Copernican 
Copernicus' paradoxes 

Part II: Resolving the paradox of Centricism with a new metaphysical 
perception 

Centricism 

A location of Centricism 
A location of non-Centricism 
The dynamics of Centricism 

Stepping 'out': into Centricism: Independence 

Stepping 'in' : 'beyond' Centricism: Independence 
The dynamics of non-Centricism 
The law of inverse proportionality 
The 'location' of 'nothingness' 
Virgin physicality/' virgin physical life' 
Virgin consciousness/' virgin abstract knowing' 
Stepping 'in' beyond Centricism: Dependency 
Stepping 'into' Centricism: Independence 
The significance of insignificance: Random Sequencing 
The explosive nature of the potentiality of knowing 
Removing a piece of Randomness 

Boethius' metaphysical system and why we can now file it away as a part of the 
annals of history 
Archimedean Points 
Philosophical infinities 

A bag of marbles is not dependent upon sequential time 
A unit of knowing is not a marble 



236 



The Error of Copernicus 

Terms/concepts 

'fundamental building block' of the abstract 

'fundamental building block' of the physical 

'inverse proportionality' 

'Virgin physicality/' virgin physical life' 

Aristotelian Points 

Centricism 

Hegel's 'open' dynamic non-Cartesian system 
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Issue 4 

Copernicus - The Error of 
Centrist Systems 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Centrist System 

Introduction I 

With the scientific understanding of the sun being the Cartesian 1 point of origin, 
the point (0,0,0) as opposed to the individual being the Cartesian point of origin, 
the individual was literally put into motion. 

By moving the concept of the center from being a man, to the center being the 
sun, Copernicus in essence created the perception of humanity having lost its 
sense of being the center. Such a perceptual development introduced two concepts 
into our understanding of the universe. First: we now perceived the universe to 
have a center, scientifically speaking. Second: Philosophically speaking, we now 
perceived the universe to be the whole within which 'a' center could be 'found'. 

Before Copernicus' revelations, we had philosophically perceived 'the center' to 
be that of 'knowing'. Pre-Copernicus, we perceived the human id not only 
'representing' the center of reality but also 'being' the center of reality. With 
Copernicus' observations, humanity lost its concept of being the center and as 
such, philosophy/reason found itself being moved from the forefront to being 
place behind science/observation, and eventually being removed from second 
place in line to being placed third in line. This second transition of moving from 
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second place to third place occurred with the cultural elevation of God/religion 
via Christianity, Islam, etc to second place. 

How does Copernicus' development of Centricism and non-Centricism differ 
from the Aristotelian development of Cartesian and non-Cartesian? The 
Aristotelian system of Cartesian and non-Cartesian emerged as a static physical 
system while the Copernican concepts of Centricism and non-Centricism moved 
the perceived Aristotelian 'static' system into a perceived 'dynamic' system of 
movement. 

With the acceptance of the Copernican system, everything became objects in 
motion and all motion took place around a center, thus Centricism. In fact, with 
the acceptance of Copernican system, everything became objects of motion 
centered around the Aristotelian point of origin. 

The Aristotelian system led to the Copernican system, which was to lead to the 
Kantian system. This historical evolution was to open up the concept of system to 
Kant's dynamic 'closed' Cartesian system. Kant's system would in turn open up 
the concept of 'systems' and allow for the development of Hegel's suggestion of 
'the' system being a dynamic 'open' non-Cartesian system. 

The development of both Kant's and Hegel's systems in turn created the potential 
acceptance of a new metaphysical model which was to follow their innovations. 
The new system model which was to follow Kant's 'closed' dynamic Cartesian 
system and Hegel's 'open' dynamic non-Cartesian system was a model perceived 
as a 'dynamic open non-Cartesian system powered by a dynamic closed Cartesian 
systems' or better labeled as the individual 'acting within'/being a part of God or 
more generically speaking, symbiotic panentheism. 
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However, we are moving too rapidly, therefore let's begin again: 
Introduction II 

Copernicus was not a philosopher but Copernican perceptions immensely 
influenced philosophical thought. 

The perception initiated by Copernicus: The system is a location for Centricism as 
well as for non-Centricism. This perception moved Aristotle's Cartesian 
perception from that of being a static system to that of being a dynamic system 
and in essence introduced the concept of Centricism co-existing with non- 
Centricism within our universe, within our reality. 

As we found with Aristotle, scientifically introducing two extremes of a concept 
may assist the workings of science but it can greatly befuddle our abstractual 
perceptions of philosophy and religion. 

To unravel the philosophical and religious riddle introduced through the elevation 
of the significance of Centricism to that of non-Centricism, we must first 
understand the pre and post scientific perceptions existing before Copernicus' 
Centricism was established as a scientific 'fact'. 

Pre- Copernican 

Before Copernicus, the center of existence resided with the individual. One might 
even suggest that pre-Copernicus, the center of existence resided 'within' the 
individual. 
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The individual was the center of 'knowing' since the individual was where 
'knowing' resided. This is not implying that gods or God were not recognized 
entities. Rather it suggests that gods and God were perceived to be humanistic in 
form or at the very least capable of presenting themselves as such. 

Pre-Copernicus, 'knowing' was the center of existence. Zeno acknowledged this 
with his suggestion that although abstraction might be a separate entity found 
'within' the universe, it existed as a separate entity nonetheless. 

Philosophy, religion and science all reinforced each other in terms of the center. 
Philosophy viewed the individual as the center of reason, the center of knowing. 
Religion viewed the individual as the center of attention, the arena around which 
the gods centered their attention. Science viewed the individual as the center of all 
that exists, the heavenly bodies all revolved around the individual, revolved 
around 'knowing', revolved around awareness. 

Now it was understood that men did move from place to place. However, it was 
also presumed by groups of men, that the heavenly bodies revolved around their 
particular group, revolved around their particular location of 'home'. 

Post-Copernican 

With Copernicus, the center of physical reality began to move outward from the 
individual. Science/ observation began to seek the center and as the process of 
seeking the center evolved, the center was found to move 'outward', move away 
from humankind. 
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The understanding regarding 'where' the center was 'located', moved from being 
'within' the individual to being... well, we no longer knew where the center was 
to be found. It was the center we now sought to find. 

With Copernicus, the sun became the center of the concrete/physical. In spite of 
the fact that the sun now becomes the center, the concept of 'the center' remains 
and as such, the universe eventually evolves into being the concept with a center 
via the big bang. Confusion over the centrist perception not only remains in terms 
of the concrete but the concept of Centricism remains in terms of perceptions 
regarding abstractual concepts. Humankind 'looks to' the center of all things: the 
center of the concrete and the center of all abstraction. 

Scientifically the center was 'probably' 'out' there somewhere. The quest for the 
scientific Holy Grail became the quest to find the center, the quest to find the 
primary origin of both the universe and life. The more science looked, the further 
removed the center became from the individual. In the macroscopic sense the 
center moved from the center of 'knowing' found within the individual to the sun, 
to the center of the galaxy, to the center of the universe. In the microscopic sense 
the center moved from the center of 'knowing' found within the individual to the 
cell, to the nucleus of the cell, to the nucleus of the atom, to the quark, to. . . 

As the search for the center moved away from abstractual 'knowing' and into the 
physical, science took off as 'the' source of knowledge. As the reputation of 
science being the legitimate tool for finding the 'center' increased, the legitimacy 
of philosophy and religion diminished. 

The further the center became removed from the individual the more insignificant 
the individual became. Insignificance was not necessarily increasing in terms of 
human behavior but insignificance was increasing in terms of humanity's own 
perception regarding the rationality of human significance. 
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As time progressed, tolerance and respect due the individual was increasing but 
tolerance and respect were not increasing due to the increase in the rational 
understanding regarding why such respect should exist but rather tolerance and 
respect were increasing based upon the argument: We should tolerate and respect 
each other because... 'Because why?' was the question and the answers centered 
on answers such as: Because we say we should. Because we believe we should. 
Because that is the way I want to be treated. Because God said we should. 
Because... 3 

Where were the answers involving the rationality of such behavior? The further 
we moved the center away from ourselves, the further removed the rationale 
regarding tolerance, respect, human compassion, abstract hedonism became 
removed from our understanding these very aspects of human knowing. 

Our significance became simply a grain of sand in the beach of time as the center 
of origination moved further and further outward from ourselves. 

As the center moved further and further away from ourselves, we lost the 
understanding regarding our significance for our significance became lost in time, 
space, and perceptual understandings regarding the limitlessness of reality versus 
Reality. Reality, with an upper case 'r' became lost and as such religion and 
philosophy became confused, humankind became lost and confused. 

Energy - matter are dualities of the physical universe. Time - distance are 
dualities of the abstractual universe. Both dualities are dualities of our personal 
universe. Are they the only forms of physical existence or abstractual existence 
found within our personal universe? We are not naive enough to believe, with a 
fair amount of certainty, that this is not the case regarding abstractional concepts 
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found within our personal universe. We are naive enough to believe, with a fair 
amount of certainty, that is the case regarding physical concepts found within our 
personal universe. 

Why are energy and matter something in which we 'believe' regarding the 
physical but time and distance are not something in which we 'believe' regarding 
the abstract? We believe the physical to be composed of only matter and energy 
because that is all we can observe/measure at this point in time. We believe the 
abstract is composed of more than time and distance because there are more than 
these two ideas of which we are consciously awareness regarding 'knowing' 
itself. 

One may say, however: We can measure time and distance. That is true, and so it 
is we may find time and distance to be aspects of the physical, to be innate 
characteristics of the physical 4 , to be aspects unique to the physical rather than 
aspects of abstractual existence itself. That too, however, is another topic. Are we 
going to postpone our discussion of such a topic as we have so many others? Yes 
and no, for we have already touched upon this very idea in both tractates one and 
two and we will delve into the concept of time and distance within practically 
every tractate found within Book II of this trilogy. 

For the time being, however, we must stay on task and examine the concept of 
Centricism and non-Centricism, which Copernicus has so eloquently placed 
before us. 
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Copernicus' paradoxes 

First a person's home, then city, country, continent, planet, sun, and galaxy 'had a 
center', was 'the' center. Now it is the origination of the Big Bang, which is the 
center. The origination of the Big Bang is now the point of origination, the center, 
we seek to 'find'. The 'primal atom', the point from which our universe began its 
expansion is what we desperately seek to find as we literally turn our earth into a 
massive radio telescope. It is the 'center' we seek to find as we send huge 
telescopes into orbit around our little inconspicuous planet. 

The concept of a center, the concept of 'a' point of origination, haunts us because 
we perceive time to be the one and only true existence. We have no perception of 
the concept regarding a 'location' of timelessness. 

The only way to eradicate or change the perception we have of ourselves is to 
change our perception. To be truly a change, such a perceptual shift must 
metamorphose our present understanding regarding our immense insignificance 
into becoming an understanding of our phenomenal significance. 

Such a task is no easy matter. Such a task cannot emerge from 
science/observation; rather such a metamorphosis must emerge from 
philosophy/reason and in particular from metaphysics. It is observation of the 
physical/science whose function it is to aid us in understanding the degree of our 
insignificance. It is reason/philosophy, metaphysics in particular, whose function 
it is to aid us in the understanding the degree of our significance. 

Why is this the case? This is the case because science deals with the physical and 
philosophy deals with the abstract. Again, we see the validity of Zeno's assertion 



245 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

that both the physical and the abstract exist as independent entities dependent 
upon one another. 

Where then does our third means of developing perceptions enter the picture? 
Religion, our ability to believe, our third means of developing perceptions, finds 
its function lies in aiding us in believing what it is we observe and what it is we 
find reasonable. This is not to say that everything we observe or reason is 'fact' . 
Rather it simply says: If we cannot believe in anything we observe or believe in 
anything we reason, then there is nothing but religion itself left in which we can 
believe. 

We presently have a fairly secure scientific/observational understanding regarding 
who we are and how it is that we, humans, awareness, a packet of knowledge, an 
entity of abstractual consciousness, function as an entity of abstractual 
consciousness existing in a region where we are immersed in time rather than 
time being immersed within ourselves. Since we basically understand the concept 
that our physical essence lies within time and space, we will not be examining 
such a concept within the limits of this tractate. 

We presently, however, do not understand who we are and how it could be that 
we, humans, awareness, a packet of knowledge, an entity of abstractual 
consciousness, could function as an entity of abstractual consciousness existing 
within a region where we are not immersed in time but rather time is immersed 
within us. The understanding of this concept will be the focus of our attention in 
Part II of this tractate. 

What do the two previous paragraphs have to do with Copernicus, Centricism, 
and non-Centricism? 
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The first 'We presently...' paragraph deals with Copernicus' initiation of 
Centricism being the principle found within our universe, found within our 
reality. It is this concept, which fundamentally defines Zeno's concepts of 
'multiplicity' discussed in Tractate 1. 

The second 'We presently...' paragraph deals with Copernicus' inadvertent 
initiation of potential non-Centricism being the principle found 'outside' the 
universe, found 'outside' our reality, found 'within' the greater Reality. It is this 
concept, which fundamentally defines Zeno's concepts of 'seamlessness' 
discussed in Tractate 1. 

How do we begin to understand such an alien concept as time existing 'within' us 
when we exist in a region of timelessness? How does such a concept even begin 
to relate to Copernicus himself? The whole concept of understanding such 
seemingly non-understandable concepts had its foundation laid within Tractates 
one, two, and three. Zeno, Aristotle, and Boethius all influenced our way of 
thinking and as such subconsciously directed us to a conclusion regarding 
Copernicus' revelations, conclusions Copernicus may have also deduced but by 
no means stipulated in his observations. 

Copernican astronomy: The system of astronomy that was proposed by the 
Polish astronomer, Nicolas Copernicus (1473 -1543) in his book, De 
revolutionibus orbium coelestium, which was published in the month of 
his death and first seen by him on his deathbed. It used some elements of 
'Ptolemaic astronomy', but rejected the notion, then current, that the earth 
was a stationary body at the center of the universe. Instead Copernicus 
proposed the apparently unlikely concept that the sun was at the center of 
the universe and that the earth was hurtling through space in a circular 
orbit about it. 5 
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What was it Copernicus suggested that had such a great influence upon our 
philosophical train of thought? Copernicus moved the concept of 'center' beyond 
our reach and it has remained beyond our reach ever since. 

The concept of center moved off our planet, moved beyond our ability to 'go 
there'. As our abilities to 'go there' expanded, the 'center' of our 'known' reality 
moved further and further from our reach. One thing that did not change, 
however, was our perception that a center to 'it all' could be found and so it is we 
look for the origination of 'Om' the sound emanating from the center of 
origination itself, the sound originating from the center of the universe itself, the 
sound originating from the center of reality itself. 

Since Copernicus, we have clung to the concept of Centricism and rejected the 
very idea of a non-centrist existence. So it is, abstraction and the physical remain 
as Zeno's seamlessness and Zeno's multiplicity confined 'within' reality. So it is 
we ignore the concept of a greater 'Reality'. So it is the Aristotelian concept of 
the physical and the abstract being 'contained' within the lesser reality of the 
physical universe maintains its status of authenticity while the potential existence 
of a greater Reality, a reality with no center maintains its status as an occult form 
of metaphysical existence. 

How sad it is that we have allowed the once proud intellectual arena of 
metaphysics to fall to such a lowly status. How sad that we have wrapped 
ourselves within the boundaries of the physical, only to feel its wrappings shrink 
in upon our psyche and sense our sanity slipping into a form of mimicry Gerard 
so aptly describes. 
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We must find the means of cutting the wrappings confining our psyche. We must 
emerge from the imprisonment of our own making or we shall surely collapse 
what small sense of abstractual hedonism still exists and we shall find ourselves 
completely seduced by the charms of physical hedonism. 
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Part II: Resolving the paradox of Centricism with a new metaphysical 
perception 

Centricism 

Philosophically we have been immersed within the concept of Centricism since 
time began. 

1. We have seen ourselves as the center of concern. 

2. We have seen our tribes as the center of sociological development 

3. We have seen 'Om' as the center of the universe. 

4. We have seen the Earth as the center of the universe. 

5. We have seen the Sun as the center of the solar system. 

6. We have seen the nucleus as the center of the atom. 

7. We have seen God as the center of creation. 

8. We have seen ourselves forever searching for the center, for the 
origination point of the universe. 

Philosophically and religiously, Centricism has not disappeared just because 
Copernicus scientifically demonstrated that the earth is not the center of the solar 
system. We still seek the center. 

We are not only scientifically, but philosophically and religiously enamored with 
the concept of 'a' 'center'. 

We understand there is a location for multiplicity. We now understand there may 
well be 'a' separate location for the 'lack of multiplicity Vseamlessness. (Tractate 
1 : Zeno) 



250 



The Error of Copernicus 



We have now seen there is a location for the physical. We have seen there may 
well be 'a' separate location for abstraction. (Tractate 2: Aristotle) 

We have observed there is a location for free will. We have observed there may 
well be 'a' separate location for determinism. (Tractate 3: Boethius) 

By the end of this tractate, we will be able to make a fourth statement. We will be 
able to state: 

We recognize there is a location for Centricism. We recognize there may well be 
'a' separate location for non-Centricism. (Tractate 4: Copernicus) 

The rationality regarding our universe, our reality, being a part of a larger 
'Reality', grows with each tractate. 



A location of Centricism 



With Zeno, Aristotle, and Boethius, we understand the characteristics of the 
universe to be: 
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Time and distance exist 'within' the physical because time and distance are innate 
characteristics of matter and energy 6 . We can add the abstractual understanding 
regarding the concept of Centricism to this graphic since Copernicus elevated the 
concept of Centricism to the level of being a basic principle of science for many 
centuries following his observations. 

The graphic may therefore be expanded as: 



'Location' 
of 

Centricism 




Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 



Rather than spend large quantities of time building a rational for the existence of 
an 'outside' to the universe, let's simply add an outside to the universe. To better 
understand the rationale for such a leap, one needs to retrace their steps and read 
Tractates 1, 2, and 3. 

With this said we can move immediately into the next section and add the 
'outside' to the graphic. 



252 



The Error of Copernicus 

A location of non-Centricism 



The location of non-Centricism: 



The characteri stic s : 



No time 
No distance 




'Location' 
of 

Centricism 



Time and distance exist 'within' the physical because time and distance are innate 
characteristics of matter and energy. Time and distance do not exist 'outside' the 
'location' of the physical since time and distance are innate characteristics of the 
physical and the physical cannot be found 'outside' the physical itself 
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The dynamics of Centricism 

Centricism involves two primary concepts: time and distance. Without time and 
distance no center can be found. 

Time and distance invoke the concept of motion, finding, seeking, looking for, 
reaching for, ... the point of origination, the point (0,0,0), . . . 

To understand the dynamics of Centricism, let's remove the location where 
Centricism is not the dominating concept: 



We understand the dynamics of the universe to be what the dynamics of the 
universe are as perceived by ourselves and what we, at this point in time, perceive 
the universe to be is a region permeated with the concept of beginnings leading to 
endings. We understand the initial step in the process is the concept of 
'beginning' for without 'a' 'beginning' we cannot rationalize an 'ending' to what 
it was which we were focusing our thinking process or meditation upon. 



'Location' 
of 

Centricism 




Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 



Mortality 
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Not only do we perceive the universe to be filled with concepts of beginning - 
end but also science perceives the universe itself to be affected by such linear 
events as beginning - end. In fact, many scientists are looking for the very process 
of beginning - end, which they believe, may apply to the universe itself. Other 
scientists, unable to understand the answer to the question, 'What existed before 
the universe?' are attempting to understand the mechanism required which would 
explain the concept of the universe having 'no' beginning and 'no' ending. 

The major hurdle confronting scientists today in terms of building a workable 
model of a 'timeless' universe is time itself. Time appears to permeate our 
universe from one end to the other. Time in fact appears to be an innate 
characteristic of matter and energy themselves. 

It was Einstein who suggested: E = mc(2). 'c' being the velocity of light in a 
vacuum is simply d/t and thus not only are matter and energy implied to be 
directly dependent one upon the other but also matter and energy are 
demonstrated to be absolutely related to both space/distance and time. 

As such, as long as we perceive the model of the universe to be a model depicting 
the universe to be 'filled' with matter and energy, we will perceive the universe to 
be 'filled' with time. 

Does this imply we must discard our perception of the universe existing in order 
to resolve the paradox of Centrist systems, resolve the paradox of all 'thing's 
having a point of origination? We cannot discard our perception of the universe 
existing and expect such an action to be 'acceptable' to beings 'existing' within 
such a location. We can however build a metaphysical model, which leaves the 
universe temporarily intact and functioning for trillions of years or more. We can 
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build a metaphysical model, which demonstrates a function for such an existence 
and as such, a function for the entities found 'within' this subset of the whole, 
found 'within' the element we call 'our' 'reality', the universe. 

How does one accomplish such abstractual tasks? One takes the first step and 
accepts the characteristics of time, and thus the characteristics of matter, energy, 
and space, to be infinite within its own characteristics of time itself but finite 
'because' it is just that: time. 

At first glance, this may appear a strange action to take, but the precedent of 
accepting apparent dual contradictory characteristics is an idea that has already 
been set by science. It was science that first suggested we accept the 
characteristics of a photon to include characteristics of both matter and energy. 

Since science established the concept of potentially accepting dual contradictory 
characteristics, there is no reason we cannot apply the concept of duality to time, 
space, matter, and energy. In the metaphysical model suggested of an 'outside' to 
the physical, we are applying the duality of infiniteness and finiteness to the 
concept of this new metaphysical perception. Time is infinite for it has no end 
until the end occurs and time is finite in nature for time is limited to the concept 
of time itself. 

Many would object to such a contradictory statement regarding time. Many would 
argue: There is no way such a perception can be 'proved'. That is the same 
argument humanity used to explain why man cannot fly, why man cannot get to 
the moon, etc. 

To continue our examination of a new metaphysical perception we are going to do 
what individuals such as the Wright brothers and Van Braun did. We are going to 



256 



The Error of Copernicus 



ignore critics and explore the uncharted. We are going to explore the concept that 
time is infinite by means of its linear characteristic but finite by means of its own 
existence. 

Having made the decision to accept the duality of finiteness and infiniteness of 
time, we will accept the same of matter, energy and distance/space. But why 
accept the same of three new concepts, the concepts of matter, energy, and 
distance/space? We place the same parameters upon matter, energy, and 
distance/space as we do upon time because science directly ties the four together 
through the mathematical language of science via the equation E = mc(2). When 
science distances itself from their own basic perception and replaces the 
perception of E = mc(2) with a new perception expressed mathematically and 
accepted by the scientific community universally then we will metaphysically 
have to reexamine what it is that we are about to do in establishing a new 
metaphysical perception. 

With this having been said we are now ready to explore the dynamics of a non- 
centrist location. We will do so by first establishing such a location. 

So again, we come back to: 



'Location' 
of 

Centricism 




Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 



Mortality 
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in order to build our location of non-Centrism. 



We build the location of non-Centricism through the simple action of designating 
a location of non-Centrism: 



'Location' 




of 




Non-Centricism 


/ The Universe \ 




/ Physical reality \ 




1 The concrete 1 




\ The abstract * / 




\ Time/distance yC 



'Location' 
of 

Centricism 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 
No mortality 

Eternity 
Immortality 



Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 



The first question, which arises, is: Why place the location of non-Centricism 
'outside' the physical, outside the universe, outside 'reality'? We are not going to 
address that issue in detail in this tractate since it was examined in detail in 
Tractates 1 and 2. 

It should be stated at this point, however, that the diagram is not intended to 
suggest that Centricism can only be found within the universe and therefore 
cannot be found 'outside' the universe. Nor does the diagram suggest that non- 
Centricism can only be found 'outside' the universe and therefore cannot be found 
'within' the universe. What the diagram suggests is that it is Centricism, which is 



258 



The Error of Copernicus 



the predominant characteristic found 'within' the universe and that it is non- 
Centricism, which is the predominant predominant characteristic, found 'within' 
the region 'outside' the universe. 

Having said this and having established the location of non-Centricism, we can 
now begin an examination of the dynamics regarding the 'location' we call a 
location for non-Centricism. 

The dynamics of non-Centricism 

A region of non-Centricism lacks four primary elements found within a region 
where Centricism dominates. Non-Centricism lacks the pervasive presence of 
time, space/distance, matter, and energy. Ignoring concepts of matter and energy 
for now, we can begin an examination of abstractual concepts of time and 
distance. Extracting the concepts of matter and energy from the region of 
Centricism will allow us to examine the dynamics of time and distance/space. 

The concept of a beginning, an origination, the origin, loses its meaning within a 
region we call non-Centricism. In a region where matter and energy do not exist 
as a part of the universal fabric, time and distance/space are elements, which in 
turn do not exist as part of the universal fabric. Without the perceived abstractual 
concepts of time and distance/space, the concept that a center can be found loses 
its validity as a fundamental principle of existence and thus the understanding of 
the concept of a non-centrist location begin to emerge. 

How is it possible to find the lack of time and distance within the universe? 7 The 
only way to find such a 'location' within the physical is to look to the non- 
physical, look to abstraction. 
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Is this to say the 'location' of non-Centricism is found within the physical? No, 
rather it is to say we have within our reality the indication that a 'location' of non- 
Centricism does exist. We have, within our physical reality, non-centrist concepts 
which we can observe but which we cannot measure physically. We have, within 
our physical reality, non-centrist concepts we believe but which defy faith. We 
have, within our physical reality, non-centrist concepts we find logical but which 
reach beyond our rationality. 

In spite of our primitive understandings regarding abstractions, we refuse to 
acknowledge the possibility of there existing 'a' location where abstractions can 
exist 'outside' the physical. 

Our refusal to acknowledge the possible existence of 'a' location where 
abstractions exist outside the physical partially emerges from the implications 
such an existence implies. Time and distance are concepts that provide the means 
by which we understand what it is to move from 'here' to 'there'. Zeno described 
such movement as incremental elements of multiplicity. Zeno, however, did not 
ignore the abstractual. Zeno, through his introduction regarding the paradox of 
space and time, introduced the concept of seamlessness. 

Seamlessness, the lack of time and the lack of distance, invokes the scientific 
concept regarding the lack of motion. Without 'a distance' through which to 
move, motion becomes a perceived contradiction and time becomes an 
unnecessary element. Without the existence of time and distance/space, the 
concept of motion becomes irrelevant. The concept of motion in and of itself 
creates the need for time within which to move from point B to point C. Thus 
without distance/space and time, motion becomes irrelevant. 
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The lack of time and distance does not, however, become a problem just for 
science. A lack of a point of origination for motion, a lack of a beginning, in 
essence, a lack of creation becomes what at first glance might be perceived as a 
fatal blow for religion. In fact, however, it does no such thing. 

Philosophy, in particular metaphysical models, in a region void time and 
space/distance, experiences similar apparent setbacks, as do science and religion. 
Without time, philosophically and metaphysically, the problem of a beginning as 
initiated by a linear progression of time would appear to suggest there is no need 
to find the source of knowledge, no need to seek 1 st truth, no need to look for 1 st 
cause, no need to reach for the meaning of life itself. 

Movement involving relocation through the process of incremental multiplicity, 
which the physical incorporates, need not be one of relocation from one physical 
location to another physical location. 

There are two forms of movement. There is physical movement, which is 
characterized by the principle of multiplicity and there is abstractual movement, 
movement characterized by the principle of seamlessness. Abstractual movement 
can be found in the 'location of Centricism' and might better be characterized as 
simply a process of thought displacement. 

Although abstractual movement, thought displacement, seamlessness of motion, 
can be found within a location of Centricism, such movement would best describe 
the primary form of motion found within the 'location' of non-Centricism. 

To best understand such concepts let's examine the concept of physical motion 
existing within the location of Centricism. 
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The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 



For the entity of 'knowing - A' to move from point B to point C, 'A' must 
traverse distance/space, which takes the function of time to accomplish since 
distance/space is a characteristic of matter/energy, which produce the innate 
characteristic of time itself. 

This process of 'physical movement' is what could be explained as an orderly 
process of sequential actions or simply sequential orderliness. 

Little more need be said regarding such movement since we are quite familiar 
with this type of motion, which surrounds us on a daily basis. 
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This brings us to examining 'motion' within' the location of non-Centricism. In 
fact, such an examination leads us directly to understanding just why such a 
location is called non-Centricism. 



To understand movement within non-Centricism, we must rebuild the location of 
non-Centricism. To do so we will take the latter graphic and expand it through the 
inclusion of the location of non-Centricism: 



Entity A of 
knowing 



Point B 











• 











The Universe 
Physical reality 
The concrete 
The abstract 
Time/distance 



Point C 



'Location' 
of 

Centricism 



'Location' 
of 

Non-Centricism 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 



Time 
Distance 
The physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 
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To simplify the discussion we will extract the region we have already explored. If 
we remove the physical, we obtain: 



Entity A of 
knowing 



Point B 




Point C 



'Location' No time 

of No distance 

Non-Centricism No physical 



Having removed the physical, time, and distance/space, we obtain a location 
where points B and C still exist but to go from point B to Point C takes no time 
since there is no physical distance between them. 

The ramifications of such a perception may better be understood in terms of the 
interaction, which occurs between several entities of knowing. 
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Entity A of 
knowing 



Point B 



Point C 



'Location' 
of 

Non-Centricism 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 



In essence, this depiction now becomes: 




No time 

'Location' No distance 

°f No physical 

Non-Centricism 
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The 'distance' between point B and C no longer exists 'between' points B and C. 

Distance/space and time do not disappear. Distance and time remain but remain as 
abstractual items of knowing found within the knowing of each entity itself. Each 
entity of knowing, which experienced time and space through the process of 
'traveling' through time and space, traveling through the physical, traveling 
through reality, traveling through the universe, has retained its awareness and 
understanding of just such experiencing. 
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No time 
No distance 
No physical 



Such a perception initiates an understanding regarding what might be called a 
form of Brownian movement of thought, of abstraction. Brownian abstractual 
principles may in fact, apply equally to abstractual concepts found within a region 
of non-Centricism as it applies to physical concepts found within a region of 
Centricism. 

Metaphysical perceptions now begin to emerge as the foundation of free will and 
the individual. 
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Within a location of Centricism: 

1. Sequential orderliness of thought, sequential orderliness of cause and 
effect, emerges as a universal characteristic of Centricism 

2. One can impact 'what is' and what 'will be' or what 'could be' since 
'what is' is too short a time to exist and 'what will be' or 'what could be' 
do not yet exist. 

3. One develops as a unit of unique knowing through the action of free will 
which eventually adds to the location of non-Centricism 

4. One retains one's own unique self but can expand upon what it is one 
understands with the incorporation of the understanding of one's own self 
in relationship to what exists around one's self. This expansion is limited 
in scope by the limits of what exists as opposed to the non-existence of 
'what will be'. 

Within a location of non-Centricism: 

1. Non-sequential randomness of thought, non-sequential randomness of 
cause and effect, emerges as an expansion of perceptual possibilities found 
as a universal characteristic of non-Centricism 

2. One can impact 'what was' and 'what is'. Experiences such as the 
existence of Hitler's actions and Gandhi's actions exist and thus create the 
personality of the whole itself. 

3. One develops the potentiality of the non-Centricism location through the 
introduction of one's unique knowing acquired through 'present' actions 
invoked while in the realm of space/distance and time found within the 
realm of Centricism. 

4. One retains one's own unique self but can expand upon what it is one 
understands with the incorporation of unique units of knowing which 
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exists around one's self. This expansion, is unlimited in scope by the 
infinite potential of newness 'what will be' affords the region of non- 
Centricism. 

These statements incorporate the concept of orderliness and randomness. In the 
Western scientifically oriented society, the term 'orderliness' is viewed as a 
positive characteristic and the term randomness is viewed as a negative 
characteristic. 

Within this tractate, the concepts of positive and negative characteristics are not 
the issues being addressed. Rather we are examining the very basics of existence 
itself. 

The law of inverse proportionality 

Science speaks of the principle of symmetry: For every action there is an equal 
and opposite reaction, positives and negatives, up and down, matter and anti- 
matter, energy and? (anti-energy?). Religion initiated this principle with its 
concept of 'good' and 'evil'. But what of philosophy, what is it philosophy has 
put into place regarding the principle of symmetry? 

It might be stated that in terms of symmetry, philosophy has put forward the 
concept of life and death. Such a perception initiates the concept of death being a 
form of 'evil', death being a negative as opposed to the positive of life. 

If we were to graph such perceptions, we would obtain: 

Scientifically: 
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Negatives 



Positives 



If one then combines the positive with the negatives one obtains: 




Negatives 



Positives 



And then 



A 



Positives 



Negatives 
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And finally: 



T 



Or: 



o 



'Nothing' 

The same process can be applied to other scientific perceptions: For every action 
there is an equal and opposite reaction, up and down, matter and anti-matter, 
energy and ? (anti-energy?). 

Applying the principle of symmetry to 'good' and 'evil' becomes the central 
aspect of many religious perceptions regarding the 'eternal' conflict of 'good' and 
'evil'. 
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Philosophically if we apply the same concept of symmetry to 'life' and 'death' we 
obtain: 



Death 



Life 



This makes no rational sense in terms of our present day perceptions regarding 
'death'. Scientifically death means 'end'. What then has philosophy to offer our 
understanding regarding the perception of life and death in terms of the principle 
of symmetry? 



Philosophy has nothing to offer our understanding regarding life and death but 
confusion and uncertainty. This confusion and uncertainty spills over to religion 
and science. The perception diagramed, having no rationality associated with it, 
causes the very principle of symmetry to take on the perception of being a faulty 
principle. The perception regarding the principle of symmetry being flawed, 
attaches a sense of doubt to the scientific and religious principles involving 
symmetrical perceptions. 



If one philosophically accepts death for what it is, one obtains: 
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Death 



Life in the physical 



And then: 



Death 



Life in the abstract 



Life in the physical 



This perception moves 'death' from being the opposite of 'life' to being a 'cross- 
over' point as opposed to a form of existence. Why does such a graph suggest that 
death becomes a 'cross-over point' as opposed to a form of existence itself? Death 
has no past and no future. Death is an existence in the present. 

If we apply the same graphic actions to this philosophical depiction as we did to 
scientific depictions we obtain: 
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Death of an individual 
entity of knowing 




Death of physical existence 
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Which, applying the graphics demonstrating the scientific summation of the 
concepts positive and negative, we obtain: 



Death 



Y 




Life in the abstract 



Life in the physical 



And then 



Death 




Life in the abstrac 



Lite in the physical 




And finally: 



Death 
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Or once again: 



Death 



o 



'nothing' 

Such a philosophical perception may seem insignificant until one realizes it brings 
philosophy into line with science and religion. It is philosophy, which takes a 
lesson from religion/believing and science/observing means of developing 
perceptions. Is such a lesson important for philosophy? Absolutely. Philosophy 
has been 'stuck' long enough in terms of resolving its most prominent paradoxes. 
It is time for philosophy to resolve its most perplexing puzzles and move on. 
Philosophy has no reason to fear it's becoming an outmoded form of perception. 
Resolving the most intriguing philosophical paradoxes will not bring an end to 
philosophy. Other paradoxes are awaiting discovery but these other paradoxes 
must wait for philosophy to accomplish its present task, the task of understanding 
the relationship between the abstract and the physical. Once accomplishing this 
task, philosophy will find that new, exciting, and even more challenging frontiers 
await. Such an event occurred with science and it will occur with philosophy. 

How can philosophy accomplish its desire to resolve the philosophical paradoxes 
confronting it for the last twenty-five hundred years? Philosophy simply needs to 
expand its concept of 'reality' to that of 'Reality'. Philosophy simply needs to 
embrace the physical with the abstract: 
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And place the individual entity of 'knowing' where we know it to be, within the 
physical: 



Reality 



reality 



The individual 
entity of knowing 




Which is the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God, symbiotic 
panentheism. 
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With the application of the principle of symmetry to philosophy, we find the 
paradoxes of philosophy become manageable and allow philosophy to move on 
with its task of providing science and religion new perceptions and paradoxes 
intended to challenge their creative thought and development. 

This process does not appear to be a form of 'inverse proportionality'. This 
segment of the Tractate appears to deal with the law of symmetry. Therefore why 
title it: 'The law of inverse proportionality'? 

Philosophy has an obligation to advance thought into active forms of imagery 
rather than cement thought into static forms of imagery. The law of symmetry, as 
we saw demonstrated, suggests all concepts, be they physical or abstract, can be 
reduced to 'nothingness' itself. This is not what the progressive diagrams 
illustrated within this section are implying. 

What is being implied is something new. What is being implied is the existence of 
an active form of imagery. What is being suggested is that the abstract exists 
within the location of abstraction and the abstract also exists within the location of 
the physical. One location becomes the 'real' and the other becomes a 'real 
illusion' yet at the same time, the 'real illusion' becomes the 'real' and the 'real' 
becomes the 'real illusion'. Which is which depends upon one's point of 
reference. This concept was fully addressed within Tractates 1, 2, & 3. As such, 
we will not explore such a discussion other than to say: 

Philosophically speaking, 'all' does not reduce to 'nothingness', 
rather 'nothingness is the mirror separating one side from the 
other, separating the 'real' from the 'real illusion'. As such, the 
principle of symmetry rather than being the principle of symmetry 
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is suggested by metaphysics to be the law of inverse 
proportionality. 

This is no insignificant statement. This statement could revolutionize scientific 
and religious perceptions. And who said philosophy had nothing new to offer our 
perceptual development? 

But why use the analogy of nothingness representing a mirror as opposed to 
nothingness being a location of reductionism where all reduces to the lack of 
everything including the lack of nothingness itself. A mirror is functional. It is not 
a glass separating one from the other. If one views oneself in a mirror and spends 
some time examining the opposing image, one realizes that the image is not the 
same as the object. With some detailed observation, the person viewing their 
image realizes that their right hand is the images left hand. Thus, a transformation 
takes place between the object and the emergence of the object's image as 
projected by the mirror. 

In essence, a form of inversion of the object becomes the image and thus becomes 
the law of inverse proportionality. This proportion will become an important 
element in the two tractates, Tractate 7: Hegel and Tractate 9: Einstein. 

The 'location' of 'nothingness 

The left becomes the right and the right becomes the left at the boundary. Where 
is this boundary? The boundary is best described as a mirror. When looking into 
the mirror one will notice that as one lifts their right hand the mirror image lifts its 
left hand. As one scratches one's right ear the mirror image scratches its left ear. 
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It is often quoted that the eye is the mirror into the soul of a man. What then of the 
eye one views when looking into the mirror? Is it one's own soul or the soul of 
the whole, the soul of God Itself into which one peers? 

And what mirror is it of which we speak when speaking of 'nothingness itself. It 
is nothingness, which separates the 'Real' from the 'real'. It is nothingness, which 
acts as the boundary separating the 'real' from the 'real illusion' (Tractate 1: 
Zeno). It is nothingness, which acts as the boundary separating the Cartesian from 
the non-Cartesian (Tractate 2: Aristotle). It is nothingness, which acts as the 
boundary separating 'free will' from 'determinism' (Tractate 3: Boethius). And 
now we in essence are exploring the concept of nothingness separating Centricism 
from non-Centricism (Tractate 4: Copernicus). 

What do we perceive as 'nothingness' has its location as the mirror itself. 
Nothingness is and nothingness functions as the zero point on a number line. 
Nothingness allows one side to 'see' the other side, to see the image as we saw in 
the Tractates dealing with the concepts Boethius, Aristotle, and Zeno placed 
before us. Each philosopher had a dilemma with which to deal and each dealt with 
their particular philosophical dilemma in their own unique manner. 

Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, and now Copernicus could not see the mirror just as we 
cannot see the mirror as we gaze into the mirror itself. They each 'gazed into the 
mirror and saw what they wanted to see. They saw their right hand scratching 
their right ear and we, humanity, followed their lead. We, humanity, assumed 
what they had to say was true and we followed in their footsteps as if the truths 
they espoused were in fact 'truths' when in fact they were simply perceptions, 
their own personal perceptions, as best they were able to describe them. We 
assumed what they had to say was fact when in fact it was simply the best they 
could express the facts they had available to them personally. 
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We know in part, and we prophesy in part. 

But when that which is perfect is come, then that which is in part shall be 
done away. 

When I was a child, I spake as a child, I understood as a child, I thought as 
a child: but when I became a man, I put away childish things. 
For now we see through a glass, darkly, but then face to face: now I know 
in part: but then shall I know even as also I am known 9 . 

To look in a mirror is not to look in a mirror but to look at the inverse of the 
image, the left becomes the right and the right becomes the left. 

Looking into nothingness does not cause us to see into what lies beyond the 
barrier of our reality but rather allows us to see a vision of what lies there. 

To introduce a new concept into the picture, it will be helpful to revert to a 
simpler diagram than the ones that have been evolving. As such, to understand the 
concept regarding the 'location' of nothingness we will revert to the diagram: 



The abstract without the physical 
Without time or distance 



#3 



The physical without abstraction 
With time and distance 



#1 



The abstract with awareness of the physical, 
time, and distance 






The physical with awareness of the abstract 
without time or distance 
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The question now becomes: If nothingness exists, then where 'could' it exist? To 
understand such a discussion it becomes necessary to answer three questions: 

1. Does 'nothingness' exist? 

2. What is 'nothingness'? 

3. Where is 'nothingness' found? 

Why this order to the questions? The concept regarding the very existence of 
nothingness evolves even before we define it because it was Boethius who 
suggested: 

'The cause of this mistake is that people think that the totality of 
their knowledge depends on the nature and capacity to be known 
of the objects of knowledge. But this is all wrong.' . . . 

'The point of greatest importance here is this: the superior manner 
of knowledge includes the inferior, but it is quite impossible for the 
inferior to rise to the superior.' . . . 

'In the same way, human reason refuses to believe that divine 
intelligence can see the future in any other way except that in 
which human reason has knowledge.' . . . 

'... it is quite impossible for the inferior to rise to the superior.', 
which in turn implies it is quite illogical for the 'inferior', 
'ourselves', to perceive of either a concept or 'something' which is 
imperceptible to the 'superior' 10 , 
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1. Does 'nothingness' exist? 

We perceive of 'nothingness' as the lack of 'something'. Since we perceive of 
'nothingness' as a lack of even abstraction itself, it would seem it exists. The very 
removal of 'nothingness' undermines all our present day fundamental 
cosmological, ontological, and metaphysical debates starting with Boethius 
himself. 

Is the existence of 'nothingness' itself an absolute? Strangely enough, removing 
'nothingness' from our present metaphysical model leads to the eventual 
termination of the system itself, leaving 'nothingness' in place of the 
metaphysical model we removed. In such a scenario, 'nothingness' becomes 
'something'. In essence, a paradox arises equaling that which Boethius wrestled, 
equaling the paradox regarding free will versus divine foreknowledge. 

Within the perspective of the new metaphysical system of the individual 'acting 
within'/being a part of God, removing 'nothingness' leaves the system intact. 
Thus, under such a scenario, 'nothing' becomes just that 'nothing'. Within this 
type of metaphysical system, NO paradox arises. 



2. What is 'nothingness'? 

Nothingness is nothing. Nothingness is a void of all. 
1 . Nothing is a lack of matter. 
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Since matter is perceived to be 'something'. Nothingness, therefore, must 
'contain' no matter. 

2. Nothing is a lack of energy. 

With the development of Einstein's equation demonstrating a direct 
relationship between matter and energy, energy is perceived to be 
'something'. Nothingness, therefore, must 'contain' no energy. 

3. Abstraction is perceived 'to be'. 

Nothingness is the lack of all, a void of all. If abstractions are a 'part' 
of nothingness, then nothingness is no longer 'nothingness'. Any 
existence capable of being subdivided into sub-parts is equal to the 
sum of its parts. As such, any existence capable of being subdivided is 
by definition not 'nothingness' for by definition it is no longer a 'void' 
of all but rather a sum of all. 

What then is 'nothingness'? Nothingness is definitely not matter. Nothingness is 
not energy. Nothingness does not appear to be abstraction. It appears nothingness 
is closer to being energy than matter. Nothingness appears to be even closer to 
what we perceive to be abstraction than it is to being energy. In all likelihood 
however, nothingness may be our first glimpse into what acts as the fundamental 
unit of existence itself. 

It is easy to come off task at this point. Moving into a dialectic regarding the topic 
of nothingness being the fundamental unit of existence itself, becomes an almost 
irresistible act. However, our task - within this tractate - is to explore the concept 
of Centricism versus non-Centricism. As such, we must return to work. 
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3. Where is 'nothingness' found? 



The abstract without the physical 
Without time or distance 



The physical without abstraction 
With time and distance 




a. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' region #3? 

b. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' region #1? 

c. Can 'nothingness' be found 'within' region #3? 

d. Can 'nothingness' be found 'within' region #1? 
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a. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the whole, 'outside' region #3? 



'nothingness' 'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 


'the whole' 






#3 


o 



'nothingness' 

'nothingness' , 

b nothingness 

Since 'nothingness' in this graphic 'lies' 'outside' 'the whole' the whole to be 
the whole must expand to include what lies beyond it to remain 'the whole'. 
As such we obtain: 



* 'nothingness' 




'nothingness' . 
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'nothingness' J 






'nothingness' 
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As such the 'whole' now becomes: 



'nothingness' 



'the whole' 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 



#3 



< 
/ 



'nothingness' 



K _ 



'nothingness' ' 
/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 

/ 




#1 



' J \ 



'nothingness' 



The significant result is that it appears 'a whole without 'nothingness" is different 
from 'a whole with 'nothingness". 

If 'nothingness' exists, it appears to 'lie' 'within' 'the whole'. If one places 
'nothingness' 'outside' the 'whole', the 'whole' must expand to include 
'nothingness' or it is, by definition, no longer the 'whole' 



Therefore in terms of the question: Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the 
whole, 'outside' region #3? The answer is 'nothingness' does not exist 'outside' 
the whole at least from all possible perspectives of the whole itself. 
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If such is the case, the question arises: Does 'nothingness' have a function? As we 
are about to explore, nothing lacks function within the whole, including 
'nothingness' itself. 

d. Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the physical, 'within' region #1? 

'd'? Is this not out of order? Alphabetically, yes it is out of order. Order, however, 
is not the point here. In fact what we are about to do is examine the concept 
beginning with the 'furthest' 'outward' reaches of which we can possibly 
conceive, followed by the furthest 'inward' reaches we can possibly conceive. In 
short, we are examining the furthest extremes conceivable for 'nothingness'. 
Having done so we will then examine 'nothingness' in terms of the more 
moderate points of view. 
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We will begin exploring the inner most extremes of 'nothingness with our last 
graphic. 



N 'nothingness' , 

S 'nothingness' / 

s / 
N / 
S v / 

'nothingness' v ✓ 

r\ 7- 

s ' 
s / 

'the whole' 



'' #3 



'nothingness' 



'nothingness' 



j\ 



'nothingness' 



To better depict the process of examining 'nothingness' in terms of the inner most 
extreme, we will remove the 'outer' aspect of our drawing and enlarge region #1: 
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We will not enlarge region #1: 
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We recognize this as the physical. We often label this region, the universe. 
Taking the region for what it is we will label it and place a representative of 
nothingness within this universe. 




A vacuum is unnatural state of nature but we are not discussing a vacuum, we are 
discussing a region of nothingness. Not only is nothingness a lack of matter, but 
also nothingness is a lack of energy. We can move to an even greater extreme, for 
nothingness is not only the lack of matter and energy but nothingness is a lack of 
matter, energy, and abstractions. Thus time and space would be absent within a 
region of nothingness. 

Some would argue the lack of space and time cannot be found anywhere within 
the region of the universe and therefore such a concept is irrelevant. Time and 
space appear to be an innate characteristic of matter and energy. Some would 
disagree and say matter and energy are innate characteristics of time and energy. 
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This is the old puzzle: which came first - the chicken or the egg? In this particular 
puzzle, the subject deals with innate characteristic and as such becomes: Are time 
and space innate characteristics of matter and energy, or matter and energy innate 
characteristics of time and space? 

Since time and space are missing 'within' the region of 'nothingness', the region 
takes up no time and space and thus is in essence non-existent from the 
perspective of the region of the physical. 

Therefore in terms of the question: Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the 
physical, 'within' region #1? The answer is 'nothingness' does not exist 'inside' 
the physical at least from all possible perspectives of the physical itself. 

It might be feasibly possible to either find or create a region in the universe 
lacking matter and energy but it does not appear to be feasibly possible to find or 
create a region in the universe lacking time and space for time and space appear to 
be the very fabric of the universe itself. 

b. Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the whole, 'within' region #3? 
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To better understand the answer to this question we must refer back to a diagram 
found in section: The dynamics of non-Centricism: 



Entity A of 
knowing 



'location' 
of 

Centricism 




'location' 
of 

non-Centricism 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 



Time 
Distance 
Physical 
Limited time 

Mortality 
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We will 'reduce' the graphic to a more manageable form and then add 
'nothingness' within region 3: 




This concept is understandable if one acknowledges an 'existence' of the physical 
lying within the non-physical, lying within the abstract. The question now 
becomes: Does abstraction lie within 'nothingness'? The answer would appear to 
be: If 'nothingness' is truly 'nothingness' then abstraction itself would be found to 
be absent 'within' 'nothingness'. 

Could such a region exist 'outside' the physical but 'within' the abstract? The 
answer appears to be: Yes it is conceivable for the lack of matter, energy, time, 
space, and all abstraction to exist within a region of abstraction itself. 

Therefore in terms of the question: Can 'nothingness' be found 'inside' the whole, 
'within' region #3? The answer is 'nothingness' does not exist 'inside' the 
physical at least from all possible perspectives of the physical itself but 
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'nothingness' could lie within abstraction, could lie within region #3 if it lies 
outside region #1. 

In short, it might be feasibly possible to either find or create a region within pure 
abstraction lacking matter, energy, time, and space since time and space are not 
what the fabric of which the abstract is composed 



c. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the physical, 'outside' region #1? 

At first glance, this would appear to be the same question as 'b': Can 
'nothingness' be found 'inside' the whole, 'within' region #3?' Questions 'c' and 
'b' however, are significantly different questions. 

Again, graphs will simplify our understanding of the question. 
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Before we go any further, let's reiterate a concept presented in Tractate 1: Zeno. 
The concept: A circle divides existence into three regions: The inside of the circle, 
the outside of the circle, and the circle itself. We must also reiterate two basic 
principles of geometry: The first concept: A circle is composed of an infinite 
number of points in a plane located equidistant from 'a' point, the center. The 
second concept: 'a' point is a location in space having no dimensions, having no 
length, breadth, or depth 

With this in mind, we will compress the contents of the circle, compress the 
universe, and apply the contraction aspect of the Big Bang Theory to our diagram. 

If we compress the border, separating the physical and the abstract we begin to 
see the expansion of a region lacking matter, energy, time, and space. In fact, if 
we follow the logic of 'b'. Can 'nothingness' be found 'outside' the physical, 
'outside' region #1? 



No time 
No distance 
No physical 



#3 
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Now we can understand that no matter how much the universe expands or 
contracts, it remains immersed within a bed of nothingness and therefore takes up 
'no more space' if it becomes infinitely large than it does if it becomes infinitely 
small. The reason for this is that it lies 'within' 'nothingness' which 'contains' no 
time or space, which lacks time and lacks space. 

But wouldn't the universe then lie directly in the abstract? No, for time and space 
are abstractual and as we have previously demonstrated in this Tractate, 
'nothingness' is not only the lack of matter and energy but 'nothingness' is the 
lack of all abstractions. 

The significance of such a concept now emerges: 

The region 'separating' the physical from the abstract has no dimension. Matter, 
energy, time and space do not exist 'within' 'nothingness' and therefore the 
boundary separating the physical and the abstract is, from the perspective of the 
physical as well as from the perspective of the abstract, non-existent. 

Now we see that not only can 'nothingness' be found within the whole but also in 
terms of the universe, in terms of reality, in terms of the physical that contains 
time and space, 'nothingness' can be found in two places: 

1. Adjacent to and therefore separating the universe, separating reality, 
separating the physical, separating multiplicity, separating 
Cartesianism, separating free will, separating Centricism, separating 
all aspects of the physical from the abstract 

2. Non- Adjacent to the universe 

Both 1 and 2 have their own implications. 
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Statement 1 implies 'nothingness' is the mirror separating the physical and the 
abstract. Statement 1 suggests a 'location' where the physical and the abstract 
face one another just as one faces oneself when gazing into a mirror. 

Statement 2 implies the existence of multiple 'realities'. Statement 2 implies the 
potential of universes existing which do not have time and space as the fabrics of 
their universes but rather the fabrics of other universes may or may not be 
composed of other abstractual concepts than the abstractual concepts of space and 
time. 



298 



The Error of Copernicus 



The Universe 'within', which we are 
'located' as growing knowing entities 




No time 
No distance 
No physical 



Universes 
'within' which 

? 

Are immersed 
'within' the fabric of 

?&? 



Nothingness: 

No: 

Matter 

Energy 

Time 

Space 



Universe > 
'within' which 
Physical reality 
The concrete 
Are immersed 
'within' the fabric of 
The abstracts of 
Time and distance 



Questions arise: 
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Is the first question mark replaced by the physical? It may be but it need not be. 
This capability allows the whole to be much more complex than if the answer 
were simply yes. 

The second question, which arises, is: Are the remaining two question marks the 
abstractual concepts of time and distance/space? Again the answer is the same, 
they may be or they may not be. 

Is there anything we can say about the three question marks? Yes, we can be 
fairly certain the last two question marks are forms of abstractions since the 
reality of universes is that they all lie 'within' abstractual existence. 

The questions then become: Is either the basic concept of Centricism or the basic 
concept of non-Centricism or both simultaneously for that matter, found to be an 
innate characteristic of 'nothingness' itself? 

Centricism is a characteristic. As such Centricism must apply to 'some' concept 
be it physical or abstractual. 

The concept of 'characteristics' do not apply to 'nothingness' rather the void of 
characteristics applies to 'nothingness'. Characteristics cannot 'characterize' 
'nothingness', since 'nothingness' is neither physical nor abstractual. As such, it 
is only 'within' 'nothingness' where we find the lack of one or the other or both 
Centricism and non-Centricism. 

Where do understandings regarding the characteristics of 'inverse 
proportionality', 'nothingness', 'entities of knowing', 'Centricism', and 'non- 
Centricism' lead us? Such understandings lead us toward comprehending the 
interaction as well as the interrelationship of the elements of the 'whole'. Since by 
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definition we are a part of the whole, such understandings lead us toward 
comprehending the interaction as well as the interrelationship of ourselves to the 
whole. 

Before we can explore such interrelationships and interactions, we have two other 
concepts, which need addressing. 

Virgin physicality/' virgin physical life' 

The concept: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the physical, found 'within' region #1 
is 'Centricism' itself. In fact, 'nothingness' found 'within' the physical is the 
'fundamental building block' of the physical, is a concept for the field of 
science/cosmology to explore. 

We find ourselves in the middle of a dialectic regarding the differences of existing 
within a region of Centricism (region #1) and a region of non-Centricism (region 
#3). The similarities of the two regions, as well as the significance one region 
imposes upon the other, are the concepts we are attempting to understand. We can 
begin our understanding by making a simple statement: 

'Nothingness' found 'within' the physical, found 'within' region 
#1, is Centricism itself. 
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To understand the concept: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the physical, found 
'within' region #1, is Centricism itself, we will once again rely upon graphics: 
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We will now expand the universe to include 'nothingness': 
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As we have discussed previously, nature abhors a vacuum and as such rushes to 
fill the vacuum. But nature acts symmetrically and as such nature rushes to fill the 
vacuum equally from all 'directions' until the vacuum is no longer a vacuum. The 
point is the vacuum collapses from the 'outer' edge toward the 'center'. Within 
the physical, 'nothingness' is the location towards which all 'things' move to find 
the center. 

'Nothingness' becomes the epitome of the center itself. 'Nothingness' becomes 
the center for as 'nothingness' becomes 'occupied' and its radius diminishes to 
non-existence itself, 'nothing' has occurred no 'space' was lost and no 'distance' 
traversed. Since no distance was traversed, no time was taken to fill the region of 
'nothingness'. This statement can be made when referring to time for time is not 
an element, is not a part of the fabric of which 'nothingness' is composed since by 
definition 'nothingness' is the void of all including not only matter and energy but 
also distance and time. 

What then is: 'Virgin physicality/' virgin physical life'? 'Virgin physical life' is 
physical life at the point of centralism' s formation. 'Virgin physicality' begins 
just before formation but just after it pre-existed as separation. 'Virgin physical 
life' is the point of origination, is physical life 'before' it has gained the ability to 
physically function as singularity of existence versus multiple independent 
existence of components. 'Virgin physicality' is physical existence as 'a' unit 
versus existence as separate components 'capable' of combining to form 'a' unit. 
'Virgin physical existence' is in essence nonexistence, is in essence nothing, is in 
essence 'nothingness' itself. 'Virgin physicality/' virgin physical life' is the 
moment 'before' space, time, matter, energy forms of experience become a part of 
knowing and thus knows nothing of its own self for its own self has yet to begin 
its process of knowing. The lack of knowing existing immediately before the 
process of knowing begins is where 'virgin-ness' lies. Virgin-ness lies at the 
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center of 'nothingness' itself. Cosmologically and ontologically, Centricism thus 
finds its ultimate source of centricity. 

What then of the universe? Science and religion with their principles of symmetry 
and creation would suggest the same concept can be applied to this thing we call 
'virgin physicality'. Again, however, this is a discourse for science/cosmology 
and religion/ontology to explore. Our task is metaphysical in nature and although 
our discussion may have direct implication for science and religion, it is not the 
scientific nor the religious aspects we are to pursue. 

What then are we attempting to explore? We are attempting to explore the 
concept of knowledge becoming 'knowing' knowledge, consciousness of 
'knowledge'. 

We will, therefore, modify our graphic by replacing the symmetrical circle within 
which we find three dimensions, four dimensions, and may in the future find five, 
six, and more dimensions with a unit entity of 'knowing': In short, we are about 
to explore the concept of: Virgin consciousness/' virgin abstract knowing'. 

Virgin consciousness/'virgin abstract knowing' 

We can now make a second statement regarding the concept of 'nothingness' 

'Nothingness' found 'within' the abstract, found 'within' region #3 
is 'non-Centricism' itself. 
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It could be said that the statement: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the abstract is the 
'fundamental building block' of the abstract.' is a concept for the field of 
religion/ontology to explore. 

We find ourselves in the middle of a dialect regarding the differences of existing 
within a region of Centricism (region #1) as explained by cosmology and existing 
in a region of non-Centricism (region #3) as explained by ontology. This is the 
very point of metaphysics. Metaphysics listens to both cosmology and ontology 
and attempts to resolve the issues keeping the two apart. 

Before we can make the leap of resolving the basic differences between ontology 
and cosmology, we must allow the metaphysical understanding regarding the 
ontological perception of 'nothingness' to emerge just as we allowed the 
metaphysical understanding regarding the cosmological perception of 
'nothingness' to emerge. 

To understand the concept: 'Nothingness' found 'within' the abstract, found 
'within' region #3, is non-Centricism itself.' we will once again rely upon 
graphics: 

Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Initially 

No 

Knowing 

Initially 
Nothingness: 

No: 
Matter 
Energy 
Time 
Space 
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As the entity moves through time and space, it gains an 'awareness' of 
experiencing. The entity begins to 'fill' up with both knowing and awareness of 
its knowing. Eventually, the entity becomes 'full'. The 'fullness' of the entity 
does not terminate the entity's existence in the physical. Rather the termination of 
the entity's existence in the physical completes the filling of the entity. 

This does not imply the entity has 'room' for more knowing, for the entity is 
always 'full'. Rather the physical termination is the termination of the 'process' of 
acquiring knowledge by the knowing of the entity. 
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We can depict the completion of the process as a 'filled' versus an 'empty' unit. 
Regardless of the 'amount' of knowledge 'contained' within the entity of 
knowing, the concept of the entity being completely filled is complete with the 
termination of gaining knowing unique to the entity of knowing. 

Likewise, regardless of the 'amount' of knowledge 'contained' within the entity 
of knowing the concept of the entity being completely empty while in the process 
of gaining knowing unique to the entity of knowing is in essence 'empty' relative 
to the potential to gain knowledge by the entity of knowing. The only limit 
imposed to the continued increase in knowledge forced upon the unit of knowing 
is the termination of the process itself. 

Some would call this termination of the growth process of 'knowledge' by the 
unit of knowing, death. There is nothing inappropriate regarding this label. 
However, to say we 'know' what death is, is inappropriate for we can only 
speculate regarding such a meaning. In this Tractate, we are exploring the very 
meaning of the term death, from a different direction than that which society 
presently comes. We are exploring the perception of death - exploring the 
perception of the mirror separating the physical and the abstract from the point of 
view of a new metaphysical perception. 

What then is: Virgin consciousness/' virgin abstract knowing', 'virgin abstract 
knowing' is knowing at its point of origination, is knowing 'before' it has gained 
any knowledge and thus its knowing knows nothing. Virgin consciousness/' virgin 
abstract knowing' is the moment 'before' space, time, matter, and energy forms of 
experience become a part of knowing. Virgin consciousness knows nothing of its 
own self for its own self has yet to begin its process of knowing. The lack of 
knowing existing immediately before the process of knowing begins is where 
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'virgin-ness' lies. Virgin-ness lies at the center of the 'nothingness' of knowing 
itself. Metaphysically, Centricism thus finds its ultimate source of centricity. 

Stepping 'in' beyond Centricism: Dependency 

Now as much as it may appear logical to begin examining the entities of knowing 
within region #1, we are going to begin examining the entities of knowing from 
region #3. To do this we will simply move the entities of knowing out of region 
#1 and into region #3. 

In essence, we are going to step 'out' into non-Centricism. We are going to allow 
the two forms of unique knowing of knowledge to step 'out' into non-Centricism. 
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Since the 'empty' unit, the 'virgin entity of knowing', has absolutely nothing 
abstractual or otherwise within it, it takes up no space or time and thus we can 
now simplify the graphic: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 




With the aid of this graphic, we can now begin to understand the interrelationship 
between existing entities found within region #3. We can now begin to understand 
the very concept of not only the very existence of non-Centricism itself but we 
can begin to understand the process as well as the potentiality of non-Centricism. 



Existence within non-Centricism: 
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We will take the latter diagram and reduce region #1, the location of Centricism 
since we are concerned with region #3. In addition we will expand upon the 
number of entities of knowing which have evolved through the process of 
'traveling', experiencing region #1 - the location of space, time, matter, energy... 




The entities of knowing: 

1 . Are each unique in and of themselves due to their unique experiencing and 
assembly through time and space or whichever abstractual fabric should 
exist within the 'universe' from which they emerge 

2. Do not vary in size since relative to the whole, each is relatively the same 
in size 
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3. May appear to vary regarding their 'distance' apart but since they are 
immersed in a location void distance, in essence the 'distance' separating 
them does not exist. They are, therefore, all equidistant - no distance apart 

4. Are independent of beginning - end parameters since they are immersed 
in a void of time and space, immersed within a form of non-Centricism 

Process 

5. Take no 'time' to get from one to another since there is no 'distance' to 
traverse 

6. Are capable of 'knowing' one another completely since they are not 
knowledge but passive unique experiencing of knowledge assembled by 
the active process of knowing and whose process remains an integral part 
of themselves since the passivity of knowledge is nothing without active 
process of knowing 

Potentiality 

7. Are capable of incorporating 'new' entities of unique knowledge, 
knowing, and experiencing 

8. Partial summations of knowing as well as complete summations of 
knowing are as varied as the potential combinations of existing entities 
and the parts of existing entities allow. This is known as 'Omniscience'. 

9. Potentiality within region #3 is, due to #1 - 8 is limited to what is and 
therefore is 'dependent' one entity upon another entity, which exists as 
opposed to what 'might' exist. 

Dependence thus becomes the principle of region #3. 
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It must be acknowledged that the concept of existence 'within' non-Centricism is 
a difficult concept to comprehend. But why shouldn't it be. We are after all 
immersed 'within' Centricism' and as such find time and space to be concepts 
expanding 'outward' from 'a' point of reference which varies from conscious 
knowing to conscious knowing. 

What must not be lost within the exploration of the unfamiliar, however, is that 
within a location void the fabric of space and time, 'correct' sequencing is not a 
fundamental principle since 'correct' sequencing is an aspect of time and space 
found within our personal universe. 

Region #3 therefore is a location where our unique experiencing depends upon 
what others have to offer us to experience versus our forming our own 
experiencing for our own unique experiences are what they are and our own 
uniqueness cannot change without the infusion, embracing, union of another's 
unique knowing. 

Divine intervention? Perhaps. Who is to say what the whole is capable of doing 
with its creation: the universe, our reality. 

Nevertheless, how can an 'all knowing' entity be all knowing if it doesn't know 
'all things'? 
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Knowing 1 




Doesn't this diagram imply 'all Knowing' doesn't know what 'will be' and 
doesn't this in turn imply time exists in 'all Knowing'? 

The concept of what 'will be' only exists 'within' time and if we review what we 
had previously learned of time, we find time to be 'located' within two locations: 
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Since time is not found either as an innate characteristic of region #3 nor as a 
medium of region #3 'within' which subsets of region #3 find themselves 
immersed, there is no concept of 'what will be' to be found in region #3. 

This is not to say time is not found 'within' region #3, rather it demonstrated time 
is not an all-pervasive characteristic, a universal medium of region #3. Time is 
found in region #3 in two distinct location of which we are presently capable of 
perceiving. Time is found 'within' entities of 'knowing', which have evolved out 
of the 'universe', and time is found as a medium of the universe within which 
entities of 'knowing' move from being 'virgin' entities of 'knowing' to being 
complete entities of 'knowing'. 
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Where then does the 'Book of Divine Knowledge' find itself to be in terms of the 
metaphysical system of singular location, the individual 'acting within'/being a 
part of God? 



Stepping 'into' Centricism: Independence 



Having stepped 'in' beyond Centricism and into the region characterized by non- 
Centricism, let's now step 'out' of non-Centricism and into Centricism - 
Independence. To do so we will begin where we initiated the understanding of 
region #3: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 
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By moving 'into' Centricism we are in essence moving 'beyond' non- 
Centricism/dependency and into Independency. As such our graphic now 
becomes: 



Unit entity of 
Knowing 

Upon Termination 
Filled with: 

Knowing of Knowledge 




Region #1 is a location where our unique experiencing begins at the point of 
nothingness and forms in a unique manner to ourselves based upon our own 
unique experiences. 

As we previously discussed, upon termination of the journey of knowing within 
time and space, the entity is no longer 'empty' or partially 'empty' of knowledge. 
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This leads us to our next step. We are going to remove the 'filled' entity of 
knowing since we are focusing upon the 'process' of knowing and how it interacts 
with the concept of Centricism, which Copernicus so aptly entrenched in the field 
of science. 

As such, our graphic becomes: 



Unit entity of 




The 'empty' unit, the 'virgin entity of knowing' has absolutely nothing abstractual 
or otherwise within it at only one point in time. The 'virgin entity of knowing' is 
empty when it is simply 'process'. Until the process of knowing begins, the entity 
is in a state of passivity and only enters the active state of being when it makes the 
step beyond being in a passive state to being in an active state. A detailed 
discussion of such states was explored within Tractate 2: Aristotle. 
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Since we discussed the concept of a passive state of knowing in Tractate 2, we 
will proceed to examine the active state of knowing, the process of filling an 
abstractual unit of active knowing with the substance it needs to exist as an entity, 
the substance of knowledge and experience. 

The entity exists enmeshed in the fabric of time and space/distance since time and 
space are the very fabrics of region #1. 

With the aid of this graphic, we can now begin to understand the interrelationship 
between existing entities found within region #1. We can now begin to understand 
the very concept of not only the very existence of Centricism itself but we can 
begin to understand the process as well as the potentiality of Centricism. 

Existence within Centricism: 

We will take the latter diagram and reduce region #3, the location of non- 
Centricism since we are concerned with region #1. Since region #1 is located 
'within' region #3, the only way to do this while expanding region #1 is to apply 
the concept of relativistic size of region #1 compared to region #3. In addition to 
modifying the relative size of each region, we will expand upon the number of 
entities of knowing which evolve through the process of 'traveling', experiencing 
region #1 - the location of space, time, matter, energy. . . 
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No time 
No distance 




#3 



The entities of actively growing knowing: 



1 . Are each unique in and of themselves due to their being in the process of 
acquiring unique experiencing as they move through time and space. Each 
entity of knowing has its own unique perceptions and experiencing 
assembled uniquely by the linear progression of the multiple facets of both 
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time and space or whatever abstractual fabric should exist within the 
'universe' from which the entity of knowing emerges 

2. Vary in size since relative to each other they contain vastly different 
'quantities' of knowledge and contain vastly different experiences. 

3. Not only may appear but do vary regarding their 'distance' apart since 
they are immersed in a location whose very fabric is composed of 
distance. In essence, the 'distance' separating them does exist. They are 
therefore all separated by varying degrees of distance no two distances of 
which are equal 

4. Are dependent upon beginning - end parameters since they are immersed 
in time and space, are immersed within a form of Centricism 

Process 

5. Take 'time' to get from one to another, to get from one place to another, 
since there is 'distance' to traverse 

6. Are incapable of 'knowing' one another completely since they are not 
complete forms of knowledge but rather are actively and uniquely 
experiencing knowledge and being assembled through the active process 
of knowing and experiencing uniquely. The process itself becomes 
uniquely an integral part of themselves since the active process of gaining 
knowledge is the creation of the perception of knowledge and 
experiencing through the process of knowing itself. 

Potentiality 

7. Are incapable of incorporating other 'newly' developing entities of unique 
knowledge, knowing, and experiencing for their process of 'forming' has 



320 



The Error of Copernicus 



not yet ended and therefore any new knowledge and experiencing 'affects' 
the very formation of the entity itself is in the process of 'becoming'. 

8. Partial summations of a unique entity of knowing as well as the complete 
summation of the unique entity of knowing is as varied as the potential 
combinations the parts of 'a' particular unique entity of developing 
knowing can allow confined to itself. This is known as 'limited' knowing. 

9. Potentiality within region #1 is, due to #1 - 8, limited to the abstractual 
and ? and ? fabric of a particular universe. In 'our' case, potentiality 
regarding formation of unique entities of knowing is limited to what time, 
space, matter, and energy will allow. Since uniqueness is a quality 
acquired by the active process of knowing itself, each entity of knowing is 
unique and becomes so independent of one another 

Independence thus becomes the principle of region #1. 

This is not to say that individuals are not dependent upon one another in society. 
What it says is that the very concept of uniqueness is a quality of existence itself 
and is not a characteristic 'given' by one individual to another. 

Centricism is not a difficult concept to comprehend because we are, after all, 
immersed 'within' Centricism', and as such we not only observe but experience 
time and space to be concepts expanding 'outward' from 'a' point of reference 
which varies from conscious knowing to conscious knowing. 

What must not be lost within the exploration of the familiar, however, is that 
within a location whose very fabric is that of space and time, 'correct' sequencing 
is a fundamental principle. One cannot die unless one is first born, one cannot 
wake up unless one first goes to sleep, and one cannot swim unless one first goes 
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into the water. Granted the term 'cannot' may be too strong a term to use in these 
particular examples but the concept of 'correct' sequencing is an aspect of time 
and space and as such is something all of us within our personal universe 
understand. 

Region #1 therefore is a location where our unique experiencing does not depend 
upon what others have to offer us to experience. Rather our own experiencing is 
in the process of 'becoming' as uniquely experienced by ourselves. Our own 
unique experiencing and knowledge as viewed uniquely through our own 
knowing is becoming what it is - our own uniqueness. We are in the process of 
becoming rather than being what we finally are to be. We can change with the 
infusion, embracing, union of experiencing space and time while immersed within 
matter and energy. 

Divine intervention? Perhaps. Who is to say what the whole is capable of doing 
within its creation: the universe, our reality. 

How can an 'all knowing' entity be all knowing if it doesn't know 'all things'? 
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Again we must ask: Doesn't this diagram imply 'all Knowing' doesn't know what 
'will be' and doesn't this in turn imply time exists in 'all Knowing'? 



Again, we must reply: The concept of what 'will be' only exist 'within' time. If 
we review what we had previously learned of time we find time to be 'located' 
within two locations: 
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Since time is not found either as an innate characteristic of region #3 nor as a 
medium of region #3 'within' which subsets of region #3 find themselves 
immersed, there is no concept of 'what will be' to be found in region #3. 



This is not to say time is not found 'within' region #3, rather it demonstrated time 
is not an all-pervasive characteristic, a universal medium of region #3. Time is 
found in region #3 in two distinct location of which we are presently capable of 
perceiving. Time is found 'within' entities of 'knowing', which have evolved out 
of the 'universe', and time is found as a medium of the universe within which 
entities of 'knowing' move from being 'virgin' entities of 'knowing' to being 
complete entities of 'knowing'. 
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Where then does the 'Book of Divine Knowledge' find itself to be in terms of the 
metaphysical system of singular location, the individual 'acting within'/being a 
part God? 



The significance of insignificance: Random Sequencing 

There is really no place to begin with such a topic. Perhaps that is a fitting 
observation considering the topic itself: randomness. 

We have, however, little choice but to begin if we are to understand the 
significance of insignificance. 

So lets begin: 
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Or: 



A 

* 




B A 



The potential names of points A, B, and C using the Cartesian coordinates ( X, Y, 
Z ) grows as the number of locations for the origin increases. The number of 
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locations of the origin grows exponentially as the number of dimensions grows 
linearly. 

One could begin with one point and zero dimensions. By doing so one observes 



* 

A 



Since a point has no length, depth, or height, point A has zero dimensions. 

By adding one dimension we obtain: zero dimensions + one dimension = one 
dimension but the potential names for 'a' point becomes infinite in nature: 



-* ► 

n 



The point A has the potential to be located anywhere upon line n. The concept of 
one dimension being the only existence creates a line, line n, which is infinite in 
length. Point A has the potential of being located anywhere upon line n since, by 
definition, point A has no length. Point A could move along line n, however, point 
A need not move to change position relative to line n, line n could move relative 
to dimensions 2, 3, 4 ... which exist to us but not to the situation we are 



327 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

discussing. Such a statement is neither a paradox nor an untruth. As we, you and I 
can readily attest to, just because 'a' dimension and its components are not aware 
of other dimensions does not mean other dimensions do not exist. 

If we now add a second dimension, we can observe the nonlinear growth of 
potential points of location for point A. 



n 



So it is two and then three dimensions can be understood to exponentially grow 
the perceptual potential coordinates for point A. If we presume point A can move 
or if point A is presumed to be static in its location the same results of exponential 
growth for the names of point A can be understood to increase if we presume the 
X and Y axis move. 

If we then factor in the name of point A changing with time, again the perception 
regarding point A's contribution to the space/time relationship causes another 
exponential increase in the coordinate names point A could acquire. 

But what does this have to do with abstractual concepts of free will, determinism, 
significance and insignificance? 
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This progression of thought regarding the exponential expansion of perceptual 
spatial location generated through increasing numbers of dimensions leads us to 
the rudimentary mindset which will help us understand the exponential expansion 
of the totality of perceptual 'knowing' generated through increasing numbers of 
unique entities of 'knowing' evolving out of free will. 
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To understand the connection let us look at a unit entity of awareness, a unit entity 
of 'knowing' as it develops within the physical: 




Virgin awareness, virgin 'knowing', begins with no 'knowing' and expands 
through experiencing within the universe. As such, it could be drawn as: 




The transparency of the rectangular prism represents the ability of the physical to 
continue to affect and form the entity of 'knowing'. The entity of knowing 
continues to grow, experience, and formulate its completeness of unique 
'knowing 'until it' dies. At the point of it's no longer being capable of continuing 
to grow its summation of awareness; we obtain what could be diagramed as: 
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The ability to initiate actions of free will combined with the ability to experience 
actions bound by the laws of nature generate the unit of unique abstractual 
perception which has developed. 

Now lets remove the influence of the physical since, as symbolized by the 'filled' 
rectangular prism, the sensory mechanism has been removed from the individual 
unit of perceptual development. This removal of the physical does not imply the 
abstractual uniqueness of the unit of 'knowing' just 'goes away'. In fact, the 
implication of the individual 'acting within'/being a part God implies quite the 
contrary. As such, we obtain the following: 

Unit A 

We have removed physical reality in order to study the entity of awareness. We 
will label this entity: unit A. Keep in mind. Unit A is no longer a Virgin point of 
'knowing' but rather a point of 'knowing' having its own unique perceptual 
'outlook' which has been developed through the influence of an almost infinite 
number of abstractual interactions. Such interactions have been generated through 
the actions of both free will initiated by itself and initiated by actions of free will 
generated by other units of 'knowing', as well as generated by actions bound by 
the laws of nature. 

In essence, the unit of abstraction indicated above is 'filled' with various 
perceptions, desires, wants, loves jealousy, greed, compassion, etc. One must also 
recognize the unit to be just that: 'a unit'. It is. It is unique. It has 'wholeness' of 
perception that is unique in and of itself. 
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Before we move any further, one will find it interesting to note that if Unit A is 
the whole of existence, then: 

1. The potential perceptual development of the whole is simply that of 
unit A 

2. The number of abstractual existences are infinite in number but limited 
to what is found in unit A 

3. Perceptions of time and distance can be found 'within' unit A but not 
'outside' unit A for there is nothing 'outside' unit A 

4. The 'whole' is identical to unit A and as such has the same perceptions 
as unit A 

5. The 'whole' has the power of unit A and no more 

6. The 'whole' has the same 'knowing' as unit A and no more 

7. The 'whole' has the same 'presence' as unit A and no more 

Sound familiar? The discussion evolves out of Tractates 1, 2, and 3: Zeno, 
Aristotle, and Boethius. 

In order to address our understanding of what we mean by the whole we will 
enclose unit A within the whole: 



^[ A 






The Whole 
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It is obvious the whole is Unit A. It is also obvious time and distance are 
abstractions found 'within' unit A for the elements necessary to generate the 
concepts of time and distance are no longer present. Time and distance are 
elements of space and matter both of which had been removed when we erased 
the circle that represented the physical reality of the universe. 

What then happens if a second unit of 'knowing' is added to the system above? 




The Whole 



Now we no longer can say: 

1. The potential perceptual development of the whole is simply that of 
unit A 

2. The number of abstractual existences are infinite in number but limited 
to what is found in unit A 

3. Perceptions of time and distance can be found 'within' unit A but not 
'outside' unit A for there is nothing 'outside' unit A 

4. The 'whole' is identical to unit A and as such has the same perceptions 
as unit A 

5. The 'whole' has the power of unit A and no more 

6. The 'whole' has the same 'knowing' as unit A and no more 

7. The 'whole' has the same 'presence' as unit A and no more 
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We must now say: 

1. The potential perceptual development of the whole is that of unit A, 
unit B, or unit A + unit B 

2. The number of abstractual existences are infinite in number but is no 
longer limited to what is found in unit A, rather it is limited to what is 
found in unit A, unit B, or unit A + unit B 

3. Perceptions of time and distance can be found 'within' unit A or found 
'within' unit B but not 'outside' unit A and/or unit 'B' for there is 
nothing 'outside' unit A and unit B 

4. There is now something found 'outside' unit A and that is not only 
'unit' B but the summation of unit A + unit B 

5. The 'whole' is identical to unit A, or unit B, or unit A + unit B and as 
such has the same perceptions as unit A or unit B or unit A + unit B 

6. The 'whole' has the power of unit A or unit B or unit (A + B) and no 
more 

7. The 'whole' has the same 'knowing' as unit A or unit B or unit (A + 
B) and no more 

8. The 'whole' has the same 'presence' as unit A or unit B or unit (A + 
B) and no more 

It becomes apparent that the increase in the varieties of combinations of the whole 
increase not on a linear basis but rather on some form of geometrical or 
exponential basis. If we expand our units of unique 'knowing' developed under 
the laws of free will, we obtain three units of unique knowing and as such obtain: 
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Unit A 




UnitB 



The Whole 



UnitC 



At this point, we could reevaluate the results of the above using the same format 
we previously used. This process however becomes beset with even more 
verbiage than previously. To minimize this problem of verbiage we will examine 
the results of the above using more diagrams. 



Unit A 






The Whole 



We will now open unit A and pour its 'substance' into the Whole. 



\X Unit A 






The Whole 



Example 1 : If Unit A only 



335 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Possibilities for the Whole: 
1. A 

Example 2: If Unit A and Unit B only 
Possibilities for the Whole: 

1. A 

2. B 

3. AB 

4. BA 

Before we go to example three, we should address the question of why the 
potential for BA? AB and BA are not the same even though time and/or distance 
are not 'active' elements of the whole. Time and distance are elements of Unit A 
and Unit B. As such, should the contents of A and B be released 'into' the Whole, 
then time and distance become options with which the Whole can develop its own 
unique perceptions. 

At first glance, it would appear the characteristic of cardinality would only be 
relevant if one speaks in terms of sequencing physical perceptions generated 
through the element of cardinality innately found in spatial cardinal concepts of 
distance or if one speaks in terms of sequencing abstractual perceptions generated 
through the element of cardinality innately found in the abstractual cardinal 
concept of time. 
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The perceptions generated through the potential combinations of A and B are not 
A, B, and AB but also BA. A fifth state of the whole itself exists. This fifth state 
of being is the summation of some sequential form of A and B independent of the 
perception developed through an order of sequencing. 

Having said this we then obtain a new perspective for the possibilities for the 
whole, which in turn will allow us to move to example three. 

Example 2 corrected: 

Possibilities for the whole: 

1. A 

2. B 

3. AB 

4. BA 

5. the whole 

Example 3: 

Possibilities for the whole: 

1. A 

2. B 

3. C 

4. AB 

5. BA 

6. BC 
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7. the whole of A and B 

8. ABC 

9. ACB 

10. BAC 

11. BCA 

12. CAB 

13. CBA 

14. the whole of A and B and C 

There is a pattern developing here. The mathematics of it are much too difficult to 
explore in this tractate. However, a simplistic example can be demonstrated by 
following a similar yet much more simplistic sequence: 

Example 1: 

A 

Example 2: 
A, B, AB 
Example 3: 

A, B, C, AB, AC, BC, ABC 
Example 4: 

A, B, C, D, AB, AC, AD, BC, BD, CD, ABC, ABD, ACD, BCD, ABCD 
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As one examines the increase in potential possibilities generated by the sequence 
one begins to appreciate the significance of each unit. 

If there is only one unit, the unit is the whole, there is nothing greater. 

If 'a' second unit is added the number of potential possibilities expands by two 
not one, expands to three. 

If 'a' third unit is added the number of potential possibilities expands by four not 
one, expands to seven. 

If 'a' fourth unit is added the number of potential possibilities expands by eight 
not one, expands to fifteen. 

Any one unit of growth may or may not be greater than another. The size of the 
unit is not what is important here but rather what is important is the very fact that 
an additional unit has been added. Mathematically we see the pattern as being: 



1 3 7 15 31 63 




+ 2 +4 +8 +16 +32 



As one can see, the potential increases non-linearly. Each unit added has 
tremendous repercussion upon the potential of the whole. Each unit added has 
tremendous significance to the whole. Each unit added impacts the whole more 
than once, more than itself. 
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But where is the individual unit here? It appears to be lost. It appears to be lost not 
because it is lost but because we have not fully expanded upon the pattern. 

If we more fully expand the pattern to be what it is, we obtain: 



0 1 3 7 15 31 63 




This does not appear to fit the pattern unless we adjust the pattern accordingly: 



0 1 3 7 15 31 63 




n 

2 

Where 

n = the whole numbers 
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All of a sudden, we see the base for what it is. The base, the foundation, is built 
upon the individual unit since 'n' is the epitome of individuality itself, 'n' is the 
set of unit numbers in their very completeness of form, 'n' is the set of natural 
numbers beginning with one and extending into infinity as a set comprised of 
increasingly large numbers of whole, complete units based upon 'a' whole unit 
itself. 

As we can see, the growth is not geometric but exponential. 

Is this an anomaly or is this the very concept upon which the growth of the whole 
itself is built when one speaks of 'all knowing'? Within the system of the 
individual 'acting within'/being a part God, this is not an anomaly but rather the 
foundation of total knowing, the whole itself. 

Under the metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, the individual 'acting 
within'/being a part God, the very perceptual abilities of the whole grow 
exponentially with each unit of knowing added to it. Furthermore, the growth is 
not based simply upon the pattern diagrammed above but rather the pattern leaps 
beyond this potential by a factor of: 

The whole of A + the whole of A and B + the whole of A and B and C + . . . 

So it is each individual unit added may be added to such a large number of others 
that it appears insignificant compared to the whole but it is in fact 'the' element 
which increases the whole exponentially over the huge 'potentiality of 'knowing" 
it had been previous to the individual's addition to the whole. 

Doesn't the concept of 'previously' imply an element of time and sequencing? No 
and that is the very reason the concept such as alphabetical sequencing, a concept 
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of sequencing 'controlled' by time becomes a limit not imposed upon the whole 
of abstraction itself. The result of course is an even greater form of exponential 
growth applying to the whole than the form of exponential growth we 
demonstrated. 

Suddenly, through an understanding of a new metaphysical system - through an 
understanding of a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system - 
through an understanding of the individual 'acting within '/being a part God, 
through an understanding of a system of determinism powered by free will, we 
begin a new understanding regarding the very significance of the seemingly 
insignificant. 

Humanity, the individual, begins its upward climb out of the depths of 
insignificance and into the glory of significance itself. 

The explosive nature of the potentiality of knowing 

Adding 'a' piece of knowing creates an explosion of potential combinations over 
and above what existed previously. As each new piece of knowing is added, the 
addition creates an exponential expansion of potentiality to which the next piece 
of knowing can add its potentiality of growth to the whole. 

Potentiality now becomes a situation of 'expanding', increasing, potential growth 
itself on an exponential basis as opposed to an 'expanding', increasing potential 
growth on a geometrical basis. 

The whole itself now gains not just the potential to grow but gains the potential to 
grow in a potentially explosive manner. The difference may best be understood as 
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that of the difference in existence of a substance, the explosive nature of the 
substance gun powder and the explosive nature of fission, and the explosive 
nature of fusion and now: the explosive nature of knowing. 

What does this have to do with Centricism and non-Centricism? It is the very 
concept of Centricism, which limits the potentiality of the Whole itself. It is 
Centricism that limits our potential significance. And the further away we appear 
to be from the center of the whole, the less significant we perceive our 
significance itself to be. 

This was not the intent of Copernicus as he reevaluated the concept regarding the 
'location' of the center. As little as Copernicus had expected to influence our very 
understanding regarding the significance of the individual, his work involving the 
search for the center of the physical was to impact humanity's most fundamental 
perception regarding the value of the individual and its own specie. 

Removing a piece of Randomness 

To understand the significance regarding the impact removing a piece of knowing 
from the whole has upon the whole itself, one must not begin by removing what 
one find at the left but at the right of the graphic: 
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Where 




n = the whole numbers 



And with that the significance of removing, losing, terminating, interfering with, 
'cutting short', a piece of knowing's potential once it has 'become', speaks for 
itself. Interfering with the development of a unit of knowing affects the outcome 
of what the Whole is. 

Boethius' metaphysical system and why we can now file it away as a part of 
the annals of history 

We must now come back to the diagram representing the 'location' of free will 
and the 'location' of determinism in order to understand why it is we can finally 
relegate Boethius' metaphysical system to the annals of history, relegate 
Boethius' metaphysical system to that of being a history book as opposed to being 
a current philosophical theme. 
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This aspect of Tractate 3: Boethius, was put on hold until we were able to expand 
our understanding regarding Centricism and its affect upon units of knowing 
addressed within this tractate. We can now return to the concept of free will and 
determinism for a short summation as to why Boethius' metaphysical system can 
now be filed away in the archives of interesting historical paradoxes. 



Established, completed 




Evolving, incomplete 
Units of Knowing 
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As we have done so often before, we find ourselves in need of simplifying the 
diagram. Simplifying we obtain: 



Actions bound by 
the laws of nature 



Actions bound by 
the laws of 
determinism 



Location of 
Determinism 




Location of 
Free Will 



Actions bound by 
the laws of free will 



New questions now begin to emerge. Questions emerge which had no opportunity 
to emerge under the confines of Boethius' system where determinism was bound 
'within' the same confines as free will. 
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Is the whole confined by actions bound by the laws of free will? Graphically we 




Is the whole confined by action bound by the laws of determinism? Graphically 
we now understand such a question to be represented as: 
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Is determinism found 'within' the location of free will? Graphically we now 
understand such a question to be represented as: 



f 









Is free will found 'within' the location of determinism? Graphically we now 
understand such a question to be represented as: 




Etc., etc., etc. 
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The questions, not the answers, have only been presented. The questions are 
limitless, the answers now become intuitively understandable through the 
application of the new metaphysical perception: the individual 'acting 
within'/being a part God or generically speaking 'symbiotic panentheism.' 



QJ 



the individual 


< ► 


being 




God 




■4 ► 











Some of these questions are not metaphysical in nature but rather are ontological 
in nature. It is for this very reason that this new metaphysical perception of a non- 
Cartesian system being powered by a Cartesian system appears to relegate 
Boethius' system to the annals of history. 

Boethius' system appeared to leave metaphysics in a state of stagnation while this 
new perception opens up an almost infinite array of new metaphysical thoughts as 
well as philosophical thoughts in general. 

But what of the answers to the given questions? How can one possible bring up 
such topics of discussion and then leave the reader in a state of suspended 
anticipation? For the time being, we have little choice but to proceed with this 
work regarding The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. However, 
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if it is of any solace, these questions will come up again in Tractate 18: The End 
of the Beginning - Theoretical Metaphysics Emerges. 

For the time being, however, we must get back on track or we will never get done 
with the examination of many of philosophy's greatest paradoxes and how it is we 
can now resolve them and as such relegate not just Boethius' paradox but a large 
number of paradoxes to the annals of history. 

Archimedean Points 

Archimedean Points are referred to by Husserl as 'the' Archimedean Point. The 
Archimedean Point is the unshakable foundation of human knowledge. 11 

It is 'within' the individual, be it the subset of the whole as 'the individual' or 'the 
whole' as the individual, 'within' which, the 'unit' of knowledge is found. In 
addition, it is 'within' the individual, be it the subset of the whole as 'the 
individual' or 'the whole' as the individual, 'within' which, the process of 
knowing knowledge is found. The concept of the individual 'acting within'/being 
a part God now becomes two 'substantives', or two universals, as Russell would 
say, interacting upon each other via the verb. 

The universals, substantives: the individual and God 
The verb: 'acting within'/being a part 

All three are elements of the system. To rephrase it, we have a system of: three in 
one. 
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So it is: 



An element of the 

'whole' 

As: 

'the' Individual 
the individual 



'The' incomplete element 

As: 

Process 

the individual becoming 
God becoming 





'The whole' 




As: 


< 1 


'The' Individual 




God 



So it is each entity of knowing becomes 'a' first truth in relationship to itself, in 
relationship to the whole, and in relationship to the universe/reality 

So it is 'infinite relative 1 st truths' emerge within 'finite relative 1 st truths' within 
'a' 1 st truth. 



Philosophical infinities 

Juxtaposition of infinities thus emerges as an essential element of the new 
metaphysical system the individual 'acting within'/being a part God. The 
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concurrence of ontological infinities, cosmological infinities, and metaphysical 
infinities arises out of the understanding of this new metaphysical perception. 
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We can simplify the above diagram as: 




Non- 

Centricism 



Centricism 



The Abstract 



The Physical 



Such an understanding will lead us into a discussion of Kant's Centricism and 
Hegel's non-Centricism in Tractates Six and Seven respectively. 

The latter diagram evolves through the process of reality/the physical itself being 
'experienced' through a process, which can be depicted as: 



The Abstract 
Whose 

boundary is the 
physical 
itself/the body 



The Physical 
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Which, when placed back into its former diagram, becomes: 




The Abstract 
Whose 

boundary is the 
physical 
itself/the body 



The Physical 



Or the individual 'acting within '/being a part God, Centricism within non- 
Centricism, Cartesian within non-Cartesian, non-Cartesian powered by Cartesian, 
non-Centricism powered by Centricism, God powered by the individual through 
'acting within'/being a part of God. 
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This in turn becomes: 




The Abstract 
Whose 

boundary is the 
physical 
itself/the body 



The Physical 
Whose 

boundary is the 

abstract 

itself/knowing 



Or to put it more generically: 



Non- 

Centricism 



The physical 
within the 
abstract 



Centricism 




The Abstract 



The abstract 
within the 
physical 



The Physical 
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A bag of marbles is not dependent upon sequential time 



Remove the universe, remove the physical and we have: 



Round out the unit of knowing: 



O 
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Duplicate the units of knowing: 



o9o9o 0 

o°o° 
u ogo 



Resize your container 



o 



b 



o 




o 



o 



o 



And you have a bag of twenty-one marbles 



So what? So, the twenty-one marbles are not dependent upon time for their 
existence. If you put your hand in the bag and mix the marbles, you may have 
rearranged the marbles but you still have twenty-one marbles. Not only do you 
have twenty-one marbles but each marble is as it was as opposed to is where it 
was. 
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Now lets place time into the picture. 



, Po°o 

°8g8 



Time 



The question becomes: Where does time fit into the graphic? The marbles went 
through a process of emerging as individual entities, unique individual entities. 
Each marble emerged out of non-existence. Each marble uniquely crystallized. 
Each has its own distinctive appearance. Granted each marble may look like the 
others at first glance but each marble is unique and can be identified as its own 
self upon close examination. So once again, where is time found to exist in the 
graphic? 



Time is found as an element of the process of development of each marble. Thus: 



The surroundings 'within' which the marble is immersed is void time in terms of 
the marbles very existence. Does time affect the existence of the marble? 
Physically time affects the physical existence of the marble but time does not 
affect the fact that the marble was what it was. Time only affected what the 
marble became on its way to being what it is. 

Thus time remains a factor found 'within' the marble but time does not affect the 
abstractual existence of the marble. 
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A unit of knowing is not a marble 

Units of knowing are not marbles but units of knowing do have some similarities 
to marbles. Each unit of knowing was formed in its own unique manner through 
becoming, as was the marble. Each unit of knowing is unique because it existed 
through time and had its own unique summation of input as an entity of knowing. 
Each unit of knowing may have a similar appearance at first glance but upon 
closer examination, each unit of knowing is found to be unique. 

As such, the bag of marbles might better be represented as stones in a 
Kaleidoscope, which adds uniquely to the potential of the whole and what it is the 
whole becomes. Now using the word 'becomes' may lead one to believe that time 
is a factor found to surround the marbles but that is not the case. The bag of 
marbles is simply a bag of marbles and has the potential to have an overall 
appearance of but one summation if the bag contains but one marble. As the 
number of marbles increases beyond the total of one and becomes two, then three, 
then four, etc. so to grows the potential summation alternatives of the whole. 
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This growth is not geometric but rather exponential. The point being made here, 
however, is not that the summation of potentiality grows but that time is not a 
factor of the potential but rather time is the essential element of the growth of the 
sub-unit emergence itself rather than an element of the whole as the whole. 



So, what of units of knowing not being marbles? 



Let's reexamine the bag of marbles and apply uniqueness to the marbles in terms 
of apparent knowing. As such, the bag, for convenience purposed, becomes a 
rectangular window and the marbles become irregularly shaped objects 
representing 'uniqueness'. 




Becomes: 
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The Whole 



Unique piece 
of knowing 



The triangle can of course rotate in any direction and as such the appearance of 
the whole changes. To simplify the process we will work only in terms of two- 
dimensional space. 
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Adding another unique piece of knowing: 







The Whole 




< 




Unique pieces 
of knowing 











Add another unique piece of knowing: 







The Whole 








Unique pieces 
of knowing 







And so it is the picture grows. Keep in mind, however, that the picture has the 
potential to shift just as it does in a Kaleidoscope. However, where do the units 
form? They form through time. As such, time must have a location within which 
to exist. 







The Whole 






Unique pieces 
of knowing 



Time 
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Within time unique pieces of knowing emerge from being virgin knowing to 
being a unit of knowing: 



It is reaching the point where we must leave Copernicus and move on with other 
paradoxes. As such, the final question becomes: What does this have to do with 
Centrist systems and Copernicus? 

Centrist systems have a center, a central point from which unique pieces of 
knowing expand upon themselves, central points from which unique pieces of 
knowing emerge. It is the 'unique unit of knowing', with its own unique 
experiencing, with its own unique knowledge which emerges from a Centrist 
system, emerges from 'the', 'a' physical universe and 'enters' the existence 
'beyond' the physical, 'beyond the universal fabric of space and time. The 
universes of which we have familiarity, which forms our particular type of unit, is 
one whose very fabric of apparent universality is time and space/distance which 





Unique 
pieces of 
knowing 



Unique piece 
of knowing 
Emerging 



Time 
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12 

itself may be an innate characteristic of matter and energy. Whether or not it is 
time and space/distance that are the innate characteristic of matter and energy or 
matter and energy that are the innate characteristic of time and space/distance is 
not the point of this tractate. The point is: 

Centrist systems have a center, a central point from which unique 
units of knowing expand beyond and upon themselves, central 
points from which unique units of knowing emerge. It is the 
'unique units of knowing', which through their own unique 
experiencing, emerge from a Centrist system, 'the', 'a' physical 
universe and become a part of the non-centrist system. 

This statement can be rephrased as: 

Centrist systems have a center, a central point from which unique 
units of knowledge expand beyond and upon themselves, central 
points from which unique units of knowledge emerge. It is the 
'unique unit of knowledge', which through its own unique 
formation, knowledge itself emerges from a Centrist system of 
knowledge formation, from 'the', 'a' physical universe and 
becomes a part of the non-centrist system of total knowledge. 

If we return to our marble analogy, we can begin to grasp a clearer image of what 
is being said: 
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o9o9o Q 

o°o° 



Time 



This becomes: 



oSoSo 0 

nvnvnv 




°ogo 



Which becomes: 
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We can now see how it is that time becomes a part of each unit entity of knowing 
which travels through our universe of centrist systems 

This however is not the end of the analogy for we have twenty-one marbles. The 
center is what is called the origin, is called the present, is defined as: What is: 




The origin 
The present 
What is 



The left of the center units, the left of the present are units, which have already 
"become". We refer to such a concept as the past or 'what was'. 

The right of the center unit, the right of the present are units, which have yet to 
"become". We refer to such a concept as the future or 'what could be' . 
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The concept of the entities to the right of 'what is' being 'what could be' versus 
'what will be' is a very important aspect of the future events. 'What could be' 
implies free will of the individual. 'What will be' implies determinism. 



It would be interesting running this train of thought under the premise of 'what 
will be'. That scenario, however, belongs with Boethius and we are not going 
back there. We must stay on track of following history and where it has led us, is 
leading us, and 'could' lead us. Let it be noted, however, that in the case of the 
'what will be' scenario, the marbles to the right of center are all pre-filled with a 
predetermined pattern. As such the potentiality of kaleidoscope of patterns is 
limited to 'what is' rather than being unlimited by 'what could be'. Within such a 
scenario, infinite finites supercede finite infinites (see Tractate 2: Aristotle). 



Returning to the task at hand, we then obtain: 
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Now of course we recognize the left side of 'what is' as not only the stones of the 
Kaleidoscope existing within the void of time and space/distance yet 'containing' 
perceptions of time and space/distance. We can, therefore redo our graphic and in 
doing so we find we have: 




As the marbles roll through space and time, they become unique one from 
another. This is a two dimensional depiction. One must not lose track of the 
concept that even in a two-dimensional depiction time has many degrees of 
latitude regarding 'where' it is headed: 
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In essence, we have: 




❖ The 'whole' is a system: the individual being God, symbiotic panentheism 
♦♦♦ The whole is a non-Centrist system powered by a Centrist system 

❖ The Copernican concept of Centricism is a 'vital' part of the 'whole' system for 
without Centricism there is no 'power' to 'operate' the system 



370 



The Error of Copernicus 



We now understand that 

Copernicus is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward 
regarding the 'system' being filled with Centricism into that of being 'the' 
system filled with Centricism and non-Centricism. As such, Centricism 
and non-Centricism, with the help of Copernicus, now have a location 
within which they can be found. And now, the understanding regarding 
the role of both Centricism and non-Centricism as well as the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between Centricism and 
non-Centricism no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even more 
interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not only 
recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but is now 
understood as to how such an interrelationship interacts one with the other. 



1 Aristotle initiated the elementary form of Cartesianism, which might better be termed 
'static Cartesianism'. Although some discussion of 'static' Cartesianism will occur in this 
tractate, a detailed explanation of what the concept means to metaphysics can be found in 
Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle. 

2 Question: This paragraph suggests philosophy, science, and religion were equals. 
Before Copernicus, philosophy did enjoy an independent status apart from religion. 
However, by the medieval period, philosophy was used to support - and not compete 
with - religious views. It wasn't until the emergence of science, as an independent area of 
study, that philosophy once again regained its independence. At that point - philosophy, 
religion, and science - all became independent of each other. With this in mind could you 
explain what you are attempting to imply? Answer: We have at our disposal three means 
of developing perceptions. We have science/observation, religion/belief, and 
philosophy/reason. Each of the three, throughout the unfolding of time, wanes and ebbs 
in terms of its 'apparent' significance one to the other. But in truth each is, uniformly 
through time, equal to the other in significance and any universally stable perception we 
develop has no choice but to be confirmed by the three equally. We will never, as 
individuals or as specie, accept the validity of a metaphysical model if it is a model: We 
find unsupportable by either direct or indirect observation, interpolation or extrapolation, 
and induction or deduction. We find to be unbelievable. We find to be unreasonable. 

3 Question: Because the foundations of political philosophy were being established 
during this period, I don't perceive the process of the "Why" as being a random and 
unimportant event. I agree that, during this period, we "settled" for different models of 
cooperation and agreement, rather than a larger metaphysical understanding. However, 
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these earlier "models" did help establish an atmosphere whereby later philosophers could 
propose more advanced "models'. As such, can you clarify what you mean by 'random' 
and 'unimportant' events? Answer: Metaphysically speaking, no 'foundation of reason' 
was being laid down to rationalize the concept regarding 'tolerance and respect due the 
individual'. The understanding of 'a' metaphysical model from which a natural 
emergence of such a perspective would occur had not been laid out for students of 
philosophy to examine. Granted the emergence of political philosophy was just emerging 
but that is not the point. Political philosophy is no more a foundation of reason than is 
religion or science. The foundation for the concept regarding 'tolerance and respect due 
the individual' can be found in science/observation, religion/faith, and philosophy /reason. 
Philosophy/reason, itself has 'a' foundation and that foundation is the most basic, the 
most primitive, the most primal of foundations. This most primal, most basic of 
foundation is the understanding of 'a' metaphysical system which explains the very 
fundamental dynamics existing between ourselves as abstractually knowing individuals 
and what lies beyond the physical itself. 

4 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: Up to and through Copernicus, the West, for the 
most part, 'believed' time and space/distance were aspects of the physical. Such 
perceptions dominated not only scientific thought, but also religious and philosophically 
thought. With the advent of Kant, however, such philosophical perceptions underwent the 
same type of traumatic inversion as occurred to science and its concept of Centricism 
with the advent of Copernicus. 

5 Oxford Concise Science Dictionary, 1996 

6 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: Up to and through Copernicus, the West, for the 
most part, 'believed' time and space/distance were aspects of the physical. Such 
perceptions dominated not only scientific thought, but also religious and philosophically 
thought. With the advent of Kant, however, such philosophical perceptions underwent the 
same type of traumatic inversion as occurred to science and its concept of Centricism 
with the advent of Copernicus. 

7 Question: ". . .lack of time and distance"? Can you explain? Answer: All forms of 
physical existence are tied to time and space. Physical existences find their very existence 
defined by four coordinates: the three dimension of space and the dimension of time. 
Without space and time physical objects could not exist, as we know them to be, 
physical. Abstract concepts on the other hand are not dependent upon the physical quality 
of neither space nor the physical quality of time. Granted some abstractual concepts are 
dependent upon an abstractual understanding of space and time but they are, however, 
not dependent upon the very existence of the physical qualities of space and time 
themselves. 

8 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: No, other than to say that omniscience by 
definition leads to the summation of knowing, summation of motivation of action. As 
such, Gandhi and Hitler, both of whom impacted human awareness through two opposing 
points of view, became a part of total knowing. The result, the summation of knowing, 
omniscience, incorporated the aspects of both men as well as the horrendous number of 
ripples both men initiated which in turn became, are still becoming, will continue to 
become part of the summation of knowing and thus mold the very personality of the 
summation of knowing itself. 

9 Genesis 32:30, 8:2 

10 Boethius: The Consolation of Philosophy, Book V, section IV. 
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1 1 Question: Can you expand on this statement? Answer: Husserl would suggest all 
things can be stripped away from reality until only one primary concept remains. Such a 
process would leave the most fundamental of foundations. Such a foundation would be 
termed 'the Archimedean Point' from which all else emerges. 

12 Question: Can you clarify? Answer: Up to and through Copernicus, the West, for the 
most part, 'believed' time and space/distance were aspects of the physical. Such 
perceptions dominated not only scientific thought, but also religious and philosophically 
thought. With the advent of Kant, however, such philosophical perceptions underwent the 
same type of traumatic inversion as occurred to science and its concept of Centricism 
with the advent of Copernicus. 
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Leibniz helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how evil could exist 'within' God 
without causing God to be evil. 
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1. 1716 AD Leibniz - The Error of: 

Caring Compassion Requiring Action 




Perfection exists - Leibniz 

The Omni-s - Leibniz 

1. Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omnibenevolence 
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The error: The paradox of Theodicy - Omnibenevolence 

The perception: Leibniz moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system being 
filled with both 'imperfection' and 'perfection' into that of being 'the system' filled with 
'imperfection while perfection is found elsewhere. As such, imperfection and perfection, 
with the help of Leibniz, now have different locations within which each can be found. 
However, the understanding regarding the role of imperfection and perfection as well as 
the understanding regarding the interrelationship between imperfection and perfection not 
only remain in a state of confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of a 
mutually dependent imperfection/perfection interrelationship is not recognized as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Contents 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Perfect System 

Introduction 

Errors created through the passive process of definition 
'Defining' theodicy 

First 

Second 

Third 

Error through the active process of extrapolation as opposed to the passive process of 
definition 

Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

The Core: Omniscience 

The first shell: Omnipotence and Omnipresence 

Leibniz and the error of addition 

The Second Shell: Answers to three questions 

The location of 'imperfection' 

The Location of 'perfection' 

Conclusion 
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Terms/concepts 

Minimal extreme of knowing 

Omnibenevolence 

Omnipotence 

Omnipresence 

Omniscience 

Perceptual knowing 

Puristic non-relativistic values of abstraction 

Sub unit of knowing 

Theodicy 
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Issue 5 
Leibniz - The Error of 
Perfection 

Part I: Creating the paradox of a Perfect System 
Introduction 

This tractate, Tractate 5: Leibniz and Theodicy, appears relatively unimportant when 
compared to the voluminous material found within the previous tractates. One must not 
forget, however, that we are dealing with abstractual concepts within the complete work 
of The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception of which this tractate is an 
element. 

Abstractual concepts are not measured in terms of physical dimensions and thus cannot 
be compared one to another in our customary fashion. Abstractual concepts just are and 
as such abstractual concepts have not only no relative value of physical size one to the 
other but have no relative value of importance one to the other. 

Why then examine the concept of Theodicy which was introduced so eloquently by 
Leibniz rather than other 'more important' aspects of Leibniz' work? There it is again, 
the almost inescapable desire to place relative value upon one idea as opposed to another. 

So again we will ask the question but remove the concept of 'relative value' from the 
question: 

Why then examine the concept of Theodicy? 
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The concept of theodicy, as introduced by Leibniz, created a beacon which 
metaphysicians felt obliged to follow as they worked throughout the following centuries. 
Metaphysicians, by embracing the concept that 'perfection' as defined by ontologists, in 
truth lost their way and simply perceived themselves to be metaphysicians when in 
actuality they became ontologists masquerading as metaphysicians. 

Such 'metaphysicians' examined the personality of 'God' versus the fundamental 
characteristics of 'the whole' system 'within' which we, elements of perceptual knowing, 
find ourselves to exist. Metaphysics does not deal with the personality of the whole but 
rather metaphysics deals with the basics, with what is. Ontology deals with the 
abstractual personality of the whole, which emerges from the existence of the whole 
itself. 

So for a third time: 

Why then examine the concept of Theodicy? 

It is theodicy we must examine in order to understand how we are to redirect the 
'masquerading metaphysician' back to becoming a purist, a legitimate metaphysician as 
opposed to acting within an ontologist masquerading as a metaphysician. 

It is Leibniz who introduced the concept of 'perfection' and 'imperfection' and labeled 
such a concept with a unique term of its own, theodicy. 

At first glance, one will notice that this tractate is 'shorter' than the previous tractates. 
Upon closer scrutiny one will also notice this tractate does not take on the same 
unemotional dialectic approach as the first four tractates. 
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In terms of the shortness of the tractate, there is no doubt the tractate is 'shorter. The 
concepts with which the work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, 
deals are abstractual in nature and as such 'perfection' and 'imperfection' are found to be, 
metaphysically speaking, non-relativistic in nature. 

Should one feel uncomfortable with the concept of puristic non-relativistic values of 
abstraction, one may find comfort in reexamining the diagram introducing this tractate. 
Upon doing so, admirers of Leibniz may find comfort in observing that although the 
tractate regarding Leibniz may be 'shorter' than the other tractates of this work, The War 
and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, Leibniz and the concept with which he 
dealt take up more space within the diagram and require the listing of his name more 
frequently than any other philosopher. In addition, the diagram credits Leibniz with 
having established the first thought of there acting within a distinctly separate and 
independent 'location' 1 existing 'isolated from' the physical. 

So much for the 'shortness' of the Leibniz' tractate, but what of the emotional approach 
versus the less objective approach found within the tractate itself as 'compared' to the 
first four tractates? Leibniz introduced a very emotional concept, the concept of 
humanity, the concept of all forms of abstractual knowing acting within 'imperfect' 
versus simply the individual in the puristic sense of the word. Such personal 
re-characterization of our very essence deserves its own unique emotional response. 
Leibniz, through his work, re-characterizes our, humanity's, actions as being 'imperfect'. 

Leibniz creates the concept of imperfection becoming a location of the lack of 'perfect 
quality' through the emergence of a new location. As the new location emerges, its 
characteristic becomes defined: Perfection exists. As such the concept of 'omni...' 
spreads to action as well as knowledge, power, and presence. Through Leibniz, 
'Separation through exclusion' becomes a necessity. 
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And where will examining Leibniz and theodicy take us? It will take us to the 
metaphysician who perhaps was the first philosopher since Leibniz to discard the facade 
of being 'an ontologist working in the guise of a metaphysician'. It will take us to the 
work of Immanuel Kant himself. 

Leibniz attempted to create a term to resolve what he considered to be a paradox 
underscoring religious and philosophical thought. 

Theodicy, a term introduced by Leibniz to characterize the topic of God's 
government of the world in relation to the nature of man. The problem is 
the justification of God's goodness and justice in view of the evil in the 
world. 3 

He attempted to compartmentalize the contradictory discussion regarding the concept of a 
'perfect' God being 'perfectly good' while allowing 'evil' to exist, while allowing evil to 
take place, while allowing evil to be created 'within' It's personal creation which 'lesser' 
'beings' call 'the universe'. 

But Leibniz failed to recognize that as soon as he accepted the first three forms of 'omni- 
', omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence, than the fourth form, omnibenevolence, 
became an invalid concern to both religion and philosophy. 

Error created through the passive process of definition 

The concept of omnibenevolence is irrational if one accepts the first three forms of 
'omni-', omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence. 'But,' one may say, 'what if I do 
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not accept these three characteristics of God'? Then the question becomes, 'Just which 
one of the 'omni-' does one not accept?' 

If we begin with the whole, God, not only does 'a' definition emerge but also the concept 
of 'definition' itself emerges. 

By definition, God exists and is simply (yes, it is simple) the whole: all knowledge - 
omniscience, all power 4 - omnipotence, and all presence 5 - omnipresent. So the question 
restated, now becomes, 'If you are rejecting any one of the three, which 'omni-' concept 
would you reject? Would you reject: omniscience - the summation of knowledge, or 
omnipotence - the summation of power, or omnipresence - the summation of presence. 

Should one dismiss any one of the three forms of 'omni-', one by definition no longer has 
the concept of God in mind, rather one has some 'other' concept in mind. 

Leibniz made an error when he assumed the existence of omnibenevolence was one of 
the 'omni-' traits of the whole, of God. He did not examine the rationality of such an 
existence. He did not examine its impact upon the other three forms of 'omni-existence'. 
Had he done so, he would have immediately concluded that the concept he was about to 
label was incompatible with the other forms of omni-existence. As such, he would have 
led the discussion of theodicy in the direction of demonstrating the irrationality regarding 
the concept of God allowing 'evil' to occur. Had Leibniz been more conscientious, he 
would have lead the direction away from blaming God for 'allowing' 'evil' to occur, to 
placing the blame where it belonged, with you and I, not God. 

Leibniz was wrong on two accounts. He was wrong both in terms of 'defining' theodicy 
and in terms of the 'process' he used in establishing the legitimacy of theodicy. This 
mistake was one that led to many misperceptions over the next three centuries and it was 
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often these perceptions, which lead to misguided actions, abusive actions, inhumane 
action, we inflicted upon each other. Many abusive actions have taken place because of 
our misperceptions that it is God who 'allows evil' to exist and descend upon humanity. 

Such a perception allows us to shirk our sense of responsibility for our own actions. 

It was our misperception that we were not responsible for 'evil', which allowed many 
abuses to be generated by society, governments, religions, sciences, philosophies, and 
individuals while the rest of us shrugged our shoulders and went on about what we 
considered to be more important business. 

Because of this, it is important to reexamine Leibniz's development of the term theodicy. 
It is time we reexamine our presumptions regarding the legitimacy of the idea that God 
allows 'bad' things to happen to 'good' people. With this reexamination will come the 
understanding that it is you and I, not God, who allow 'evil' to happen to 'good' people. 
With this reexamination will come an understanding that some 'evils' are not 'evils' but 
rather simply experiences and natural processes. These natural 'evil' events we label as 
'evil' when in fact they are simply random natural events. This is not going to be a 
pleasant process to follow for it will end in our understanding what it is we do not want to 
accept. It will lead to the understanding that we, you and I, are responsible for 'evil', not 
God. It will do something, which the work of Leibniz did not do, it will force us to grow 
up and take responsibility for ourselves. 

Let's examine the irrelevance of theodicy from both the perspective of definition and 
then from the perspective of process. 
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'Defining' theodicy 

In order to examine the flaw regarding the concept of theodicy one must first understand 
where the heart of the matter lies. The heart of this concept lies in the Greek prefix, 
'omni-' meaning all. 

By definition, theodicy defines God as having a fourth characteristic. Defining theodicy 
is an attempt to expand our knowledge of what God is. Religions say God is omnipresent 
(all-present), omnipotent (all-powerful), and omniscient (all-knowing). Now along comes 
Leibniz who introduces a fourth 'omni' into the equation. Because of the prominence of 
Leibniz, everyone says, 'Oh, yeah that is a problem." And no one stands up and says, 
'Wait a minute, Leibniz, this fourth 'Omni-' term is irrelevant and therefore your 
development of the term theodicy is irrelevant. 

The problem with Leibniz's definition is threefold: 
First: 

If God is omnipresent as all major religions of the world today say, then God is 
everywhere. If God is everywhere then we are in God. As such we are a part of God. 
Objections immediately arise, 'No, we are a part of the universe.' But if God is 
omnipresent - all present, then the universe is inside God, a part of God and you, being 
within the universe, must be considered a part of God. 
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Metaphysically as opposed to Ontologically such a concept graphically becomes: 




God: the whole 
Reality versus reality 
God 



The individual: 
individuality, whole 
entities of unique knowing 



Acting within: action, 
process/reality 
The universe 



The individual acting 
within God 



Once again the objections drown out the discussion, 'There is evil in the universe and 
God is a perfect being therefore the universe must lie outside God. God must transcend 
the universe. It is the only way to resolve this paradox.' But is it? Could it not be resolved 
through an understanding that the universe lies within God but God not being within the 
universe? In this particular reference to God, we are not speaking of God's 'presence'; 
rather we are speaking of the 'whole' of God. In other words, we are simply 
acknowledging the validity of 'omnipresence' being one of the characteristics of God. At 
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the same time, we are stating there is more to God than what is found, sensed, and 
experienced within the limitation of our universe. If one is to accept this concept of the 
omnipresence of God, then one can accept the concept that the universe must be within 
God. Thus one may remain committed to the concept that part of the definition of God 
incorporates the concept of omnipresence and thus understand how it is that God, as a 
whole, is not in the universe. 

Second 

Leibniz accepted the concept that 'evil' could not exist in a perfect being and proceeded 
from there. If we are to accept the main premises of religions, including the concept of 
omnipresence, than there is nowhere else for 'evil' to exist. 'Evil' as well as 'goodness' 
must exist 'within' God. As such, humanly judgmental forms of 'omni's' are not forms 
we can assign as basic characteristics of God. 

The major religions of the world believe the universe was made from 'nothing'. 
Interestingly enough, science itself, through quantum mechanics, is leaning in this 
direction. As such the physical, having been created from 'nothing', is nothing. 
Therefore, what we perceive to be, what we perceive as being the physical, is in actually 
a form of 'nothing' just as Eastern religions have always stipulated. Such a concept was 
addressed in detail in Tractate 1: Zeno and Multiplicity and Seamlessness. 

Does such a concept imply you are nothing? Absolutely not, unless one perceives one's 
essence to be the physical, as opposed to the spiritual, the soul, an abstract form of 
existence. It is abstraction, which now takes on the form of true reality, rather than what 
we call the concreteness of our perceived universe being the totality of 'Reality'. 
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If one accepts the concept of the soul being abstractual and thus one's true essence acting 
within abstract, as all major religions profess, than it can readily be seen that the very 
dissolving of the universe, the dissolving of matter, energy, space, and time, back into it's 
original form of nothingness leaves one's essence, the abstract, as an entity existing 
within the omnipresent whole, within God. Again we come back to the concept of your 
acting within an abstraction and God acting within an abstraction. Again we come back 
to the concept of your acting within a part of the whole, of total abstraction. Again we 
come back to the concept of your acting within a part of God, for how can total 
abstraction be total without including your abstraction? How can the whole be whole 
without you? How can God be all knowing, omniscient, without your knowledge and 
your experiences? Knowledge is power, so how can God be all-powerful, omnipotent, 
without your knowledge? In other words God cannot be God without you. You are 
definitely important to God for you, by definition, are what make God, God. 

But what does this have to do with good and evil and the paradox of a 'perfect acting 
within' containing evil or allowing evil to take place within It? 

If the universe originated from nothing and can regress back to nothing than it is, in 
essence, nothing. You are in the universe. As such, the physical form you take, takes on 
the form of the universe, the characteristics of the universe, is in essence 'nothing'. On 
the other hand, the abstractual form you take, takes on the characteristics of God, your 
abstraction, your awareness of your every experience gleaned from the universe, your 
awareness of the universe itself, is a part of God. As such, you and I, others, may be 
pieces of God, made in the image of God. Granted you are temporarily isolated from the 
'whole', but you remain a part of the 'whole' nevertheless. When it is understood that 
you and others are cut off from and then separated from the 'whole', from God, through 
'a process of inclusion' by the void of space and time , by emptiness, is it any wonder so 
many of us feel isolated from God. 



346 



God, Leibniz, and Godly Compassion 



Definition leads to understanding of evil and our creating it. We affect God for we carry 
awareness of action generated from within a physical existence obtained 'within' an 
existence of space, time, matter, and energy, into the real world of God. We, as individual 
units of knowing, as individual units of action directed by free will (See Tractate 3: 
Boethius and Free Will ) , are responsible for all the 'evil', which exists in God. 



Unit of unique knowing emerging from 
'within' a location of space and time into 
a region void space and time 



Complete unit of 
unique abstractual 
knowing 




Unit of unique abstractual 
knowing experiencing within 
the bounds of space and time 


N 






God: the whole 
Reality versus reality 
God 



The individual: individuality, 
whole entities of unique 
knowing 



Acting within: 
action, 

process/reality 



The individual acting 
within God 
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The same argument applies to the 'good' . But it is not the 'good' with which the concept 
of theodicy is concerned. It is the debate regarding the relationship between 'evil' and 
God and how such a relationship affects humankind with which theodicy is concerned. 
And it is here that Leibniz erred. It is at this point that Leibniz, having defined theodicy, 
should have turned the debate away from the concept of the relationship between 'evil' 
and God and how this relationship affects humanity and into the direction of the 
relationship between 'evil' and humanity and how the relationship affects God rather than 
how it affects ourselves. 



Third 

To create a term, which accelerates a paradoxical dilemma, embracing the very soul of 
the individual, is one thing, but to develop such a term based upon the foundation of 
another obscure term, omnibenevolence is quite another. Such obscurity does nothing but 
distance the concept of the original term, theodicy, from the ensuing chaos. As soon as 
one begins to formulate a discussion regarding theodicy that in any way proves 
threatening, the term of omnibenevolence is thrown into the fray and focuses the attention 
away from theodicy. And as soon as one switches to the concept of omnibenevolence the 
term theodicy is thrown into the fray and focuses the attention away from 
omnibenevolence . 

So as not to fall into this trap, let's instead steadfastly focus in on omnibenevolence, the 
foundation of theodicy itself. Let's examine just why it is that omnibenevolence is not 
one of the 'omni-' characteristics of God. 

By definition God is the 'whole'. Unless religions are willing to let go of the three 
characteristics they have associated as characteristics of God, omniscience - all knowing 
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- knowing all, omnipotence - all powerful - having the power to do anything, and 
omnipresence - all presence - present everywhere, then we will have to assume they are 
part of the definition of God. Science and philosophy use this definition as their starting 
point when debating religion regarding the legitimacy of the concept of God. Since 
religions have not unilaterally agreed to change their primary definition of God, we have 
no choice but to proceed from there. To proceed with this dialectic on any other basis 
would undermine not only religions but also the very purpose of discussing this issue. 

With this established let's examine the implications of the concepts of 'omni-' and then 
examine why it is relevant to apply the prefix 'omni' to knowledge, power, and presence 
but irrelevant to apply the prefix 'omni' to benevolence. 

Error through the active process of extrapolation as opposed to the passive process 
of definition 

Definition is one means by which concepts of perception can be established and 
legitimized. Process is another. There is no doubt that establishment of the legitimacy of 
a perceptual concept through definition is a process, but it is a passive process. The other 
form of establishing the legitimacy of a perceptual concept is through an active process. 
In this case the process would be what we would call the process of extrapolation. 

'Omni-' means all. 'All' implies the other extreme of nothing. As we understand it, 
knowledge, knowing, exists. If knowledge, knowing, exists, even if it is infinite, it is 
possible for there to be a total summation of knowledge - knowing. It is possible for 
there to be the universal set of knowledge or what we might call the 'whole' . On the other 
hand, the least amount of knowledge, knowing, is no knowledge, no knowing, no 
existence of knowing, and no existence. Whether this state of existence exists or not is 
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debatable. But we are not here to examine that particular issue. We are here to examine 
the issue regarding the validity of theodicy. As such we must look at the very minimal 
extreme of knowledge's existence, the very minimal extreme of knowing. 

On one end of the extreme of knowing appears to be the whole. On the other end of the 
extreme of knowing appears to be none, no, zero knowledge. There is, however, no 
apparent knowing existence we are presently capable of perceiving which is the opposite 
of a knowing existence. As such there is no apparent existence of negative knowledge, 
negative knowing. There is knowledge about negative things but no apparent knowledge 
about the opposite of knowledge. 



0 



▼ 
▲ 



Negative knowing 



00 



Knowing 



No knowing 
Zero knowing 
Virgin Consciousness 
No Knowledge 



All of knowing 
Total knowing 
The sum of all knowledge 
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Knowledge therefore reaches from the one extreme to another. The terms, infinity and 
zero represent the extremes. The extremes reach from the concept of an infinite quantity 
of the item, to the possibility of there acting within none at all, no knowing, no existence, 
the rejection of Descartes', 'Cogito, ergo sum, I think, therefore I am.' It does not get any 
less than none at all. 

As such the 'whole', the summation, total knowledge is a concept that exists for 
knowledge. This in turn makes the 'whole' the greatest possible accumulation of 
knowledge of which we are capable of understanding, perceiving. It is, therefore, logical 
to assign the concept of omniscience to the most all-encompassing entity of which we can 
conceive. 

This perception of 'omni-' applies similarly to the concepts of power and presence. We 
cannot conceive of anything less than zero power, no power, and we cannot conceive of 
anything less than zero presence, no presence. As such the concepts of omnipotence and 
omnipresence take on a legitimate form of acting within a possible characteristic for God, 
for the 'whole'. 

What about benevolence? One may say benevolence also has a maximum of infinity and 
a minimum of zero. But does it? When we think of 'good' we think of its opposite evil. 
Benevolence is unlike knowledge, power, and presence for benevolence does not stop at 
zero on the line of continuance. Benevolence, 'good', on a line of continuum moves past 
zero and accelerates into the region of its opposite, 'bad'. The continuum upon which 
benevolence is located is a line not a ray and it extends in both directions infinitely far. In 
addition benevolence does not have a starting point, which is a constant. Its starting point 
fluctuates with the fickleness of what the social perceptions of 'right' and 'wrong' define 
it to be depending upon the culture, times, and convenience of humankind. For example, 
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taking a life may be murder (wrong) in one case, but socially correct in another (war, 
capital punishment) 

One may say: 'The extremes of knowledge, power, and presence also extend infinitely far 
in two directions.' But does it? How can one have something less than no knowing, no 
power, and no presence? There is nothing of which we, as a specie, presently conceive 
that applies to the concept of the opposite of power and presence. 

As such 'omnibenevolence' does not apply to the concept of God unless one rejects what 
our specie has developed as characteristics of God over the last ten millennia. It is not our 
place, within this discourse, to say this cannot be done, but on the other hand neither is it 
our place, within this discourse, to say this can or should be done. As such we are limited, 
in this discourse by the constraints of time and space, to discuss one small error of 
philosophy. 

Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

There is a fundamental flaw in both the process of definition and the process of 
extrapolation Leibniz used when he created the term theodicy. 

Theodicy adds a fourth characteristic to God, omnibenevolence 

There are two means of developing perceptions of God. One can develop a perception of 
God through the passive process of definition as was addressed in Part I of this tractate or 
one can develop a perception of God through the active process of extrapolation. 
Extrapolation is most commonly used in terms of two-dimensional lines n a planar graph 
or two-dimensional lines in three-dimensional space. However, extrapolation can also be 
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used in terms of three-dimensional forms in three-dimensional space immersed in the 
fabric of time and space creating what we call 'real' perceptions. 

Developing a perception of God, through the active process of extrapolation, is much like 
putting together a solid three-dimensional puzzle. Three-dimensional puzzles need to 
start with the inner piece, the core, the origin, and is considered the foundation of the 
puzzle. 



If one does not place the core first, then one is forced into building the first shell around 
an empty inner core. 




The First shell: 




The Core: 
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Once a shell is built around an empty core one cannot go back and fill in the core without 
dismantling the puzzle and starting over. Such a process is unstable and eventually will 
collapse upon the originators, be they religions, philosophies, or scientific theories. 
So where does one begin in terms of putting together an abstractual understanding of a 
three dimensional puzzle of God? One does not begin with 'faith' nor does one begin 
with 'observation' . One begins with 'reason' . 

Faith cannot act as the core for faith is diversified. Faith varies with culture, race, time, 
etc. This is not to say one ignores faith for one cannot begin with a statement of what the 
core is unless one has 'faith' in what it is one reasonable 'believes' makes up the core 
concept of God. 

Observation cannot act as the core for very act of observing may in fact 'change' what it 
is one 'observes'. Such a concept is not only reinforced by the present day perception of 
'critical philosophy' but by the scientific concept known as: The uncertainty principle. In 
addition, if we cannot demonstrate in an observable fashion what it is we establish as a 
'reasonable' core, the concept we profess to be the core loses its very characteristic of 
acting within reasonable and thus losses its potential to be a believable core concept. In 
short such a core is unsubstantiated by science - what we observe, religion - what we 
believe, and philosophy - what we reason. 

The core and the first shell therefore emerge out of the most primitive concepts found 
within our perceptual knowledge. 

One would be truly arrogant to think they, personally, can build, create, the primary 
pieces: the core and the first shell of the puzzle. 
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This is where Leibniz erred. Leibniz was arrogant enough to believe he was both capable 
and intelligent enough to dismantle what humanity had spent thousands of years putting 
into place. Leibniz believed he alone could reestablish humanity's core concept of God. 

When building his model of God, Leibniz presumptuously removed the core piece of the 
puzzle humanity had put into place. Having done so, Leibniz then proceeded to dismantle 
the first shell humanity had placed around the core. 

Leibniz then, arbitrarily, replaced the core and first shell with his own version of a core, 
which he believed, should then act as 'the' metaphysical model of God that humanity 
should accept as their starting point for understanding 'what' God was. 

The term God is acting within used not as a religious/ontological term but as a 
philosophical/metaphysical term. Before one can understand God ontologically one must 
understand God metaphysically. Leibniz did not make this distinction and this was where 
he made his mistake in terms of understanding God through the active process of 
extrapolation. 

Thus Leibniz moved the study of God from the traditional model of metaphysics into 
acting within the study of God from the new model of ontology. Thus it is 
metaphysicians became ontologists masquerading as metaphysician. Granted such 
masquerading had been, with the blessing of the church, occurring prior to Leibniz but it 
was not until Leibniz that the core of omniscience, a metaphysical term, was replaced 
with a core of omnibenevolence/theodicy, an ontological term 

Graphically such a transformation would appear as: 
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The second shell: 

Ontology 

Characteristic: 

Personality aspects, 
Moral qualifiers, 
Judgmental qualities 




The core: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristic: 

No Personality aspects, 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 



The first shell: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristics: 
No Personality 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 
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With the aid of Leibniz, transforming into the ontological model: 



The second shell: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristic: 

No Personality aspects, 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 



The ontological model 




The core: 

Ontology 

Characteristic: 

Personality aspects, 
Moral qualifiers, 
Judgmental qualities 



The first shell: 

Metaphysics 

Characteristics: 
No Personality 
No moral qualifiers 
No judgmental qualities 



It had taken our specie tens of thousands of years to put the core and first shell into place. 
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So let's look at the active process of building an understanding of God through 
extrapolation in order to understand how Leibniz went 'wrong' . 

Placing the first piece the core of the puzzle: 
The Core: Omniscience 

What was it our specie had been working to establish as their understanding of the 
essence of God? The primary piece, the core, comes from one of the 'omni-' concepts. 
The piece was omniscience, not just knowing, not just knowledge, but rather 'all' 
knowing, 'all' knowledge. 

Such an aspect involves no 'personality trait', is 'non-judgmental in nature', and involves 
no 'moral' qualifiers. Such an aspect is simply a state of existence or is not a state of 
existence. Something either is 'all' knowing or it is not 'all' knowing. 

Thus the core emerges out of metaphysics as: 
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Without 'knowing', without awareness of itself, without knowing itself, God would have 
no significance, rather God would just 'be'. Without awareness of itself, God would 
simply be a 'passive' form of existence as opposed to an 'active' form of existence. The 
concept regarding 'active' versus 'passive' action will be more fully addressed in 
Tractate 6: Kant. 

We, as a specie, then expanded our idea of God as we evolved and grew. We expanded 
our idea of God to be a 'very' knowing entity and finally into being an entity acting 
within the framework of what we conceive God to be today, which is the summation of 
all knowing, all knowledge and the self-awareness of Its acting within such a framework. 
In short we have expanded God to be the 'whole' of all we believe we are capable or 
incapable of discovering. This is the core foundation of religions today. This not to say 
religions have not added various characteristics of personality, moral qualifiers, and 
judgmental quantifiers to God for they have taken the foundations of metaphysics and 
expanded upon the basics metaphysics has established as the foundation of a 
metaphysical definition of God. These additions, however, fall into the field of ontology 
rather than metaphysics. 

All characteristics added to a perception of God are not ontological in nature for many 
such characteristics form shells beyond the layers ontology applies to the core and first 
shell formed by metaphysics. 

It is reason/philosophy, which must sort through what it is we observe (science) and what 
it is we believe (religion) and proceed to rationalize what it is that most reasonably acts as 
the core characteristic of God. As such it is 'all' knowing, knowing of all, the summation 
of knowledge, which most reasonable acts as, the core created through the process of 
'active' extrapolation. 
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And why is this the case? Without 'knowing', without awareness, no process of 
extrapolation could occur let alone any form of 'active' extrapolation. 

So the first piece, the core, is the concept of omniscience. Without any knowledge and 
awareness of it, the knowing of knowledge, there would be no 'God' as we conceive of 
the idea today. 

After placing the core, the next task becomes building the first shell regarding our 
understanding of 'what' God is. 

The First Shell: Omnipotence and Omnipresence 

After placing the core piece, where does one go to find the pieces, which will form the 
first shell encompassing the core piece of omniscience? One again goes to the depository 
of knowledge built by humanity. But why go to the depository of knowledge built by 
humanity? Could there not be another source other than human knowledge? Perhaps but 
such a source is not available to us at this time. 

A shell around a core is naturally more expansive than the core. The first shell appears to 
expand upon the core. But the first shell, in actuality does not expand upon the core but 
rather only appears to do so. In truth the first shell encompassing the core, protects the 
purity of the concept of the core itself. The first shell helps us as a specie to understand 
the core. This shell is composed of humanly crafted concepts placed around the core in as 
close a proximity to the core, as we are humanly capable of doing. 

As such, this shell must contain concepts as closely allied to the core as possible in order 
to not contaminate or compromise the core concept we have 
metaphysically/philosophically /reasonably, cosmologically/scientifically/observationally, 
and ontologically/religiously/believably built of regarding the whole itself. 
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To discard the product we obtained through the use of the only perceptual tools we 
appear to possess as a specie, reason - observation - belief, is an action which leaves us 
with no foundation of action from which we launch our effort to understand not only our 
physical reality but to understand our abstractual Reality. 

As a specie, we have attempted to attain this proximity in order to expand the puzzle. As 
a specie, we have subconsciously attempted to construct the core and first shell in such a 
way that no 'air' pockets of irrationality would be trapped between the core and the first 
shell we put into place. We did not want air pockets, which would warp our picture of 
God. We were truly sincere in our desires to know 'what' God, what the whole was in 
order to understand 'what' we were and 'why' we existed. 

The shell we finally established as a specie was composed of two humanly 
understandable concepts, power and size. Neither of these 'had' to be put into place for 
the core, omniscience, implied both. We however, as a visual creature, wanted 
desperately to understand, to visualize God, for we recognized that to do so was the key 
to our most haunting questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? We 
recognized size to be a pictorial concept and acting within a visual creature we felt the 
need to be able to picture the size of God, in order to better understand God. 
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As such, the first shell is composed of the concept of size. God must be big enough to 
'contain' all knowledge, knowing, and awareness of Its knowing. 



Size was a puzzle piece characterized by the same three principles as omniscience: 

1. Concepts of omni's help us, as a specie, visualize a perception of what 
we hoped was a 'true', accurate picture of God. 

2. Concepts of omni's are nonjudgmental in nature. 

3. Concepts of omni have had a beginning point. In other words omni's 
were composed of a continuum stretching from zero to infinity. 

The question then became, were there any other pieces of the puzzle that should or could 
be used to build the first shell, which was to wrap around the core concept of God, 
omniscience. Were there any other pieces, which could be used as a protective layer for 
omniscience? 



The First shell: 
Omnipresence 




The Core: 
Omniscience 
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After thousands of years of looking, our specie found what it considered to be just such a 
piece. We found a piece that helped us visualize God, was nonjudgmental, and had a 
beginning point of zero, an end point of infinity, and was implied by the core concept of 
omniscience. This piece was the summation of power, all power, omnipotence. 



The First shell: 
Omnipresence 
& 

Omnipotence 



The Core: 
Omniscience 



As a specie, we recognize the concept of power but we do not recognize the concept 
regarding the opposite of power. The question arises: Is power used for 'evil' purposes 
the opposite of power used for 'good'? That is not the issue we are addressing. What we 
are addressing is the concept of power itself and who would deny that having the ability 
to perform, having the ability to initiate 'evil', 'bad', 'inappropriate', and 'abusive' 
actions is any less a form of simple, pure, raw power than the having the ability to 
perform, having the ability to initiate 'good', 'nice', 'appropriate', and 'warm' actions. 

As such there is power and there is a summation of power. Power can be understood to 
exist and be diminished all the way down to a point of having no power at all, zero 
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power, but after that we cannot conceive of power acting within reduced any further. We 
can reduce power to the point of no power, pure power, without debating, without acting 
within judgmental, in terms of reducing it any further. 



Leibniz and the error of addition 



Leibniz added omnibenevolence to the first shell. 



The First shell: 

Omnipresence 
& 

Omnipotence 








Leibniz adds: 
Omnibenevolence 
To the first shell 



The Core: 
Omniscience 



Leibniz did not add omnibenevolence to the first shell based upon reason but rather 
Leibniz added omnibenevolence to the first shell based upon his personal perception that 
such a characteristic logically belonged with other impersonal, nonjudgmental, non- 
moralistic characteristics of God. 
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Such an action is based upon faith rather than reason and faith is the perceptual tool of 
ontologists. 

It is with this perception that Leibniz began his examination regarding his concept of 
theodicy. It is from the very definition of the term theodicy that Leibniz, as a philosopher, 
should have begun to ask the question, 'Does the concept of 'omnibenevolence' belong 
as a part of this first shell?' 

If Leibniz had began his examination of the concept of theodicy with such a question, he 
would have recognized that 'omnibenevolence' does not meet the same standards we 
expected of omnipotence and omnipresence. 

The three standards we required of the puzzle pieces forming the core and first shell 
ware: 

Standards required of the puzzle piece forming the core and first shell: 

1. Concepts of omni's help us, as a specie, visualize a perception of what 
we hoped was a 'true', accurate picture of God. 

2. Concepts of omni's are nonjudgmental in nature. 

3. Concepts of omni have had a beginning point. In other words omni's 
were composed of a continuum stretching from zero to infinity. 

Omnibenevolence meets the first criteria of the first shell. Omnibenevolence helps us 
visualize, form a picture of God, but omnibenevolence is a judgmental concept. 
Benevolence depends upon one's point of view. What is benevolent and what is not 
benevolent depends upon ones culture, religion, personal perception, time in history and 
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therefore does not meet the second criteria required of the pieces to be placed in the first 
shell. 

But what of the third point required of various forms of 'omni's'? 

3. Concepts of omni's have a beginning point. In other words omni's are 
composed of a continuum stretching from zero to infinity. 



Infinite evil 



Zero evil: 
Zero goodness 



Infinite 
goodness 




Negative action 
Evil 



No knowing 
Zero knowing 
Virgin Consciousness 
No Knowledge 



Positive action 
Good 



All evil 

Total knowing of evil 

The sum of all evil knowledge 



All good 

Total knowing of good 

The sum of all good knowledge 



It is clear from the graphic that omnibenevolence does not fit the parameter set out by the 
third characteristic required of the various forms of omni's. Omnibenevolence is not only 
subject to the concept of judgment but omnibenevolence, rather than finding itself 
beginning at the point zero and moving to infinity, finds itself having no beginning point 
and two rather than one point of infinity. 



366 



God, Leibniz, and Godly Compassion 



Omnibenevolence did not fall within the standards required by the passive action of 
definition required of a term encompassing the prefix, omni. In addition, 
omnibenevolence did not rise to all three standards required of a term encompassing the 
prefix, omni by the active action of extrapolation. 

Leibniz ignored the requirements, which both active action and passive action placed 
upon our most fundamental metaphysical understandings of God. Leibniz striped away 
the first shell of God. He then took these two pieces, omnipotence and omnipresence, and 
mixed them with the concept of omnibenevolence. By doing so, Leibniz developed a less 
cohesive mixture of omni's to apply to the core of omniscience. 

Leibniz then proceeded to mold and form this new but less cohesive mixture around our 
core concept of God. Due to the substandard qualities of this new omni mix, Leibniz 
created a bubble of air between the first shell and the core surrounding our understanding 
of God, and the result has been the rotting away, drying out, cracking of the first shell. 
This in turn has initiated a form of dry rot within the core itself. 

The result has been the acceleration of hostility, anger, and rage individuals feel towards 
God which are perpetuated by the perception that God 'allows' 'evil', 'bad' things to 
happen to 'good' people. The natural extension of such perceptions leads to the belief 
that God does not 'care' about us. 

It is time to remove omnibenevolence from the mix composing the first shell regarding 
our understanding of God. It is time to reestablish the fundamental metaphysical 
characteristics of the first shell as it had previously been. It is time to move on in our 
efforts to understand God, understand ourselves, and understand our responsibilities to 
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the whole within which we find ourselves to exist, so we can fulfill these very 
responsibilities. 

It is only natural to ask several questions at this point. Are we willing to let go of 
theodicy acting within a metaphysical characteristic as Leibniz established? Are we 
willing to accept the concept of omniscience, omnipresence, and omnipotence as the first 
key pieces leading to the understanding of God: If the answer is yes, then the question 
becomes, 'What next?' 

If omniscience is the core and omnipotence and omnipresence compose the first shell 
surrounding omniscience, than what is the composition of the next layer, the composition 
of the second shell regarding our understanding of God? 

The Second Shell: Answers to three questions 

Do we have any ideas regarding what the second shell should be?' Subgroups of 
humanity thought it might be composed of their particular religious dogmas. These 
dogmas ranged from Hinduism, Christianity, Islam, Buddhism, Judaism, Wicca, New 
Thought, Zorasticism, etc. But religion proved to be not only 'inter' and 'intra' 
adversarial but adversarial towards our natural desire to observe/science and our natural 
desire to reason/philosophy. 



368 



God, Leibniz, and Godly Compassion 




Contradictions between: 
religious dogmas and the omni's 



In spite of the adversarial positions religious dogmas took, these subgroups of humanity 
insisted upon placing such dogmas around the first shell, omnipresence, omnipotence, 
and the core of omniscience. This second shell is in place even today. 
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The very fact the second shell of religious dogmas and the first shell of the omni's are not 
a tight fit is indicated by the insurmountable contradictory dilemmas constantly emerging 
out of the philosophical, scientific, and religious obfuscating dilemmas generated when 
attempting to reconcile the religious dogmas, scientific models, and philosophical 
theories with the metaphysics of the omni's. 

The same process of attempting to build a second shell occurred with science and it's 
concept of Aristotelian passive observation and with philosophy and its concept of 
Kantian active observation. Neither religion nor science nor philosophy appears able to 
adequately build a second shell alone. It appears we will need to build a second shell 
incorporating all three forms of perception. 

It appears the core and first shell must by definition as well as by the active action of 
extrapolation remain the domain of metaphysics. But, one may ask: Are not concepts of 
omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence aspects of religion versus acting within 
aspects of metaphysics? No, for the concept of the summation of knowing, summation of 
knowledge, summation of the whole, summation of power - the ability to act, is nothing 
short of the summation of what it is we observe/science and the summation of what it is 
we believe/religion emerging out of the most basic foundation of our ability to reason. In 
short the foundation is metaphysical in nature. 

It is from metaphysics that we find religion, science, and philosophy emerge. 
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Third Shell 

Understanding scientific laws 
Understanding religious dogmas 
Understanding philosophical principles 




Religion 

What we believe 



Science 

What we observe 



The First shell: 
Omnipresence 
& 

Omnipotence 



Shortcomings in our 
reasoning 

Which in turn create 
our 

Great Philosophical 
Paradoxes 



Second shell: 

A metaphysical model which 
Answers the three questions: 

Where are we? 

What are we? 

Why do we exist? 



There appears to a complete form of shell missing between the first shell and the third 
shell we have constructed. This incomplete second shell should be composed of a 
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metaphysical system, which answers the three questions: Where are we? What are we? 
And why do we exist? Our present metaphysical systems do not seem to fit well with the 
first shell and core which metaphysics has established. Despite all our attempts to 
establish a metaphysical system which answers the three basic questions which have 
haunted our specie for what seems to be time eternal, there appears to be a lack of a 
consensus between ourselves as individual members of our specie in terms of 'Where it is 
we think we are.' 'What it is we think we are.' and 'why it is we think we exist.' 

As a specie we appear to be historically leaning towards the concept that the second shell 
may be composed of fragmented pieces of science, religion, and philosophy. These 
fragmented pieces all appear to be simultaneously providing us with an understanding of 
the three questions. 

Where are we? 

Science, religion, and philosophy all appear to suggest: We are located 
within the whole. 

What are we? 

Religion, philosophy, and science all appear to suggest: If we are located 
within the whole, then we are a piece; we are a part of the whole. 

Why do we exist? 

Philosophy, science, and religion all appear to suggest: If we are in within 
the whole and if we are a part of the whole, then we exist to interact with 
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the whole, we exist to aid the whole in acting within what it is the whole 
itself is. 

Graphically we can demonstrate such a perception as: 



* 









The whole 
Totality 
Omniscience 
Omnipotence 
Omnipresence 
Passive action 
God - noun 
having become 



Individuality 

'a' unit of knowing 

You, I, others 

the individual - noun 

the state of becoming 



The universe 

The physical 

Matter/energy/time/space 

Process/reality 

Active action 

acting within - verb 

the means of becoming 



Such a perception is best described metaphysically as the individual acting within God. 
The location of 'imperfection' 
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The question regarding Leibniz then becomes: If imperfection exists, where does 
imperfection lie within such a system, within a system of the individual acting within 
God? 



Imperfection lies in two locations: 



Imperfection 




Imperfection 



The whole 
Totality 
Omniscience 
Omnipotence 
Omnipresence 
Passive action 
God - noun 
having become 




Individuality 
'a' unit of knowing 
You, I, others 
the individual - noun 
the state of becoming 



The universe 

The physical 

Matter/energy/time/space 

Process/reality 

Active action 

acting within - verb 

the means of becoming 
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Imperfection lies 'within' the sub unit of knowing found inside the whole but outside the 
location of its development and imperfection lies 'within' the sub unit of knowing found 
inside the whole but inside the location of its development. 

Imperfection is found within the sub units because the sub unit is less than the whole and 
therefore does not rise to the level of the whole because of the very fact that it is not the 
whole and by the very definition of 'sub unit', can never be 'the' whole. 

The Location of 'perfection' 

The second question regarding Leibniz then becomes: If perfection exists, where does 
perfection lie within such a system, within a system of the individual acting within God? 



375 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Perfection lies in one location: 




The whole 
Totality 
Omniscience 
Omnipotence 
Omnipresence 
Passive action 
God - noun 
having become 



Individuality 
'a' unit of knowing 
You, I, others 
the individual - noun 
the state of becoming 



The universe 

The physical 

Matter/energy/time/space 

Process/reality 

Active action 

acting within - verb 

the means of becoming 



Perfection lies 'within' the whole as the whole. Perfection is the whole for 'all that is' is 
the whole. The whole is perfectly what it is. The whole is a perfect impression of itself, a 
perfect resemblance of what is, a perfect appearance of 'all'. The whole is the only 
'location' 'within' which a perfect semblance of what perfection is 



But cannot the same be said of each and every sub unit? Isn't each sub unit a perfect 
semblance of itself? Absolutely, but we are discussing the concepts of 'perfection' and 
'imperfection' and by definition: 



376 



God, Leibniz, and Godly Compassion 



Perfection: From the Latin perfectio meaning 'completeness' or 
'completion' 9 

As such the caption having read 'imperfection' in terms of the sub unit of knowing found 
'within' the whole but 'outside' the location of development of the sub unit of knowing 
has been relabeled 'perfection' for such a sub unit is both perfect and imperfect 
simultaneously. 

It is only the whole, which strictly retains the label perfection, and it is only the sub unit 
found located 'within' the whole and 'within' the location of development which strictly 
retains the label 'imperfection' for it has not yet attained 'completion'. It has not yet 
attained 'completeness'. 

But one may argue that the 'whole' appears to 'change' within the metaphysical system 
of the individual acting within God and thus it would appear the whole should strictly 
retain the label of 'imperfection' for it appears to be an active dynamic system and thus is 
never reaching 'completeness'. The issue regarding the whole changing while 
simultaneously not changing is an exhaustive issue which will be addressed in the more 
appropriate tractate, Tractate 6: Kant and its subsection: 'How something which is 
unchangeable can change and remain unchangeable'. But why wait for the tractate 
regarding Kant? We will wait for Kant because it was Kant who moved the metaphysical 
perception of a passive static Aristotelian system into acting within an active dynamic 
Kantian system. 

Conclusion 

Religiously, scientifically, and philosophically the metaphysical perception of the 
individual acting within God is best described as symbiotic panentheism. Such a term 
incorporates three aspects: 
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Panentheism: 



1. 

2. 
3. 



Religiously: all in God 
Scientifically: all in the whole 
Philosophically: all in God 



Symbiosis 



1. Scientifically: The elements of the whole interact with the 
whole to make the whole what it is in terms of the whole acting 
within an active whole 

2. Religiously: God and humanity interact one with the other 

3. Philosophically: the individual interacts with God 



The fusion power of the two terms lies in the power of reason as directed by metaphysics 
itself. Such an understanding becomes clearer when demonstrated graphically: 
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Science 




Philosoph 




Religion 


< > 


< > 


i 






i 






i 





Metaphysics 



0 oo 
► 

Omniscience 
Omnipresence - Omnipotence 



The second shell is best described as a metaphysical system, which explains what it is we 
have observed, believed, and reasoned throughout the ages. Such a shell is based upon 
the metaphysical concepts describing the 'overall' picture of the whole. Be that as it may, 
we have not yet come to a consensus as to just what it is all of our perceptual tools, 
reason, observation, and faith have in common. Such a state of confusion does not exist 
because we 'cannot' come to a consensus regarding the existence of a metaphysical 
system capable of answering the three fundamental questions but rather the lack of a 
consensus exists because we have not made a concerted coordinated effort to do so. 
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We have not made a concerted effort to find acceptable answers to each of the three 
questions that have been haunting us ever since we began asking the questions. We have 
not composed the answers to these questions because we have not made a concerted 
effort to find a metaphysical understanding which bridges the gap between the concept of 
the three omni's and our three most haunting of questions. 

This is not to say there have not been great philosophical, religious, and scientific 
thinkers who have made a concerted effort of their own to resolve the issues. Tractates 1, 
2, 3, 4, and now 5 have examined such great thinkers and offer a resolution to the issues, 
which they have attempted to address but been unsuccessful at resolving. 

Tractates 6-12 will address the issues other great individual thinkers such as Kant, 
Russell, Hegel, Einstein, etc. have to offer. 

The lack therefore of a concerted effort has not been due to some individuals but rather 
the lack of a concerted effort has been due to our collective desire to do so. 

The means of finding this second shell, which bridges the interrelationship between the 
three omni's and the three fundamental questions haunting our specie, is to find 'a' 
metaphysical model which answers the three fundamental questions which face religion, 
science, and philosophy simultaneously. Pitting the model against our greatest of 
philosophical paradoxes can test the model of such an understanding. If the model cannot 
resolve these paradoxes then we are not yet ready to move onto other paradoxes awaiting 
more advanced metaphysical dilemmas that surely await us. 

It appears it may serve us well to begin the process of building this second shell in order 
to fill in the air pocket between our visualization of the most basic fundamentals of God 
and the shell composed of the three basic questions religion, science, and philosophy are 
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all attempting to resolve. It appears this second shell, this metaphysical model, may be 
the means of understanding omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence as it applies to 
us. It appears that the second shell, a comprehensive universal (literally universal) 
metaphysical system, may in fact be the means through which we are to understanding 
the answers to the questions: 'Where are we? What are we? And, Why do we exist?' 

What does finding the model of a universal metaphysical system has to do with Leibniz 
and theodicy? We have looked at a universal metaphysical model which might very well 
act as a primitive understanding, which might well resolve the paradoxes placed before us 
by Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, and Copernicus. We are now about to enter the debate of 
paradoxes placed before us by Kant, Hegel, Russell, Einstein, Heidegger, Philosophy, 
and Society. But historically we have come to Leibniz and his concept of theodicy and it 
is the concept of God 'allowing' 'evil' things to happen to 'good' people, which brings 
our metaphysical discussion to a complete halt unless we acknowledge that the 
personality of God is not the issue of metaphysics. The issue of metaphysics is the issue 
regarding only the neutral characteristics of the whole itself and how it is these neutral 
characteristics of the whole interact with the neutral characteristics of the sub elements of 
the whole interacts with ourselves that is of concern to the field of metaphysics. 

This process appears to be neutral in nature and so it is, but this does not imply ethics 
cannot emerge from such a discussion for in fact the most fundamental foundation of 
ethics itself is what it is that emerges out of such a discussion. 

Before we can mold the second shell involving the perceptual tools of faith, observation, 
and reason, the mutual concepts regarding the religious, scientific, and philosophical 
characteristics of God must all come together simultaneously and fit our model of God. 
Leibniz concept of theodicy, omnibenevolence, does not fit the requirement and thus 
must be discarded in order to get back to our discussion oriented towards building a 
universally acceptable model, a metaphysical system of the whole of Reality. 
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Perfection, does it exist? The whole is perfect from the point of view of the whole for the 
whole is purely and simply the whole. The whole is what the whole is. Does the whole 
have a sense of 'moral' obligation? At first glance such a statement would appear to be a 
metaphysically ludicrous statement but is it? If the whole is composed of knowing 
subunits and is a 'living' thriving entity, then wouldn't the whole feel a sense of 
obligation to the subunits to which it owes its very ability to 'grow', 'change', find 
variety itself? If such is the case then not only does such a question become ontologically 
significant but such a question becomes metaphysically significant for no longer are we 
dealing with simply a 'static' whole but we are dealing with an active dynamic whole 
whose very active dynamic state depends upon subunits of knowing which develop 
within the whole itself. 

Imperfection, does it exist? Imperfection exists from the point of view of the sub 
elements, which judge the status of the whole from the point of their personal 
perceptions. Can the subunit ever 'judge' the whole as the whole when the subunit is 
simply a 'part' of the whole and cannot see the whole as the whole? Yes but only from 
the point of view of the limited perception from which the subunit is capable of viewing 
the whole. As such the subunit develops 'judgmental' perceptions of the whole such as 
'good' and 'evil'. Ontologically such 'judgmental' developments are not actions 
overreaching the bounds of the subunit, however, metaphysically such 'judgmental' 
developments do overreach the bounds of the subunit and as such must be put aside when 
discussion the base foundation upon which religion, science, and philosophy themselves 
must be built. 

It appears the next step must be a concerted attempt to find Kant's categorical 
imperatives and that is exactly what will take place in Tractate 6: Kant. 
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And what about the concept of theodicy, which Leibniz had coined? 
Theodicy/omnibenevolence appears to belong to the ontologists as opposed to the 
metaphysician. It appears to belong in a shell which lies somewhere beyond the second 
shell. 

Had Leibniz not been so infatuated with his own creation, he may have seen that his 
piece of the puzzle did not belonged in the first shell with omnipresence and 
omnipotence. Had Leibniz not been so arrogant he himself may have concluded that his 
creation of theodicy did not belong in either the first or the second shell protecting the 
core concept of omniscience, did not belong as a characteristic to be found in any 
metaphysical understanding of God. 

It may appear there is much negativism involved with the misstep of Leibniz. Be that as it 
may, all is not negative when we look to Leibniz and his concept of theodicy for: 

We now understand that 

Leibniz is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 
'system' acting within filled with 'imperfection' into that of acting within 'the' system 
filled with, metaphysically speaking, neither 'perfection' or 'imperfection'. As such, 
'perfection' and 'imperfection', with the help of Leibniz, now no longer exist as elements 
of a metaphysical system but rather exist as elements of an ontological dialectic which 
itself lies beyond the boundaries of all three fields of metaphysics: theoretical 
metaphysics, practical metaphysics, and metaphysical engineering. 
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1 Location here is different than what most of us are accustomed to for location here refers to an 
abstractness such as love, joy hate, evil, etc. which do not take up any space or time. This is unlike concrete 
items such as chairs, electrons, light, magnetic forces etc., which occupy both space or time or both. It is 
where knowledge, knowing exists. 

2 'Separation through exclusion' versus 'separation through inclusion' will be fully addressed in Tractate 8: 
Russell 

3 William L. Reese, Dictionary of Philosophy and religion, Humanities Press, 1996. 

4 Knowledge is power 

5 Where there is any knowledge by definition it becomes part of the presence of God. 

6 'Separation through exclusion' versus 'separation through inclusion' will be fully addressed in Tractate 8: 
Russell 

7 The concept regarding the void of space and time will be fully addressed in Tractate 6: Kant 

8 See Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will 

9 William L. Reese, Dictionary of Philosophy and religion, Humanities Press, 1996. 
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Kant helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how evil could exist 'within' 
God without causing God to be evil. 




The Whole 

The void of time and space 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
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1804 AD Kant - The Error of: 
Systems built upon a foundation 



\ 



The Universe Grows Again: - Kant 



Is a System Filled with: - Aristotle 

The Physical 

The Abstract - Zeno 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Humanity Loses Its Concept of Being the Center - Copernicus 
Imperfection Leibniz 

The Void of Time and Space - Kant 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 

The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omnibenevolence 
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The error: The paradox of 'time and space' 

The perception: Kant moves our perceptual understanding regarding the system 
being filled with 'time and space' into that of being 'the' system filled with 'the 
void of time and space' and 'time and space'. As such, 'time and space', 'the void 
of time and space', passive observation, and active observation, with the help of 
Kant, now have a location within which they can be found. However, the 
understanding regarding the role of 'time and space', 'the void of time and space', 
passive observation, and active observation, as well as the understanding 
regarding the interrelationship between 'time and space', the void of time and 
space', passive observation, and active observation not only remain in a state of 
confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship 
is not recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of this confusion which will be specifically addressed within this 
tractate. 
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Cartesian system 

Change 

Causal 
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Non-Causal 

Passive Observation 
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Tractate 6 

Kant - The Error of 
A System Built Upon a Foundation 

Part I: The Paradox of the 'unknowable' 
Introduction 

Werner Heisenberg: The brash German patriot was just 32 when he won 
the Nobel Prize for the uncertainty principle, which states that it is 
possible to know a subatomic particle's position or momentum, but not 
both. In simplified form, the principle means that the very act of observing 
something changes its behavior. 1 

And so it is science makes a move to claim that it, science, originated such a 
concept when in actuality it was philosophy, which did so. So it is we obtain the 
false impression that science takes the lead in developing and innovating new 
perceptions regarding our reality when in fact it is philosophy which innovates 
new perceptions and it is science which follows and attempts to validate such new 
perceptions. 

To find proof of the lead role philosophy plays regarding our perceptual 
development, one need but look back to 1770 and the work of Immanuel Kant 
who initiated a philosophical perception which was to be as far reaching in its 
impact upon philosophy and metaphysics as Copernicus' ideas were to science 
and cosmology. 
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After Hume had destroyed philosophy and any possibility of 
constructing a metaphysical system, Kant created the greatest 
metaphysical system of them all . 

Kant introduced a concept into philosophy known as 'critical philosophy'. Before 
Kant, Aristotelian views dominant philosophical perceptions. One could say: 
Until Kant, no other metaphysical perception existed other than 'passive 
observation' as described by Aristotle. Aristotle's metaphysical system, regarding 
the observer's passive effect upon matter and energy found immersed within 
space and time, remained in place for more than two thousand years, remained in 
place until Kant introduced the concept of active observation 

Kant introduced the concept of a limited system located within infinite 
possibilities. At first glance, such a statement appears paradoxical. 

Regarding paradoxes, Wittgenstein stated: 

'It is the business of philosophy not to resolve a contradiction by means of 
a mathematics or logic discovery but to get a clear view of the state of ... 
affairs before the contradiction is resolved. (And this does not mean that 
one is side stepping a difficulty.) 4 

Wittgenstein believed philosophy has the responsibility to resolve paradoxes 
through an interpretation of what seems most reasonable. It is then mathematics 
and logic, which follow and validate or invalidate such a view. 

It is the function of the philosophical field known as metaphysics to examine the 
concept of the whole. Is the physical the whole? If the physical is not the whole 
then what lies beyond the physical, meta - beyond, physics - the physical? Kant 
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proposed a metaphysical system of limited existence 'containing' infinite 
possibilities. Such a perception is metaphysical in nature for it places a limit upon 
the whole leading to the question regarding what lies beyond the limit itself. Such 
a topic lies well beyond the parameters regarding a dialectic of space and time. In 
fact, such a topic lies beyond the parameters regarding a dialectic of the void of 
space and time. We will not ignore such a topic, rather we will address the topic 
of what lies beyond the limits of the whole in Tractate 18: The Emergence of 
Theoretical Metaphysics. 

What then are we to examine within this tractate: Tractate 6: Kant and the Void of 
Space and Time? We are to examine space and time, the void of space and time, 
passive observation, active observation. 

In spite of the pronouncements of philosophers to follow Kant, meta-physics, is 
not dead. Meta-physics has just been set aside while we await a new metaphysical 
system. Kant said we have no choice but to establish a more comprehensive 
metaphysical system before we relegate his system to the archives of ancient 
history. Such then becomes the task of this dialectic for it is the very purpose of 
this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, to establish the 
rationality regarding a new metaphysical model. 

As we shall see, however, the task of 'replacing' Kant's system is not to be 
attempted through the process of destroying Kant metaphysical model but rather 
the new model is established through the process of fusing Aristotle's, Kant's, and 
Hegel's model all into one metaphysical model. 

Kant's metaphysical system presented many contradictions. Before we can 
replace Kant's system we must first examine Kant's system to, as Wittgenstein 
said: 
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get a clear view of the state of ... affairs before the 
contradiction is resolved 

It is both aspects, examination and replacement, which is the focus of this tractate. 

Kant embraced the concept of an Aristotelian Cartesian system. A Cartesian 
system is one built upon 'a' 'foundation'. Kant, therefore, believed a metaphysical 
system must have 'a' first principle. 

Kant's system: 

Kant's critical philosophy is a syncretic theory bringing together in a 
single framework doctrines of realism and idealism. The 

philosophical movement following from his position, known as 
German idealism, includes.... 5 

...In all experience, there is someone who experiences the 
experiential subject, and the object, or what is experienced. We can 
distinguish between two approaches to experience: the claim that the 
mind is passive with respect to what it experiences, and merely 
registers what impacts upon it: and the converse claim that the mind 
is active with respect to its experience, so that in some sense the mind 
shapes what it experiences. 6 

. . . The distinctive feature of German idealism is the claim, common 
to all great German idealists, that the subject is never passive but 
always active with respect to what it experiences. 



376 



The Error of Kant 

The brief description of Kant's system, leads us to Kant's dilemma. 

Before we delve into the substance of this tractate however, a few additional 
words would be appropriate regarding the direction this tractate is to take. This 
tractate is not to be a critique of Kant's work; rather this tractate is an examination 
followed by an expansion of two of Kant's positions. 

First: The universe evolves as our thoughts evolve. 

Second: The concept of system is critical to metaphysics. 

Regarding the first concept: The perception, the universe evolves as our thoughts 
evolve, provides the rationale as to why our understanding of the 'Greater' picture 
is so important. The concept that the universe evolves as our thoughts evolve 
implies we actively 'form' what 'will be' as opposed to the past Aristotelian 
perception that we are merely observers of 'what is'. 

Regarding the second concept: Kant was the first to propose such an upside down 
concept as the universe itself evolving as our thoughts evolved. Kant turned 
metaphysics and thus philosophy on its head just as Copernicus turned cosmology 
and thus science on its head. Kant was the first metaphysician to step beyond the 
perceptual metaphysical perception of the day. Kant was able to step beyond the 
perception of the day regarding the observer passively observing. Kant, however, 
was unable to step beyond the perception of the day regarding the existence of an 
Aristotelian closed system. Such conflicting positions generated unwieldy 
metaphysical contradictions. 
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Kant innovated a perception incapable of being 'confined' within an Aristotelian 
closed system and thus found himself incapable of finding both first truth and his 
dearly sought categorical imperative. 

It is these two concepts, first truth and categorical imperatives, that this tractate 
will examine and with the help of Hegelian concepts attempt to resolve. 

In this tractate, as in previous tractates, we will focus upon a relatively few basic 
references. This is not intended to demean Kant's contribution to philosophy. 
Kant's work is extremely complex but the complexity of Kant's work is not the 
concern of this tractate. Rather the intent of this tractate is the same as previous 
tractates. The intent of this tractate is to examine the paradox this philosopher 
presented to us and then resolve the paradox created by the philosopher in order 
that metaphysics may move on from its seemingly endless state of stagnation. 

To accomplish such a monumental goal, we have no choice but to simplify Kant. 

Since we are not seeking an in-depth understanding of Kant, we are going to apply an extreme 
form of Husserl's reductionism in conjunction with the surgical application of Ockham's razor to 
Kant's metaphysical perceptions. 

Through the application of techniques developed by both Husserl and Ockham, we should 
be able to apply Kant's metaphysical concepts to two aspects of Epistemology: 
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The subject and The predicate 

Noun Verb 

Object Process 

Passive Action Active Action 

Knowledge Knowing 
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Cartesian 

Active/passive - Passive/active 

A graphic will help us better visualize where it is Kant's system came to an abrupt 
halt. We will begin constructing the graphic from the point of view within which 
Kant found himself personally immersed: 

Perception of Kant's day: Time exists. 



The past 




The present 




The future 




► 




► 





If we add to this graphic, the existing Aristotelian perception of Kant's day we 
obtain: 




The past 




The present 




The future 


* 












\ Passive 


1 Passive ! 
J >J 1 1— M 





• The 




end 
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The graphic demonstrates the concept of time passing from 'what was' to what is' 
to 'what will be'. The 'beginning' demonstrates the 'creation' concepts of the day, 
demonstrates the cause and effect concepts of the day. The Aristotelian additions 
refer to the universe. The Aristotelian perception is comprised of two factors: 

1. The universe exists and we can measure it through observing what it is. 

2. The universe is what it was, is what it is, and is what it will be. 

In other words: The universe is permeated with fundamental universal laws, 
which are both universal and predictable. Objects fell 'downward' yesterday. 
Objects fall 'downward' today. Moreover, Objects will fall 'downward' 
tomorrow. This might better be called the certainty principle as opposed to 
Heisenberg's present day 'uncertainty principle' 

The universe in other words existed and we as observers observed in a passive 
fashion. Granted we could act within the universe and alter it through action but 
we could not alter the universe through simply observing the universe, nor could 
we in any way alter the laws of the universe through active action, rather our 
actions were limited by the laws of the universe themselves. 

There is room in the graphic to indicate the passive past and the passive future for 
both occupy a 'span' of time. There is no room to indicate the passive present for 
the present is fleeting and in actuality 'occupies' no time. It is for this reason there 
are only two forms of passivity indicated. In fact, many Aristotelian believers 
would argue whether or not we altered the universe in any manner, ala the 
determinists. 

Kant then proposed a unique concept: 
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Kant drew an analogy between the critical philosophy and the 
work of Nicolas Copernicus.... Copernicus inverted the traditional 
claim for the relation between the earth and the universe. The 
critical philosophy depends on a revolutionary new concept, called 
the Copernican Revolution, which similarly inverts the relation 
between the subject and object, between the perceiver and the 
perceived. This general claim, namely that the mind of the subject, 
or perceiver, is active with respect to, and influences, what the 
subject perceives, is central to Kantian position and recurs, in 
different ways, throughout all later German idealism. 

This new perception regarding the universe, directly impacts the most basic 
philosophical concept regarding knowledge itself. In fact, it was philosophy, not 
science, which was to first find its most basic premises, turned upside down. 

The concept of the observer changing 'what is' through simply observing 'what 
is' creates a scenario of the observer being 'active' in regards to the Aristotelian 
perception: 

a. 'What is' was. 

b. 'What is' is. 

c. 'What is' will be. 

Kant's metaphysical system changes this to being: 

a. 'What is' was. 

b. 'What is' is. 

c. 'What is' may not be, 'what it presently is', in the future. 
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Thus Kant initiated the idea known as German idealism: The very fact that our 
observing changes what it is we observe. A scientific form of this was later to be 
called the 'the uncertainty principle' . 

This leads us to modifying the graphic. As such the graphic becomes 



The past 




The present 




The future 


» 







The 




beginning 







Passive 


M 


Passive 










— *l 




Active 




Active 


— 












* The 

end 



The 'passive' remains on the graphic because the passive remains as a perception 
found within present day society. Kant's suggestion of the 'active' in no way 
displaced the concept of the 'passive'. Even today Kant's perception of a 'new 
system' has not replaced the old Aristotelian system. 

The new system proposed by Kant was both 'a system' and 'new'. Kant did not 
discard the concept that 'a' system existed. Kant was a firm believer that reality 
could be demonstrated through the process of modeling. 



Copernicus inverted our view of Centricism. With Copernicus, we began to 
understand that not all things revolved around ourselves. Kant inverted our view 
of knowledge. With Kant, we began to understand that knowledge was not 
necessarily an absolute. 
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This presented a problem for Kant. Kant believed in what is known as a Cartesian 
System, believed in a foundation-based system, believed in a system based upon 
'a' 1st truth. But what is this thing we call a 'Cartesian system'? A detailed 
examination of a Cartesian system is found in Tractate 2: Aristotle and 
Cartesianism. For the present, however: 

.... With respect to the Cartesian concept of system. Descartes, in 
effect, insists on a foundation known to be true as the condition of 
knowledge 

Which brings us to the question: When analyzing metaphysics, do we 'need' a 
system? 

So do we need a 'system' 

...Philosophy has always been concerned with what is called the 
theory of knowledge, or epistemology. The theory of knowledge, 
more precisely, the problem of how to formulate a systematic 
theory of philosophy, is central to the critical philosophy. It is also 
the central thread linking the views of Kant, the post-Kantians, and 
Hegel. 8 

It could be argued that knowledge can be understood in terms of the lack of 'a 
system' but the 'lack of a system' is simply another form of a system. The lack of 
any system is the least/greatest possible form of a system. The lack of 'a system' 
is a system so minimal the system is reduced to a system zero in size; the lack of 
'a system' is so maximal in size the system extends beyond size. The lack of a 
system is simply a system so minimal it is 'no' system at all, nothing at all. It is a 
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system so maximal it extends beyond the concept of size itself and thus size finds 
itself a part of the system rather than the system finding itself defined by 
size/space. 

There are an almost infinite variety of systems: 



System A: 



• The individual 

I am: I exist and all else is but a 
figment of my imagination 



System B: 



The universe 



The universe is: The universe exists 
and all else is but a subset of the 
universe 
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System C: 

I The whole 

The whole is: The whole exists and 
all else is but a subset of the whole 

And then there are variations of the sets: 

• The individual 

I am: I exist and all else is but a 
figment of my imagination 

System: the individual 




I am: I exist and all else is but a figment of my 
imagination. 

The universe is but a part of me. 
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The universe 



The universe is: The universe exists 
and all else is but a subset of the 
universe 



System: the universe 




The universe is: The universe exists and all else is 
but a subset of the universe. 

I am but a part of the universe. 



The whole 

The whole is: The whole exists and 
all else is but a subset of the whole 

System: the whole 

Q 

The whole is: The whole exists and all else is but 
a subset of the whole. 

The universe and I are but a part of the whole. 
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On the other hand, one may say: All three exist independently of the others and 
thus perhaps there is no system: 

• The individual 

I am: I exist and all else is but a 
figment of my imagination 



The universe 



The universe is: The universe exists 
and all else is but a subset of the 
universe 



The whole 



The whole is: The whole exists and 
all else is but a subset of the whole 
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And thus the non-system becomes the ultimate extreme of each element existing 
independently from the other, multiple independent systems: 

• The individual 

The universe 



There are many variations of the above graphic depicting a 'non-system' but one 
characteristic remains universal between them all: In a non-system metaphysical 
system, the elements remain independent one from the other. But as much as one 
would like to call the independence of existence of elements one from the other, a 
non-system, the fact remains that the very existence of the elements being 
independent of each other makes them a system. The system a non-system 
represents is the lack of dependency and orientation of one to the other within the 
system 

The question once again is: Do we need a metaphysical system? The answer: 
There is no way around the concept of a metaphysical system other than to 
explain the metaphysical system as having a net sum of zero and even then we 
have a system which we reduce to zero, but it is 'a' system nevertheless. 

In short: 

Within the field of metaphysics, do we need a system? The answer: Yes we do. 
Kant understood this and that is why Kant so adamantly held to the concept that 
all metaphysical concepts, once fully understood, reduce to a system be it the least 
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form of system, a system-less system, or .be it a more substantive form of system, 
a system. 

Should the system be the least form of system, be a system-less system, then the 
system is foundationless, the system is what Hegel would call an 'open system, 
the system is what Aristotle might call a non-Cartesian system. 

Should the system be of 'greater' form than the least form of system, be a system, 
then the system is based upon a foundation, the system is what Kant would call a 
'closed system, the system is what Aristotle might call a Cartesian system. 

Kant initiated the concept of the 'critical philosophy', but Kant could not explain 
such a concept in terms of 'a' system, or any system for that matter which met the 
criteria of 'system' historically existing up to and through his own time period. As 
such Kant, like Zeno (see Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness), was left perplexed, 
was left holding his new and unique metaphysical perception void a system 
capable of rationally incorporating his concepts within itself, within 'a' system. 

It is this most basic puzzle left unresolved by Kant that this tractate will resolve 
through the introduction of a new metaphysical perception, the metaphysical 
perception of a non-Cartesian system, as introduced by Kant, powered by a 
Cartesian system, as introduced by Aristotle. 

The result: The emergence of a 'dynamic', active metaphysical system as opposed 
to a static, passive metaphysical system. 

The result: A metaphysical system emitting the potentiality of fusion power 
versus a metaphysical system emitting the potentiality of fossil fuel combustion. 
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The 'Missing Foundation' 

Kant could not find 'the' 1 st principle 

Kant was working within the realm of the Aristotelian system. Kant dramatically 
altered what metaphysics perceived to be the state of observation. Although Kant 
altered our perception of observation within the system from being a passive form 
of observation to being an active form of observation. Kant did not alter the 
system from being perceived as it had always been perceived, being perceived as 
a closed system. 

It was Hegel who eventually modified Kant's system from being a 'closed' 
Cartesian system into being an 'open' Cartesian system. 

A closed Cartesian system requires not only a 1 st principle but requires a first 
principle found within the system. Since Kant perceived his system to be 'closed', 
Kant looked within to find the foundation for his system, the fundamental upon 
which his system was to be built. 

1 st principle found 'within' the system proved to be an elusive concept. The whole 
of the phenomena, the universe, appeared to exist; the element of the phenomenal, 
the individual, appeared to exist; the element of the noumenal, the individual, 
appeared to exist; and the whole of the noumenal, summation of knowing, 
causation, appeared to exist. Which was the 1 st of the principles? 

If the physical, the phenomenal, existed as Aristotle suggested, it existed, always 
existed, always will exist for without it there is nothing and nothing was not a 
concept the Greeks acknowledged as a logical state of existence: 
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The whole Greek universe rested upon this pillar. There is no 

void? . 

If Kant was correct, the physical was not passive but active and our very existence 
within the universe, our noumenal existence existing within phenomenal existence 
changed the very essence and the very outcome of the phenomenal. Where then 
did 'the' initial change begin for the phenomenal world, the universe itself? 
Did the physical, the phenomenal, the universe, initiate the abstract, the 
noumenal, or did the abstract initiate the physical? And if the physical initiated 
the physical what then becomes of the abstract should the physical no longer 
exist. And should the abstracted, God, have initiated the physical, what then 
becomes of the physical should the abstract no longer exist? 

These were the very question facing Kant. These were the questions Kant was 
unable to answer through the implementation of his metaphysical system. 

1 st principle became as illusive to Kant as it did to Aristotle. The issue of 1 st 
principle was no closer to being resolved by Kant than by Aristotle. 

As we discussed in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism, it became obvious that 
neither Kant nor Aristotle had the answer but rather each had a portion of the 
answer. The puzzle pieces were being created rather than the puzzle pieces being 
assembled. 

But two pieces of the puzzle remained to be created: The function of 
'nothingness' within a metaphysical system and the function of infinity within a 
metaphysical system. 

Aristotle had elucidated region #1: The universe as a region is infinite in terms of 
time and space 
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Kant had elucidated region #2: The region within the individual incorporates a 
perception of the functionality of the concepts of time and space. 

And now with this tractate, region #3: The region beyond the universe 
incorporates no universal fabric of space and time but rather incorporates the 
perceptions of the functionality of time and space as perceived by elements of 
multiplicity, individuality, found within itself. 

But how is it the three regions exist and how is it the three regions depend one 
upon the other? 

Like Zeno, Kant had a sense that there were two existences, the physical and the 
abstract, but Kant was unable to resolve how two regions, let alone three, could 
exist simultaneously and yet independently one from the other. This led to the 
issue of just what is 'the' foundation of the system. It would take Hegel to re-open 
the system before a new metaphysical system could evolve which would lead to a 
potential resolution to Kant's dilemma. 

Just as quickly as Hegel's metaphysical model led to a logical resolution 
regarding the dilemmas Kant's metaphysical model produced, Hegel's 
metaphysical system led to its own unique dilemmas. As we shall see in Tractate 
7: Hegel, Hegel would set the stage for the entrance of 'nothingness' and 
'infinity' to emerge as critical elements of a metaphysical system while at the 
same time introducing the notion that the metaphysical concept of systems 
themselves were dead. 

With the on vent of Hegel, we have the potential to 'compare' nothingness to the 
infinite, to 'compare' nothingness to 0 / qo, to 'compare' nothingness to co / 0. 
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These strange concepts emerge as the last pieces of the puzzle necessary for a new 
metaphysical system that addresses the historical paradoxical issues which so long 
avoided resolution by philosophy. 

But we are not yet to the point of examining Hegel's metaphysical model for it is 
Kant's dilemma we must address before approaching Hegel's paradoxical 
dilemma. 

Kant suggested the very action of observing the universe affected the universe 
itself. This perception suggested we mold, influence, what the universe becomes. 
As such the universe evolves not only in a passive sense but also in an active 
sense. 

We examined the four states of action in Tractate 4: Boethius and Free Will. 
Within this tractate we found action to be divided as follows: 

Four forms of action: 

Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

The passive action of being is action in the form of the primal 
state of existence as opposed to other forms of action emerging 
from the primal state of existence 
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2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Actions bound by the laws of nature are passive actions taken 
by inanimate objects as well as actions that simulate the action 
of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, a rock exists, you 
exist 

Active action: 

3. Freewill 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' 
object, action which could go various ways and whose action 
was directed by the 'knowing' object of its own accord. 

4. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose 
intended actions have been overridden by actions of free will 
generated by a dominating second 'knowing' object 

These four forms of action now gain deeper meaning through Kant' s development 
of active observation. The concept of throwing our Aristotle's passive 
observation, however, was not the intent of Kant. Although Kant believed in the 
existence of the noumenal, Kant also believed in the concept of the existence of 
the phenomenal, the universe: 
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Kant believed that what happens within this world is governed entirely by 
scientific law. 10 

Kant came up against the wall of Aristotelian thought, which had 'closed' the 
metaphysical system, see Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. As such, Kant 
literally found himself bounded by the limits closed system imposes upon any 
metaphysical thinker. Being confined by limits a closed metaphysical system 
placed upon his own metaphysical system left Kant with apparently irresolvable 
contradictions of the before mentioned Active and Passive actions. 

To begin to resolve Kant's dilemma through an alternate means as suggested by 
Hegel, one must begin by examining Kant's dilemma. 

If two forms of action, active and passive, existed simultaneously 'within' the 
confinement of infinite time and space then four possibilities of active - passive 
existences emerged which needed addressing by Kant: 

1. Passive - passive 

2. Passive - active 

3. Active - passive 

4. Active - active 
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Kant began by accepting the Aristotelian limits to a metaphysical system, 
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Having modified Aristotle's metaphysical system, Kant began looking for 'a', 
'the', 1 st principle, 'the' foundation for his closed Cartesian system. 

With the conversion of the Aristotelian closed passive system into a Kantian 
closed active system came the dilemma regarding which of the four forms of 
active - passive interrelationships was the most probable? 

The most minimal act found within the active - passive interrelationship is the 
simple act of existing without observing. 



Possibility 1: 



Passive 



passive 



As one views the graphics one must keep in mind that the act of observing a 
process is the most minimalist action one can impose upon the action - reaction 
process, upon the cause and effect process. 



Observing 
the 



Possibility 2: 



Passive 



passive 
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Possibility 2 was the Aristotelian system. 

The universe existed. The universe abided by physical laws. 

Our presence as well as our observing the universe did not change 
the dynamics of the physical laws did not change the net result of 
the universe of which we were an element. 



Possibility 3: 



Observing 
the 

I 






Passive 


► 


active 



This was the Aristotelian system becoming the Kantian system due 
to Kant simply making the assumption through observation. 

The universe existed. The universe abided by physical laws. 

Our observing, our presence within the universe changed the 
dynamics of the physical laws. Our observing, our presence within 
the universe somehow changed, in both the phenomenal sense and 
in the nominal sense, the net result of the universe of which we 
were an element. 
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Kant had difficulties finding 'a' foundation to his metaphysical 
system. Although Kant perceived the noumenal and the 
phenomenal to be at different 'levels' one to the other and thus 
separate one from the other, Kant did not perceive the two to be 
separate entities one from the other. 

In other words, Kant retained the Aristotelian concept of the 
physical and the abstract being separate but bounded within the 
same confines as each other. Kant retained the same 'bounds' to 
his metaphysical system: 




A metaphysical system utilizing a common boundary of singularity creates the 
fourth possibility. 
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Possibility 4: 



Observing 
the 

I 






Active 


► 


passive 



In essence this demonstrates Boethius' metaphysical system, which we addressed 
in detail within Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will. Such a system represents the 
end product of free will being known to a 'higher' order Being through the 
process of divine foreknowledge. 

Possibility 4 reinforces Boethius concept regarding the simultaneous existence of 
free will and divine foreknowledge. Possibility 4 reinforces the concept that all 
potential end results either 'do' exist or at the very least, are 'known' products. 

An abstraction 'knowing' not only all that is but all that could be is a form of 
knowing incapable of creating 'unknown' results, incapable of creating 
'unknown' knowledge. Acknowledging the omission of such a scenario leads us 
to Possibility 5: 



Observing 
the 



Possibility 5: 



Active 



active 
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Possibility 5 suggests: The universe was always this way; we just didn't 
understand it to be such. As we shall see, such a scenario is what emerges from 
the new metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a part of God. 
Such a scenario evolves through the process of merging the Aristotelian closed 
Cartesian system and the Kantian closed non-Cartesian system which Hegel 
converted into an open non-Cartesian system. In essence Possibility 5 fuses the 
Cartesian with the non-Cartesian into a single system of multiplicity which 
provides for the unique individuality of the two rather than choosing one over the 
other or fusing the two in a manner which compromises the uniqueness of each 
system. 

The scenario from which five possible forms of existence arise exemplify the 
metaphysical dilemma facing Kant. Kant yearned to find 'the' foundation to his 
system but the foundation Kant so longed to find proved to be illusive. Other 
scenarios create similarly perplexing dilemmas. The concept of Cartesianism 
versus non-Cartesianism is another example. 

Although we examined the concept of Cartesianism in detail in Tractate 2: 
Aristotle and Cartesianism, it may well behoove us to refresh our memory by 
briefly re-examining the concept of Cartesianism. 

We have already noted that Descartes links the concepts of system 
and foundation. For Descartes and for those who follow him on 
this path, there is no science without system, and no system 
without a foundation. To put the same point differently, in the 
Cartesian perspective the concept of system is the cornerstone of 
the entire affair, the condition sine Qua non of philosophy a 
science and, hence, of knowledge of any kind. The entire Cartesian 
edifice is sustained by the foundation that subtends it. 11 
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The question then becomes: What is 'the' foundation of the system? Is it the 
universe? Is it myself? Is it you? Or is it the creator of the beginning? Each 
creates contradictions and thus Kant could not resolve which was 1 st truth. 

The point needs further emphasis for it is a critical issue regarding Kant's system: 

Kant insists that in his theory he intends to navigate between 

1 9 

dogmatic affirmation and skeptical doubt . If systematic form is 
essential to knowledge, then the critical theory does not escape 
skepticism, and the Kantian claim to dissipate Hume's doubts is 
simply dogmatic. 13 

There is no doubt there are many variations regarding a specific definition of 
Cartesianism. A few might fall into the following forms: 

Cartesian: 1. a closed system 2. a system with a beginning 3. a system in a state of 
permanent equilibrium 

1. a closed system: Aristotle's system followed the logic of 'what is is'. As 
such the only conceivable perception of reality was what is as opposed to 
what could be for what could be. The universe was in essence static. If the 
universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness would be 
all that remained. This led to the concept that the 'creator' of the universe 
was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe. This is a pantheistic 
approach vs. a panentheistic approach. Panentheism as opposed to 
pantheism takes the approach: if the universe, the physical, dissolved into 
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nothingness, nothingness may remain but this nothingness would be 
'located' 'within' the creator, which would remain as the creator. 

2. a system with a beginning: Aristotle's system conceived of a beginning to 
all that existed within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the 
physical dissolved? What would remain? This was a senseless question to 
Aristotle for the concept of nothing did not exist, had been suppressed by 
the Greeks. 

The whole Greek universe rested upon this pillar. There is no void. 14 . 

In essence Aristotle's system had no end and no beginning. It always 
existed and always would. 

3. a system in a state of permanent equilibrium 

From an ontological point of view, this is not an arguable scenario for it 
makes no sense ontologically. Such a statement suggests all action 
becomes passive. And why is it such a scenario is illogical. Such a 
scenario establishes the scientific concept of entropy, which applies to the 
phenomenal/the physical, as 'the' direct analogy for the 
noumenal/abstraction. If such were to be the case, the abstract would, like 
the physical, find time and space to be innate characteristics of itself and 
thus find itself to be nothing other than simply another form of the 
physical. In short within such a scenario, the abstract would be simply 
another 'level' of the physical and thus the noumenal and the phenomenal 
would be in essence one in the same rather than separate entities one from 
the other. 
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Within such a scenario, even the action of God becomes passive at some 
point. 

We seem to be swimming in a sea with no land in sight. The waters of the ocean 
are but the endless problems, paradoxes, and contradictions within which 
philosophers find themselves immersed. The land, when it does appear to emerge 
before us, soon finds itself to be nothing but a mirage. 

We can further understand Kant's dilemma by viewing a metaphysicians dialogue 
with a theist: 

Part I: Metaphysical perceptions 

Ok we agree upon one thing: 

1. You exist 

Now you understand I did not initiate this Metaphysical discussion 
with the Descartes' principle of 'I exist' but you also understand 
that when you look at me and say the two words, 'You exist. ', my 
existence becomes a recognized fact by you. By the way I hope you 
understand the significance of this approach. If the first principle 
is, 'I exist. ', it is reinforced by only one entity, myself. When the 
first principle is, 'You exist. ' then the concept of 'I exist. ' becomes 
reinforced not by one entity, myself, rather the concept of my 
existence becomes reinforced by six billion you/s out there looking 
at me and all saying to me personally, 'You exist. ' 
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I must emphasize here that I am not disagreeing with Descartes. I 
too agree the first principle is 'I exist. ' I just do not agree with 
Descartes as to 'where' that first principle becomes the first' 
principle. That question in essence is the crux of the argument I am 
putting forward in my next work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception. The article I sent you: Metaphysical 
Systems - On the individual acting within/being a part of God is 
Tractate 14: Metaphysical Systems of that work. 

But back to the business at hand. What next? Since we agree 'You 
exist. ' we now need a place to put you. Remember we have 
previously reduced, everything away, the earth, the moon, the sun, 
the galaxy, the universe itself, God Itself, even what remains, 
nothingness has been reduced away and all that is is 'you exist' 

Now we could bring God into the equation but since I am directing 
this part of the discussion, I would prefer to leave God out of the 
equation a little longer. So then what? Well how about the 
universe? Can we agree to bring the universe back into the 
equation ? Can we agree: 

2. The universe exists. 

Now I am not saying the universe is real nor am I arguing the 
universe is simply an illusion, I am just suggesting it exist in 
whatever form you wish to think of it yourself. Your perceptions of 
what it is personally are not the issue here - that is a cosmological 
debate not a metaphysical debate. The issue is simply: Does the 
universe exist in some form or other or not? 
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To speed things along here (We are not face to face and thus the 
need for advancing the conversation - remember I am limited to 
only five more letters after this one) If you agree the universe exists 
in some form or another - real or illusionary or a real illusion as I 
would say, can we agree you are inside the universe? 

3. You are inside the universe. 

Now I know we can get cute here and begin all types of debate 
regarding the universe but lets try to rise above the cute 
philosophical stuff and stay two reasonable rational men 
discussing a metaphysical point. If you would like to debate the 
concepts such as 'everything is simply a figment of my 
imagination, or your imagination, or whatever', lets do that later. 
The process we are taking leads us nicely into the heart of these 
cute and interesting discussions. In fact, this process we are taking 
not only leads us into these discussions but also does so in a new, 
fascinating, and serious manner as opposed to our old, perplexing, 
and glib manner. 

To summarize: 

We agree: 

1. You exist 
Can we agree: 

2. The Universe exists (either in some 'form' or 'non-form') 
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3. You exist 'in ' the Universe. 
Part II: Personal perceptions 

I have put additional thought into your solution regarding WWII. 
In addition to the more obvious problems regarding the 'lack' of 
understanding that not all humans are altruistic, another thought 
comes to mind. You say we could have sent a boatload of 3000 
people to take the place of 3000 Jews in order to shame Hitler and 
his cronies (all shameless people by the way) into discontinuing 
their atrocious acts. If that did not work, we would repeat the 
action as often as it took to accomplish our ends - the termination 
of the act of the holocaust. 

If, as this solution would imply, violence is so taboo under ALL 
circumstances that one should seek to actively, give up one 's own 
life to oppose violence, then that brings up a question: Forgetting 
the self-inflected violence Jesus allowed Himself to be put through, 
what about the Jews ? 

(Interestingly enough you view the act of 'allowing' oneself to be 
violated as an act of pacifism as opposed to such an act being an 
act of active violence. This would seem to imply one should view 
oneself as 'lesser' in value than one views someone other than 
one's self. Why is it we cannot regard ourselves on a level of 
'equal' value, 'equal' significance, having 'equal' purpose for 
existing. In regards to your question: was Jesus' act of allowing 
himself to be crucified an act of violence? Yes, emphatically yes. I 
would view Jesus ' act of giving up his life as a conscious self 
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imposed act of violence of the greatest degree, which, by the way, 
in my eyes only elevates the significance of his commitment to his 
teachings of 'love one another' I would regard this act to be the 
ultimate expression of commitment to his teachings: Love thy 
neighbor as thyself. He loved us so much He was willing to give up 
His own life in an excruciating manner of violence ( and who can 
deny it was done very painfully) (Also note Jesus did not say: Love 
thy neighbor 'more ' than thyself. ') to show the degree of love for 
us and commitment towards his teachings.) 

Scenario: 

At the time before Christ, God had parted the Red Sea to allow an 
escape route to open up for the Jews. The Jews moved across the 
dry riverbed followed by the Egyptians. 

There were three players involved here: the Jews, the Egyptians, 
and God. The Egyptians were threatening to kill the innocent, the 
Jews. The Egyptians could have stayed upon their banks of the 
River but choose not to. They were out to kill and maim the Jews. 
God had a choice, to kill the Egyptians or allow the Jews to be 
killed. God choose. God closed the waters of the Red Sea behind 
the Jews and drowned the army of the Egyptians. 

Under you perception of pacifism, God should not have done this. 
Under your proposed plan, the Jews should have run back to the 
Egyptians, dispersed throughout their ranks, held their hands 
upward and cried out, 'We will not be a part of your actions, God. ' 
They would have attempted to 'shame ' God into acting differently. 
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Now this would have implied God did not know what he was doing, 
had no 'reason ' for protecting the Jews, had no 'grand plan ' but 
rather is a very emotional fellow who, like many of us, says: Do as 
I say not as I do.' (I am not implying by a 'Grand Plan' that 
determinism is the way of reality. In fact, as you will see later, I am 
stating quite the opposite.) 

The question becomes why would God act in such a violent manner 
yet say violence is 'wrong'. Perceptually we have had no 
understanding regarding the solution to this paradox. We just say: 
Well God is God and as such God can, by definition, do what God 
wants to do and Who are we to question His actions? But this is 
exactly where the heart of metaphysics goes. No it does not go into 
the realm of questioning Him for his acts but rather questioning 
'why' He acts as He does in order that we can understand, in 
order that we can emulate his behavior. 

Metaphysics, for the religious metaphysician, accepts His acts and 
then attempts to build a simple model of what is, in order to 
understand how we can merge ourselves into becoming 
harmonious with God's creation. (Keep in mind there are non- 
religious metaphysicians also. These non-religious metaphysicians 
my not 'accept' the 'acts of God' but in essence they examine God. 
The two are in essence no different on a metaphysical level. They 
become 'different' on an ontological level. I am not ignoring your 
question regarding the differenced between metaphysics and 
ontology. But the question need not be addressed at this point. It 
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will resolve itself as we proceed with the discussion. In fact, the 
question is the very orientation of the progress of this discussion.) 

And why attempt to move into a harmonious existence with nature? 
Because such a state would logically lead us into the highest 
degree of efficiency in terms of accomplishing our very purpose for 
existence: more efficiently accomplishing the very reason we were 
'created', the very reason we exist in the first place. There is little 
doubt in my mind that the closer we come to fulfilling our purpose 
the closer we will come to finding personal satisfaction, joy, 
happiness, love, tolerance... not only as individuals but as a 
specie. 

(Keep in mind a 'lack' of purpose is, metaphysically speaking, as 
much a purpose as 'a ' purpose itself. ) 

You do not need to reply to this aspect of the discussion, there is 
more than enough for you to do in Part I and II on your part. If 
you feel a need to reply, however, do not confuse it with your Parts 
I & II. A reply would fall under Part III for you. 

Also take note the above statement is simply given to you to place 
in your head where it will begin brewing. It will become obvious 
later how such paradoxes are not paradoxes at all if one views 
them from a different perspective than we have presently. And after 
all, isn't this the very purpose of metaphysics: to resolve 
paradoxes we identify which expose the shortcomings of our 
present perceptions of reality? 
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And so the dialogue goes. The dialogue goes on endlessly and the mirage of 'a' 
foundation upon which we can build a metaphysical system remains, seemingly 
forever, but an illusion. 

We glimpsed only three potential foundations to a metaphysical system: I exist, 
you exist, and the universe exists. We did not even venture into the realm of the 
existence of causation itself, the existence of a 'creator' itself, the existence of 
God, the existence of God versus the existence of the individual. Nor did we 
examine the potential of 'action' itself on the part of God, the individual and/or 
both God and the individual 

The sea remains and we find ourselves still swimming within the same endless 
morass of questions, problems, contradictions, and paradoxes, which faced 
philosophers twenty five hundred years ago. 

Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, and Copernicus each provided us with the temporary 
sense of being washed upon the beach of solid perceptions. Such perceptions were 
only temporary and soon gave rise to the next wave of self-doubt regarding our 
significance in reality. 

Now we see Kant before us and once again we sense land appearing before us. 
The question is: Is the land but another mirage? We have studied Kant for almost 
three hundred years and the answer appears to be: The land is but another mirage, 
however, upon closer examination, it appears another shore lies beyond the 
mirage of Kant. The new shoreline appears, as a shoreline comprised of the works 
of six philosophers rather than the isolated ghostly image emerging from the 
works of any one philosopher. 
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The ghostly image of the more promising shoreline appears to lie beyond Kant. 
This new shoreline is the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting 
within/being a part of God. Is this new ghostly image simply another mirage or is 
it a shoreline from which we can establish a beachhead for our assault upon new 
and exciting ontological, cosmological, and metaphysical adventures we are sure 
to find awaiting us once we have emerged from our ocean of self doubt, once we 
emerge from the sea of questions which have been washing over us since what 
seems to be time eternal? 

Before examining this new shoreline, examining this new metaphysical 
perception in depth, we will have no choice but to conquer the crest of Kant. To 
do so we have no choice but to examine a few other aspects of Kant's 
metaphysical system. We might find it interesting to start the process by 
examining the concept regarding the 'boredom' of knowledge. 

Boredom and knowledge 

If there is a set known number of elements of knowledge, regardless of the 
immensity of the number of elements of knowledge involved, the number of 
combinations regarding the set number of elements of knowledge eventually leads 
to beginning the set number of combinations over once again. 

Now regardless of whether time is endless or a void of time exists, the number of 
reruns becomes a factor of infinity, be infinity an exponent of the number of 
combinations or an exponent of the number of pieces of knowledge is not the 
issue. 
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What is the issue is that of boredom. 'Eventually' a knowing God, with either 
infinite time or the void of time at its disposal, will find 'reruns' to be an issue 
with which it must deal. The issue with which it must deal is the same issue all 
'knowing' entities must address when it comes to repetition. The issue is that of 
boredom - endless, repetitious boredom. 



Aristotle's metaphysical system: 



T 



Kant's metaphysical system: 




The Universe 



Time 



Individuality 



T 




One difference between the two systems: 



Aristotle: time is found 'within' the universe 

Kant: time is found 'within' the unit of the individual 



In both systems, the universe is 'the' system, 'the only' system. In such systems, 
there are two choices: 

1. Time is limited 

Or 
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2. Time is endless 

Time being limited is not an option for Aristotle's system. In a system where time 
is the very fabric of the system, the end of time becomes the end of the system 
itself, leaving what? If the answer is leaving nothing then 'all' ends with the end 
of time, thus an irrational ending emerges from the given system where the 
system is 'all' and time is limited. 

Time being endless is not an option for Kant's system. In a system where time is 
the fabric of the individual, the fabric of the system becomes 'knowing'. Whether 
'All knowing' becomes the summation of 'all' knowing or the summation of 'all' 
knowing plus 'All knowing' is not the issue. The issue we are discussing is that of 
limited time and we understand time to be limited in terms of the individual for 
the individual, as an element of the physical, 'begins' and 'ends'. The result, the 
eventual sum of all knowledge emerges as a concept of 'divine' foreknowledge' 
which leads us to our previous dilemma of 'boredom' for in such a system 
'reruns', boredom, becomes an issue. 

If we reexamine the two systems we can now interject the only rational argument, 
which gives both systems rationality: 
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Kant's metaphysical system: 

J 



The Universe is infinite 



Time 



Individuality is infinite 




i = oo 
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Without the interjection of infinity, both systems face the issue of termination. 
Such an issue is not an acceptable scenario for either system. Neither 
metaphysician acknowledges nor accepts the issue of their system eventually 
'ending'. 

This is the paradox of both systems: How does one rationalize the elimination of 
boredom? How does one rationalize the elimination of repetition? How does one 
rationalize the elimination of the infinite repetition of knowledge leading to the 
eternal state of boredom? 

Time being endless is Aristotle's system: 

Time being limited is Kant's system 

But why is it assumed that there are only two choices: either there is endless time 
or there is limited time? In this tractate we will examine a third option: Endless 
time and limited time both existing simultaneously and independently one from 
the other while existing simultaneously and dependently one upon the other. 

Before making a direct assault upon such a task, there are a few issues we need to 
address. 

'Everything' equals passivity 

The concept of 'what is' lies at the heart of the concept known as 
omniscience/passivity, which in turn lies at the heart of divine 
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foreknowledge/passivity, which lies at the heart of determinism/passivity, which 
lies at the heart of. . . /passivity. 

Passivity: living eternally in the past, living eternally in the present, the existence 
of no future. The past and present void the future equals passivity. It matters not if 
such an existence applies to sub-units of the whole, individual entities of 
knowing, or if such an existence applies to the whole of knowing. 

Passive observing 

In Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will, we discussed four forms of action: 
Four forms of action: 
Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

Passive actions of being is the action of the primal state of existence as 
opposed to other forms of action emerging from the primal state of 
existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Passive actions are actions taken by inanimate objects as well as actions 
that simulate the action of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, a rock 
exists, you exist 
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Active action: 

3. Free will 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a 'knowing' object, action 
which could go various ways and whose action was directed by the 
'knowing' object 

4. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended 
actions have been overridden by actions of free will generated by a 
dominating second 'knowing' object 

Kant brought us to the point where we are now ready to reevaluate this 
categorization of action. 

Kant moved Aristotle's metaphysical system from being a passive form of system 
to being an active form of system. 

A passive system is: 

... the claim that the mind is passive with respect to what it 
experiences, and merely registers what impacts upon it ... 

Such a perception reinforces the validity of the categorization of action 
demonstrated. 
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Aristotle presumed that merely registering, observing an event, does not affect the 
event and therefore actions created by or subject to the laws of nature are actions 
predestined through the natural act of cause and effect itself. 

Active observing 

... and the converse claim that the mind is active with respect to its 
experience, so that in some sense the mind shapes what it 
experiences. ' 

Kant 'turned the philosophical world upside down' by suggesting that merely 
registering, observing an event, actually affects the event. 

Kant and therefore German idealism believes that the very act of 'observing' an 
object shapes what it is that is being observed. But is such an action a form of 
'active' action? In reality it is no more active than an observation having no affect 
upon the event being observed. 

If Kant's presumption is correct, and the uncertainty principle tends to indicate it 
may be, then in effect the event being 'changed' by observation is simply another 
form of natural event and subject to natural laws of which we at present are 
unaware exist. 

Does the universe, do planets, does nature have awareness and as such decide to 
create natural catastrophes to intentionally offset the actions of humankind? Some 
individuals 'believe' this to be true. Is it a rational perception based upon science, 
reason, and religion? Such a debate is not the intent of this tractate. 
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The intent of this tractate is to understand how we can incorporate both Kant's 
critical philosophy, Kant's active abstract metaphysics and Aristotle's passive 
physical metaphysics into 'a' metaphysical system which would simultaneously 
resolve the paradox Kant's system and the paradox Aristotle's system create. 

Since we have addressed Aristotle's paradox in Tractate 2: Aristotle and 
Cartesianism, the intent is to now concentrate upon Kant's metaphysical system 
while at the same time acknowledging the basic validity of Aristotle 
metaphysical system. 

Such a perception leads to a new categorization of action: 
Four forms of action: 
Passive action: 

1 . Action as a state of being: 

Passive actions of being is the action of the primal state of existence as 
opposed to other forms of action emerging from the primal state of 
existence 

2. Actions bound by the laws of nature 

Passive actions are actions taken by inanimate objects as well as actions 
that simulate the action of inanimate objects - a rock falls, you fall, a rock 
exists, you exist 
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3. Determinism 

Active actions of free will taken by a 'knowing' object whose intended 
actions have been overridden by actions of free will generated by a 
dominating second knowing' object 

Active action: 

4. Free will 

Active actions of free will are actions taken by a knowing' object, action 
which could go various ways and whose action was directed by the 
knowing' object 

Why is it that determinism becomes a form of 'passive' action? Action, which is 
controlled by 'intent' of the initiator of the action itself, is active action from the 
perspective of both the one producing the action and the event/object 
experiencing the action. Action uncontrolled is action found within the realm of 
the cause and effect cycle. The only forms of 'active' actions are actions 
controlled by the one being acted upon. In essence, actions which are 'active' are 
ones 'intended' by the 'creator of the action itself. 

This is where free will lies. Free will lies in the ability to 'control' one's act, 
control one's intentional acts. What of the will of the whole as the whole? If the 
whole has consciousness, then the only form of active action generated by the 
totality of awareness are actions intentionally initiated by the whole itself. 

For example: The fact an object falls 'downward' is most likely not an intentional 
act initiated by total awareness. It rather is a passive act simply following the laws 
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of physics. It is doubtful that every act of an object 'falling' is intentional 
contemplated by the whole. It is not reasonable to expect the whole examines 
every single isolated event where a unit of mass is subjected to the gravitational 
potential of free fall and then decides whether or not to 'intentionally' allow the 
object to fall. 

It is more probable, more reasonable to deduce that total awareness may have 
intended to initiate the dynamics required for a system of physical laws within 
which the physical operates in a form of passive dynamic action. An analogy to 
the process would be the situation of a person stepping into a car and turning the 
key with the intent of starting the complex interaction of pistons, valves, fuel 
injectors, energy transfer to the transmission, etc to begin in order to reach an 
objective. The objective: to go from here to there, wherever 'there' may be. 

What then of totality? What is totality's objective in 'turning the key' to start the 
universe going. That is the issue we are to examine as we attempt to resolve the 
paradox Kant's system creates. 

One may object at establishing such a seemingly impossible task. But one must 
not forget it is Kant we are examining and, 

Kant insisted that although we cannot prove the world has a 
purpose, we must look upon it 'as if it has a purpose. 15 

Kant also held the view that humanity played a role in such a purpose. 

Reading Leibniz, led Kant to see humanity as not only 
participating in nature, but over and above this participating in the 
ultimate purpose of the universe. 16 
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In this tractate, however, we are not going to refer to humanity in particular as 
'the' participant in nature and participating in the ultimate purpose of the universe 
but rather we are going to refer to the concept of humanity as units of unique 
knowing filled with the concepts of space and time. The reason for this form of 
generalization is that our time in history differs from Kant's time in history. 

During Kant's time in history, the concept of humans finding themselves 
confronted with entities of unique knowing from outside their own planet or for 
that matter from outside their own galaxy, was incomprehensible. Today such an 
encounter, such an existence, is no longer incomprehensible. In fact, we as a 
society are actually preparing scientifically for such an encounter. We are, 
however, avoiding such preparations both metaphysically and ontologically. This 
is perhaps the greatest sociological failure of our time. 

The essence of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, 
is intended to lay the initial groundwork for just such preparations and it is the 
study of past metaphysical concepts, which acts as the means of allowing us to 
establish just such a foundation. 

To accomplish such a task, we must return to the concept of Kant and 
metaphysical systems. Finding Kant's elusive foundation will lead us to resolving 
the metaphysical shortcomings of philosophers such as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, 
Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Russell, Einstein, and Heidegger in order to establish the 
'intra' as well as 'inter' -universal categorical imperatives, which will naturally 
emerge from a complete metaphysical system. 

Kant could not find his categorical imperatives because Kant could not find 1 st 
truth. Kant could not verbalize the complete workings of his metaphysical system. 
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The problem Kant had with all these issues emerged out of the fact that Kant's 
system lacked specific elements needed to complete his system. 

It is the elements alluding Kant that we will establish. It is the missing elements, 
which we will add to both Kant's system and Aristotle's system in order to 
establish 'a' complete system. 

In truth, it is not an addition of elements we will use as the means of finding a 
complete system but rather the more potent process of fusion, which we shall use. 

Kant and Aristotle had no idea regarding the power of fusion. It is only in today's 
time period that we have been made aware of such phenomenal potential. 

Before we can begin using the tool of fusion, however, we must resurrect an 
element of philosophy from the dead. 

The place to begin such a process is with the understanding of the ramification of 
Kant's system. The ramification: the premature announcement regarding the death 
of metaphysics. 

Raising metaphysics up from the dead 

The perception exists that Kant believed Metaphysics died with the emergence of 
his 'system'. Such a perception emerges from the 'belief that Kant's system is 
'the' ultimate of systems. But was this the case or was Kant's perception simply 
that his 'system' was 'the' system and as such described the whole of all? 
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Kant's System 



The whole 









Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 





Abstract knowing 



As such, Kant visualized no 'outside' to his system since his system was the 
whole, accounted for the whole. 

'Metaphysics' is a term coined by Aristotle. The term is comprised of two 
syllables: 'meta' - outside, 'physics' - the physical. 
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Kant visualized his abstract system as replacing the old Aristotelian physical 
system: 



Aristotle's System 



The whole 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 




The physical 



Kant's system was perceived to be the ultimate of metaphysical systems 

In essence Kant and Aristotle had the same model. The variation, which occurred 
between the two, lie in the fabric comprising the medium of the two. The 
universal fabric found within Aristotle's system was the physical and the 
universal fabric found within Kant's system was the abstract. Again we see the 
paradox of Zeno, multiplicity versus seamlessness, comes once again to the 
surface. 

This presented a problem, however, for Kant sought to find 'the' foundation of his 
system, sought to find first cause to his system, sought to find first principle. 
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It was in the basic quest to find first cause where Kant found his system to be 
lacking. 

With the perception that Kant's system was not only the ultimate of systems but 
also 'the' system itself, metaphysics died for having 'discovered' the ultimate of 
metaphysical systems there was now no need for the further study of metaphysics. 
Now metaphysics in actuality did not die for metaphysics is abstractual and as 
such cannot 'die' for abstractions are not affected by space or time. 

Metaphysics can, like other minor points with phenomenal potential, be 
suppressed. 

The Aristotelian system was Greek, but the Judeo-Christian story 
of creation was Semitic - and Semites didn 't have such a fear of 
the void. The very act of creation was out of a chaotic void, and 
theologians like Saint Augustine who lived in the fourth century, 
tried to explain it {nothingness} away by referring to the state 
before creation as 'a nothing something ' that is empty of form but 
yet 'falls short of utter nothingness. ' The fear of the void was so 
great that Christian scholars tried to fix the Bible to match 

1 7 

Aristotle rather than vice versa. 

But metaphysics, like nothingness, is simply a concept. Metaphysics is the study 
of what lies outside the physical and the interaction of the two: the physical and 
what lies outside the physical. It must be acknowledged here, at this point, that 
philosophy, science, and religion, have all three attempted to complicate the study 
of metaphysics. All three have attempted to cling to either a Kantian or an 
Aristotelian perception. 
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The problem generated by insisting upon one or the other perception can be 
eliminated in one simple move: Fuse the two. Fuse the Kantian and Aristotelian 
systems into one system: A non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system. 

Such a process gives us: 



Kant 



The whole 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 




Abstract knowing 



Aristotle 



The whole 



Individual knowing 
Individual awareness 




The physical 
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Aristotle fused with 
Kant 



The whole 
God 



The physical 

being - action, process/reality 




Individual knowing, individual awareness 



The abstract 



The result: Kant 'saw' beyond Aristotle. Kant's system remains intact. Aristotle's 
system remains intact. 

The result: the individual acts within/is a part of God 

With the understanding that the whole is the sum of its parts merged with the 
understanding of 'a' 'system' being active versus passive, in other words, not just 
existing but existing in a dynamic fashion, we obtain a system where the whole 
interacts with its parts and the parts simultaneously interact with the whole. Such 
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a dynamic system becomes symbiotic in nature. As such we obtain a system 
where the whole is no longer equal to the sum of its parts but rather becomes 
'greater' than the sum of its parts. Such a system, the Kantian merged with the 
Aristotelian, the individual acting within/being a part of God, might, in a fusion of 
cosmological and ontological concepts, be termed: symbiotic panentheism. 

In tractates 0 - 5, we have examined such a system in terms of its capability to 
resolve paradoxes evolving out of perceptions 'nothingness', abstraction/Zeno, 
physicality/ Aristotle, divine foreknowledge/Boethius, Centricism/Copernicus, and 
omni-benevolence/Leibniz brought to the dialectics of philosophy, science, and 
religion. Now we are going to examine how such a 'metaphysical' system can 
resolve categorical imperatives'/Kant's dilemma while simultaneously 
acknowledging the genius of Kant. 

The power of fusion thus initiates of a third metaphysical system (the first being 
the Aristotelian metaphysical system and the second being the Kantian 
metaphysical system): a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system. 

At one point we 'believed' Aristotle's system was 'the' system. Later we 
'believed' Kant's system was 'the' system. If it is true that history repeats itself, 
with the fusion of the two, we will once again fall into the error of 'believing' that 
the fusion of the two systems is 'the' system. Let's not delude ourselves a third 
time, however. We have not come to the end of metaphysics. Metaphysics is 
simply at the end of the beginning and about to enter the beginning of the 'body' 
of its work. Metaphysics is about to enter its most interesting of times, is about to 
write the transitional statement leading from Chapter one of metaphysics to 
chapter two of metaphysics found within the history book of metaphysics itself. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 
Metaphysics and Cartesianism revisited 

We come back again to the concept of systems. Do we really need a system, as 
Kant believed to be the case? We will not belabor the point other than to make a 
few pertinent comments. 

First: 

If we accept Kant's perception that we should be able to explain the 
concepts of metaphysics through the process of modeling a system, then it 
is a model, a system, we must seek. 

Second: 

If we claim a system is not necessary, then it is a 'system less' system we 
must seek but that in itself is a form of system. A 'system less' system is 
the most minimalist form of system. 

Third: 

Kant suggested: If we do not accept his system then we must proceed to 
establish another system. 

All three issues are what are being addressed within this tractate. An alternative 
system to Kant's system as well as an alternative system to Aristotle's system is 
being proposed. As one examines the new system, one may object to the 
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suggestion that a new system is being proposed. Such objections are invalid. As 
much as it may seem that the newly proposed system is but a fusion of two 
system, the Aristotelian system and the Kantian system, one must not lose track of 
the fact that Kant's system was simply a modification of Aristotle's system. 

Kant moved Aristotle's closed system of passive action into being a closed system 
of active action. Kant moved the concept of time from the Aristotelian concept of 
being located within reality into time being located within the individual. 

Metaphysics is no different than science or religion in terms of progressive 
growth. Metaphysical growth is simply the advancement of what it was we 
understood, into being something we now understand to exist. Thus for Kant to 
advance Aristotle's metaphysical system from being a closed passive system of 
action into being a closed active system of action, is no more valid or invalid in 
terms of advancing metaphysical understanding than to advance Kant's system of 
a closed active system into being an open passive system powered by an closed 
active system which exists as a subset of the open passive system. 

The significance of this new system: 

1. Not only does the concept of system remain intact but also now the system 
itself becomes a 'growing' dynamic system in and of itself while retaining 
both concepts of passivity and action. 

2. There is now an independent location for limited time 

3. There is now an independent location for endless time 

4. There is now an independent location within which 'nothingness' can 
logically be placed 

5. There is now an independent location within which the infinite can be 
placed 
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6. Aristotle's system remains intact 

7. Kant's system remains intact 

In addition, and not any less significantly, this new system now finds itself 
accommodating free will. Free will now finds two regions from which it 
emanates: 



Free will? 



Free will 
emanates from 




Whether or not the physical universe has free will of its own is not the question of 
metaphysics. Such a question is a question of cosmology and ontology. 
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In addition, this new system now finds itself accommodating determinism. 
Determinism now finds two regions from which it emanates: 



Determinism? 



Determinism 
emanates from 




Whether or not the whole exerts its free will in a deterministic fashion 'within' the 
physical universe is also not the question of metaphysics. Such a question is a 
question of ontology and cosmology versus it being the question of the reverse 
nature, of cosmology and ontology, as the previous diagram regarding free will 
suggested vis-a-vis free will of the universe as an entity. 

To make such limited claims as to the responsibility of metaphysics is by no 
means shirking the duty of metaphysics but rather further defining the very 
responsibility to which metaphysics must look. Metaphysics is the study of what 
lies 'beyond'/'outside' - 'the physical' and the interrelationship of such a region 
to ourselves and ourselves to it. 

Metaphysics is not a study of what lies beyond the physical and how such a 
region interacts with the physical itself, nor is metaphysics the study of what 
occurs 'after' the physical no longer exists should such an occurrence be possible. 
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But what of Metaphysics and Cartesianism? What exactly does this have to do 
with Metaphysics and Cartesianism themselves? 

Metaphysics 

Over and over we come back to the concept of metaphysics: Meta - beyond, 
physics - the physical. Again and again one responds: We can never understand 
such a region for it lies beyond what we have 'seen' and therefore must 'contain' 
what it is which lies beyond our ability to 'ever' 'see'. 

Be that as it may, we did not let this perception stop us from hypothesizing what 
lay 'inside' the atom. We did not let such a perception stop us from hypothesizing 
what lay 'inside' a neutron. We did not let such a perception stop us from 
hypothesizing what lay inside a 'quark' . 

Metaphysics: the study of what lies beyond the physical. 
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We know to be: 




We postulate to be: 
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Upon close scrutiny we know this to be an inaccurate depiction for space and time 
have been identified as fabrics of the universe. Therefore if space and time were 
where we said they were in the former diagram, we would have to expand the 
boundaries of the universe to include them, giving us: 




Does this mean space and time, matter and energy, cannot be found 'outside the 
physical/the universe? Yes and no. Matter and energy, space and time cannot be 
found 'outside' the physical/the universe in the form of being the 'fabric', which 
exists as 'the fabric', which lies outside the physical/the universe just as 'the 
fabric' of what lies 'outside' the physical/the universe cannot be 'the fabric' of 
what lies 'inside' the physical/the universe. If 'the fabric' of the physical lay 
'outside' the physical/the universe: 
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Space Time 
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we would simply have to expand the physical/the universe once again: 
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So is there any way to 'know' what lies 'outside', what lies 'beyond' the 
boundary of the physical/the universe 

From the given argument we can make a fairly good guess, hypothesize, as to 
what lies beyond the physical/the universe. We can be fairly certain that what acts 
as the fabric of what lies 'beyond' the physical/the universe is not a fabric of 
space and time, matter and energy. 

But what type of fabric could exist other than space and time, matter and energy? 
Zeno gives us a good insight into an alternative fabric to space and time, matter 
and energy. 

Space and time, matter and energy, spawn a product of cause and effect. 
Therefore lets now diagram what we perceive to be the physical composed of a 
space/time, matter/energy fabric and examine the results. To do so we will need to 
reduce the 'apparent' size of the physical/the universe in order to place what lies 
'beyond' the universe in its appropriate location relative to the diagram: 

'beyond' the physical 
'beyond' the universe 
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To assist our need to focus upon the task of examining what lies 'beyond' the 
physical/the universe, we will enclose what lies 'beyond' the physical and as such 
we obtain: 



'beyond' the physical 




'beyond' the universe 






/ The physical \. 




/ Matter \ 




/ Energy \ 




I Space / 




\ Time / 




\ Cause and Effect / 
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Now we know space and time are not the fabric of what lies beyond the physical, 
therefore we obtain: 




The fabric of 'beyond' the physical 

The void of matter and energy 
And therefore 

The void of a fabric of space and time 
And therefore 

The void of Cause and Effect 
Seamlessness 
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We now once again come back to Zeno and his concepts of seamlessness and 
multiplicity. But rather than obtain Zeno's concept of there being only 'one' 
location we find we have 'two' locations. The physical/the universe finds itself 
containing the fabric of cause and effect generated by matter and energy 
explaining Zeno's multiplicity and the second location, 'beyond' the physical/the 
universe, containing a fabric void cause and effect generated by matter and energy 
because matter and energy are aspects of the physical/multiplicity and thus we 
obtain a fabric of seamlessness generated by the lack of matter and energy, space 
and time, and cause and effect. 

Once again the question: What lies 'beyond' the physical? Put more specifically: 
What lies 'beyond' the Cartesianism. The answer: What lies 'beyond' the 
Cartesian is the non-Cartesian. 

Cartesianism: Cause and effect, beginning and end, a foundation 
based sub-system. 

Non-Cartesianism: No cause and effect, no beginning and 
no end, a foundationless set. 

Cause and effect, cause and effect, cause and effect: is the primary concept of 
Cartesianism - beginning/end, concepts 

'a' foundation 

Aristotle states that we are immersed within space and time from which emerges 
the concept of passive observation. Kant states that we are not immersed in space 
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and time but rather that time and space are immersed in us from which emerges 
the concept of active observation. 

In order to establish which is correct and thus take the subsequent step of 
'building' a model of one's metaphysical system, one appears to then have little 
choice but to choose which is correct: Are we immersed in space and time or is 
space and time immersed within ourselves. 

The obvious, however, is not always the most appropriate choice. There is a 
second, less obvious, choice. One can accept the accuracy of both and then 
establish one's metaphysical model. That is precisely what the system of the 
individual acting within/being a part of God does. 
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No time and no space - Aristotle 



The aspect of 
the individual 
entity, which 
has 

not yet 
experienced. 



The aspect of 
the individual 
entity, which 
has 

experienced. 



So it is, time and space are found within us and likewise we are found within time 
and space 

We understand how we travel through space and time, but how does space and 
time become a part of our abstractual existence? Time and space become a part of 
our abstractual existence through our experiencing events within the parameters 
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of space and time themselves. This begins with 'virgin consciousness' and ends 
wherever the ending of the travel through space and time may find itself to be. 

Kant was at a loss to establish his system as a system for he perceived his system 
to be a modification of the Aristotelian system. In other words Kant perceived the 
universe to be the system. In addition Kant perceived his system to simply invert 
the Aristotelian system from being one of passivity to being one of action. The 
system, however, remained bound within the Aristotelian concept of being 'the' 
universe. 

Because Kant's system remained bound in Kant's perception of 'contemporary 
bounds', Kant could not find 'a' foundation, 'a' first truth, 'a' first cause, 'a' .... 

With the new metaphysical system fusing Aristotle's system with Kant's system, 
'a' foundation, 'a' first truth, etc now become multiple 'first' truths, multiple 
'first' foundations based upon the concept of relativistic first principles 
established in detail within Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. 

Kant's quandary of being unable to establish which of the concepts, Causation 
exists, the universe exists, or I exist, is 'the' foundation upon which the other 
truths emerge disappears as a dilemma with the establishment of a metaphysical 
system where the three exists in separate locations as 'the' base foundation of 
their own existence: 
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the individual acting within/being a part of God 



Virgin consciousness obtaining 
experience via passage through 
time and space 



The void of time and space 



Non-Cartesianism 



Time and space 



□ 



Cartesianism 



The universe exists 



Causation exists 



The individual exists 
I exist 
You exist 
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With such a system Kant no longer need find 'a' I s principle for three I s 
principles exist equally relative one to the other. Once again, for a more detailed 
explanation of the concept of relativistic 1 st principle one should refer to Tractate 
2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. 

This then brings us to the concept of why we need 'a whole'. 
The need for 'a' whole 

We perceive there to be three aspects to time: the past, the present, and the future. 

Such a perception leads us to the false perception that metaphysical perceptions 
are limited to three forms of possibilities: what was, what is, and what will be. 

Such a perception, added to our perception of the universe being the only 
'location', leads to chaos and thus confusion: 
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The confusion is one of our own making. As such the chaos generated by 
confusion can be methodically organized by us to bring order out of chaos. The 
order, however, can only be accomplished through the introduction of an 
additional metaphysical perception regarding time. 

If we reexamine our perception of time we will see that in truth there are only two 
aspects of time: The present and the future. At first glance, such a statement 
would imply a process of subtraction rather than addition to our perceptions of 
time. 

In truth, such a reordering of time creates a perception of time, which leads us to 
the more accurate perception of time. With such a reordering of time we begin to 
see time as having two aspects: 'what is' and 'what could' be 




What is 



What could be 
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Now why use the phrase 'what could be' versus the phrase 'what will be'? 

'What will be' indicates that it 'will be'. Such a statement cannot be denied, and 
therefore it must already be while it may not yet be. The result: What will be 'is' 
and as such simply is a part of 'what is'. 'What will be' is not 'potentiality' but 
rather predetermined and thus lies in the fabric of timelessness and spacelessness. 
'What will be' is a part of what lies 'beyond' the physical/the universe. 



What lies 'within' the fabric of space/time, cause and effect is "what 'could' be", 
potentiality. The cause will lead to an effect. In terms of the physical/multiplicity 
the effect is predictable. In terms of the non-physical/seamlessness/abstraction the 
effect is unpredictable, has potentiality of becoming what is not predictable. 



We therefore now obtain: 




What will be 
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And as such we begin to formulate an understanding regarding a 'need' for a 
whole, which rephrased becomes: We begin to formulate an understanding 
regarding a 'need' for a system. 

Such a perception leads us to arguments reinforcing the new metaphysical 
perception of the individual acting within/being a part of God. 

The whole does not change 

Change is a concept of cause and effect not addition for addition is a concept tied 
to the premise of order emerging out of time, before and after linear progressions 
of events. 

From the American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Third Edition, 
1992: 

Change vb. To cause to be different, to transform 

Change int. To become different or alterations 

Change n. The act, process, or result of altering or modifying 

There is a location of cause and effect, a location of first this then that, before and 
after, causing to be different. Such a location, by definition, requires time. For 
cause and effect to occur the effect must follow the cause. 



453 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Unique 
entities filled 
with time and 
space forms 
of awareness 



Region #1 



Unique 
entities being 
filled with 
time and 
space forms 
of awareness 




The fabric of 'beyond' the physical 

The void of matter and energy 
And therefore 

The void of a fabric of space and time 
And therefore 

The void of Cause and Effect 

Seamlessness 



Within region #1: 



Cause and effect do not exist but cause and effect experiences/perceptions 
develop 
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Within region #2: 

Cause and effect exist and emerge out of the presence of 'universal' time 
and space. 

Within region #3: 

Cause and effect do not exist since the region is void the 'universal' fabric 
of time and space. 

Region #3, lacking time and space as the universal fabric, does find time and 
space, and cause and effect, concepts imbedded within itself. It may likewise find 
infinite other forms of conceptual awareness imbedded within itself as developed 
by other forms of 'universes' whose universal fabric may be comprised of other 
abstractions than space and time. 

Getting back on task, the question becomes: What happens to 'newness' 'added' 
to the whole? Doesn't such newness take on the aspect of change? 'Change from 
what?' one may ask. Change from what existed before? 'Before what?' becomes 
the question for there is no 'before' since there is no time 'within' which new 
knowing is added to the summation of knowing. There is no 'cause and effect', no 
'first this then that', no 'before and after', no limit placed upon the entities of 
knowing other than what they find 'within' their own unique packets of 
experiencing and knowing they acquired through 'a' passage through the time and 
space continuum found 'within' our particular physical universe which itself is 
composed of a unique space/time universal fabric. 
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What then of change within region #3? There is no change with the 'addition' of 
'a', or for that matter many, new unique entities of knowing. Rather what occurs 
is an exponential form of growth created by the increase in combination potentials 
of multiple dimensions tessellations of awareness. For further details one may 
refer back to Tractate 4: Copernicus and Centricism. 

Change therefore does not occur in region #3; rather what occurs is increased 
potentiality of awareness. Increased potentiality of awareness is a form of growth 
but it is not a case of 

Change vb. To cause to be different, to transform 

Change int. to become different or alterations 

Change n. The act, process, or result of altering or modifying 

The 'change' once occurring is no longer change but rather simply 'what is' and 
not 'what is' now as compared to 'before' for there is no 'before' for there is not 
universal fabric of time which is required for the concept of 'before' to exist. 

What then of: 

Changeable adj. Liable to change 

Changeless adj. Constant 

If entities of unique knowing are infused into the realm of the whole via the 
physical/the universe, then how is it such an event does not transform the whole, 
cause the whole to be different? 
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The understanding of such a question lies in taking a different approach to the 
question. As such we will rephrase the question to be: 

Does a system, void time and space as a universal fabric, change, 
'become' different, 'evolve' from one to another state or does a 
system, void the universal fabric of time and space, simple exist 
from the point of view originating from 'within' the region void the 
universal fabric of space and time yet change from the point of view 
of the observer found immersed 'within' a universal fabric of time 
and space. 




Awareness completed in its 
uniqueness as opposed to its 
awareness 



Virgin awareness evolving 


i 





Region #1 
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A new meaning of the term 'everything 

'EVERYthing' now becomes just that, 'everything' in the generic sense. 
Everything becomes not only all things but also all non-things. Everything now 
becomes: 'What was', 'what is', 'what will be', as well as 'what could be' should 
the 'could be' become. In other words, everything includes potentiality of what 
does not yet exist and is not yet conceived. 

Thus everything now includes potentiality and thus has potential to be what it is 
not. We could say: Everything includes 'what will be' but that excludes 'what 
could be'. Without the 'what could be', the system would find itself complete but 
complete without potentiality to be what it is not, complete without the ability of 
the potential to grow and thus incomplete as opposed to being complete. 

The inclusion of the potential to grow takes place 'within' a region whose 
universal fabric is constructed of space and time but a space and time whose 
universal fabric incorporates space and time as separate entities of itself, separate 
elements found 'within' itself as opposed to a universal fabric of itself. These 
separate entities of 'growth' thus find themselves 'within' the void of a universal 
concept of cause and effect, beginning and end, first this than that, forms of the 
universal fabric. 

The potentiality for growth thus begins with virgin consciousness, begins with the 
potentiality to expand into a form of unique knowing entity, expand into a 
potentiality of multiplicity. Thus T think therefore I am.' in essence emerges out 
of: 

< 



458 



The Error of Kant 



I exist 



You exist 




You think, therefore I am. Without 'you' there would be no T. 
Where then does 'I am.' take on its significance of primary importance? 
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Within region #2 of the metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being 
a part of God, 'You think therefore I am.' evolves via Kant's conversion of 
Aristotle's passive system into an active system. It is Kant's perception that the 
physical, upon being observed, changes. Thus through your observations the 
physical/the universe becomes what the universe is and it is into this universe, 
which I step as a virgin consciousness and thus the many 'you' assists the means 
by which the T is able to develop as it chooses to develop. Without the many 
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'you/s' I would be an entirely different me for my choices would be entirely 
different. 

Now this is not to say that I have no choice as to what I become, rather it simply 
says is that my springboard of choices emanates 'from' depends upon what 'you' 
made of it. The rest is up to the T, the 'me'. 

Region #3: 

Now the reverse takes place when we examine region #3. 

Within region #3 of the metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being 
a part of God, T think therefore you are.' evolves via a new metaphysical 
perception of an open non-Cartesian metaphysical system powered by a closed 
Cartesian System found 'within' the open non-Cartesian system. It is within this 
new metaphysical perception that the abstract, through my unique knowing, 
develops/changes. Thus through my observations of the physical, the universe 
became what the universe is and as such other 'IV prepare space/time for other 
T's to follow. And it is through the unique development of the 'me' that the 
whole of abstraction, region #3 becomes what it is in terms of potentiality of 
combinations of perceptual summations including the whole of summation of 
knowing itself. It is out of the universe from which I step as a virgin 
consciousness developing and thus the many 'you' through the T are provided 
the means by which the 'you' is able to develop into an exponentially greater 
number of multidimensional combinations of knowing tessellations. Without the 
T, not only the whole but also 'you' would be entirely different for your choices 
of knowing 'what is' would be entirely different. 

Such a development within region #3 is not a function of the multiplicity of time 
but rather is a function of the seamlessness, of time. Time capsules of the 
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individual travel in any direction adding to the potential variations and 
permutations of experience within the abstract, region #3. 

Thus the statements emerge: 

1. I think therefore you exist. 

2. You think therefore I exist. 

What then becomes of the statement: 

I think therefore I am. 

Such a statement remains intact for could I not think, I would in essence not exist 
in terms of my personal perception; I would not exist to me although I may exist 
to you. 

In short the statement: 

'I think therefore I am.' 

is a statement of hope as opposed to a statement of fact, as opposed to a statement 
of actuality, as opposed to a statement of existence. The statement however is in 
error if taken as a statement of existence as opposed to being taken as a statement 
of perceptual existence. 

The reason the statement remains as a cornerstone of logic is that without others 
'knowing', my 'knowing' could gain no knowing. 
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From where then did God - 'the initial knowing' originate? That discussion must 
wait for Tractate 18: The End of the Beginning. 

How something, which is unchangeable, can change and remain 
unchangeable 

If we take a cross-section of the metaphysical system of the individual acting 
within/being a part of God, we obtain a cross-section of timelessness: 




The system is what it is 

We can now add an additional unit of knowing to the region outside the physical, 
outside the universe. Such a unit has evolved by means of its awareness having 
passed through the space/time continuum found within the physical/the universe. 
We thus obtain: 
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Region #3: 



No time 




□ \ 

n 



□ 




As we can see: The system is what it is and has not changed because no time 
exists between units and no time exists as a universal medium of the fabric within 
which the completed units of awareness, knowing, knowledge, find themselves to 



In this state, one cannot be identified as 'having' existed 'before' another, for 
there is no 'before/after' concept to be found as a universal medium of region #3. 
The only location within which a medium of before/after concepts can be found to 
exists as the medium is within region #2 and within the individual units of 
knowing found within region #2 and region #3. 

How then does the whole change? The whole, region #3 changes from our point 
of view since we are immersed within time. The whole from its point of view 
does not change but rather sees the state of 'change', growth, from simply the 
point of the constant 'what is'. There is no past and no future within region #3 for 
there is not time or space found within region #3 as a part of the universal 
medium of region #3. 



be. 
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Growth occurs within region #3 but not as a linear progression but simply as an 
explosion of randomness of combinations of knowledge which have the potential 
to be pieced together in a multitude of multidimensional possibilities of 
knowledge tessellations whose potential possible combinations explode 
exponentially in a continuous manner. 

Permanent stagnation, static existence, passivity, it is not. 'Growth' it may be. 
'Decay' it may be. One or the other it is under such a metaphysical perception of 
the whole system. The mechanisms for the explosion or implosion of multiply 
dimensional combinations of tessellations, the individual units of knowing 
themselves, developing through the process of passing through a medium of space 
and time. 

Are there other means of exponential explosion or implosion? Perhaps, perhaps 
not. What might account for other means of exponential explosions or implosion? 
Other distinct universes having a different form of medium than the space/time 
medium found within our universe. 

The death of God 

The death of metaphysics - the death of God, is there any difference? Actually, no 
there is no difference. The death of metaphysics is the understanding that there is 
no such thing as metaphysics. Kant with his perception of the death of 
Aristotelian concepts of 'what is' initiates an understanding that our very 
observation changes what it is we observe. Such a perception implies the creation 
of God's, this thing we call the universe, is not His creation but our creation for 
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we make the observations and God has nothing to do with observations for our 
observations are our creations not his. 

1 st principle then becomes ourselves not God. But without the universe we would 
have nothing to observe in a manner unique to ourselves and therefore the 
universe had to be here before we were here for without the universe there would 
have been nothing for us to observe in our own unique manner. We would 
therefore have had nothing from which to begin to develop our own unique 
individual observations and therefore the universe is 1 st cause. On the other hand, 
we know we did not exist before some other we/s existed for we are the product 
of the union of a sperm and an egg and therefore without this union 'we' would 
not exist as we are. Thus other 'we/s', the you/s, had to come before the present 
we/s, before the T . 

So which came first: I, the universe, or God? Kant was unable to reconcile this 
argument. The old, which came first the chicken or the egg, became, 
metaphysically, which came first: the I, the universe, or the creator. Kant being 
unable to resolve this argument suggested he had a whole new system of 
metaphysics, which in essence was not a metaphysical system at all, yet was 
irrefutable. 

The only logical conclusion he could draw was that metaphysics, as we knew it, 
was dead. However, since we knew of no other form of metaphysics than the form 
of metaphysics we had had previously, in essence metaphysics was dead. 

Kant was unsure of what this meant. It was Hegel who was to come along and 
move us one step closer to understanding just what this meant. 

But we are speaking of Kant, and thus it is Kant we must address. 
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As such, lets look at what the concepts of Kant's system suggest. 

At this point we will acknowledge that is arguable whether or not Kant's system 
was actually a system since Kant was unable to satisfy his own personal 
expectations of a system. Kant believed 'a' system, to be a system, must produce 
'a' first principle, 'a' foundation. Since Kant could not extract this most 
fundamental of requirements, the debate emerges as to whether or not Kant's 
system was truly a system at all. 

Having acknowledged the issue regarding the validity of whether or not Kant's 
system actually was a system, let's began an analysis of Kant's proposed 
'system'. 

Analytic versus Synthetic 'a priori' : 

Were space and time innate characteristics of objects or were objects innate 
characteristics of space and time? 

Kant suggested: Since we cannot perceive of objects without concepts of space 
and time but we can perceive of space and time without objects than it is objects 
which are the innate characteristic of space and time rather than the reverse. 

In essence objects found themselves immersed within the medium of space and 
time. 

Space and time therefore became the synthetic a priori of the physical. But did 
this establish space and time as the ultimate medium of metaphysics? If it did, it 
could be said metaphysics was dead for metaphysics dealt with three basic 
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concepts: God, free will, and immortality. Some would suggest metaphysics dealt 
with knowing and knowledge but knowing and knowledge are aspects of God for 
by definition God is omniscient, omnipotent, and omnipresent. God is, 
metaphysically speaking 'all knowing' of knowledge and the awareness of all 
such knowledge, knowing. Immortality deals with infinite time and between all 
knowledge and time, space is filled up. Individual units of knowing, individuality, 
become an issue regarding elements of the whole, thus humankind in the form of 
individuals becomes an issue of metaphysics. 

What of space? Space becomes the location of such knowing and such 
knowledge, be it space in the physical sense or space in the abstract form. Kant 
suggested space was not physical for physical objects were the innate 
characteristic of space and time not the reverse. 

And what of actions of free will? Actions of free will became an issue dealing 
with the active form of action versus passive form of action regarding subsets of 
knowledge and thus God, free will, and immortality became issues of 
metaphysics. 

If the physical emanates from space and time and if space and time was all there 
was, God was space and time. As such, God perceptually emerged, as being dead 
for space and time were not 'knowing' entities but rather brain dead abstractions. 

It then followed that metaphysics was dead for immortality, being an element of 
time, became a part of the unknowing and free will became a part of an 
unknowing space and time. What then of God? Why God was an unknowing 
fabric, medium of space and time, within which 'all' was found. 
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Kant could not resolve his own paradox. The logical conclusion, which was to be 
drawn: God was dead. 

Philosophers following Kant thus assumed metaphysics to have expired. 

On the other hand, the people whose business it is to ask why, the 
philosophers, have not been able to keep up with the advance of 
scientific theories. In the eighteenth century, philosophers 
considered the whole of human knowledge, including science to be 
their field and discussed questions such as: Did the universe have a 
beginning? However, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, 
science became too technical and mathematical for the 
philosophers, or anyone else except a few specialists. Philosophers 
reduced the scope of their inquiries so much that Wittgenstein, the 
most famous philosopher of this century, said, 'The sole remaining 
task for philosophy is the analysis of language.' What a comedown 

1 R 

from the great tradition of philosophy from Aristotle to Kant! 

As such, philosophers of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries believed: If Kant 
could not resolve his own paradox, then the only feasible explanation as to why 
Kant could not do so was because: 

Metaphysics was dead. 

God was dead. 

This idea, that God is in fact nothing but an idea of our 
own making for use within our moral practice, is a thought 
Kant repeatedly expressed in his very last years. 19 
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Kant did not seek to resolve the issue he should have been seeking: 

If objects lie within the medium of space and time, are innate 
characteristics of space and time than is there a synthetic a priori of 
space and time? Is there a medium such that space and time cannot 
be conceived of being without the existence of this new medium 
itself? In other words is there a medium from which space and time 
emerge, is immerged within? 

The answer to such a question could conceivable resolve the paradox Kant 
established, resolve the concept of the lack of a foundation for Kant's system yet 
leave Kant's system intact. This sounds like a lot of hypothetical impossibilities 
and the reason it sounds as such is due to the fact that Kant was examining his 
system rather than a new perception, which had not yet been proposed. 

The next logical step of this tractate then becomes: to examine this new system 
and to examine whether or not such a system resolves Kant's dilemma. 

We begin with: 



Space and time 
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This is Kant's perception. Now lets add an outside to the system: 



No space and time 



Space and time 



The object 




Since space and time exist within the median of no space and time what then is 
the medium within which space and time find themselves existing? It could be 
that space and time exist in what we think of as abstractual knowing, a form of 
active abstraction existing in a medium of passivity itself. But aren't space and 
time abstractual? Perhaps, but are they a form of knowing? As far as we know 
space and time are not a form of knowing but rather 'unknowing' abstractions. As 
such it would be possible that the knowing, awareness, of space and time concepts 
would graphically appear as: 
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Space and time 



The object 




'What is' is 

Virgin knowing gains 
experience as it moves through 
space and time and begins to 
fill its potential wholeness 



'What is' will be 



No space and time exist within the 
entity until it moves through space and 
time. In a sense, the entity of knowing 
begins to fill up with space and time 
analytical 'a' priori as it exists in 
synthetic 'a' priori 



Now does this necessarily mean the knowledge, which exists no longer, exists? 
No for with the concept of the individual acting within/being a part of God, 
symbiotic panentheism, we find synthetic 'a' priori now becomes apparent to 
Kant's questionable system. The new addition of an outside to space and time, a 
synthetic 'a' priori to space and time takes on its own functionality and becomes: 
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No space and time 



Space and time 



The object 




'What is' was 



Virgin knowing having completed its 
experiencing as it moved through space 
and time and could never fill its potential 
wholeness since space and time for itself 
were limited relative to infinite space 
and time however it did what it did and 
as such it is what it is 



'What is' is 

Virgin knowing gains 
experience as it moves through 
space and time and begins to 
fill its potential wholeness 



'What is' will be 



No space and time until it moves 
space and time, in a sense begins to 
fill up with space an time analytical a 
priori as it exists in synthetic a priori 
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Time now becomes an analytical 'a' priori to 'Knowing', the whole, and the 
concept of individual 'knowing' becomes an analytic 'a' priori to space and time 
through the analytic emanations of objects emerging from space and time itself. In 
essence we obtain 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing'. We obtain 'knowledge' of 
'Knowledge'. We obtain the 'active passive active' sandwich. We obtain the 
individual acting within/being a part of God. We obtain circular understanding of 
not just the significance of God to the individual but of the individual to God. We 
obtain an understanding of a symbiotic relationship, a symbiotic functionality 
between the individual and God through the very action of being. 

To better understand how it is a physical being interacts within an unobservable 
abstractual existence we must examine three concepts: The Causal, The non- 
Causal, and The Boundary between the Causal and the non-Causal. 

The Causal 

Almost everyone exists within the causal 

The Causal is the realm of cause and effect. I like the effect; I examine what 
created the effect. I react by repeating the casual actions, which cause the effect I 
enjoyed. I go fishing. I catch a fish. I enjoyed catching the fish so I go fishing 
again. I enjoyed it again so I buy a boat of my own so I can go fishing. I go 
fishing. I catch a fish. I enjoyed catching a fish. . . 

The process can be diagramed as: 
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Cause 



Effect 



This in no way implies the action of fishing requires no intelligence. Rather this 
explanation suggests the act of catching a fish is enjoyable and thus it creates the 
desire to do it again. It is a Cause and Effect sequence of actions driven by a 
desire to repeat the action as opposed to being driven by the need to understand 
'why' one 'should' repeat the sequence of actions. 

To better understand the Causal we will expand upon the region representing the 
Causal. The black region represents Cause and the gray region represents Effect. 
Effect is placed 'inside' cause since effect is action of the past, action which has 
occurred due to the cause. 




Cause 



Effect 
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But why not reverse the diagram? 




Cause 



We are inside the universe, or so it appears to modern day cosmology, ontology, 
and metaphysics. Therefore we will portray actions to lead to reactions beginning 
with the creation giving us the effects of which take place 'within' giving us the 
former diagram rather than 'without' us portrayed by the latter diagram. 

We therefore begin with: 




Cause 



Effect 
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Now let's introduce the concept of understanding. The understanding that we will 
introduce is understanding that one reacts to the Cause with free will. The 
insertion of such a concept is the acknowledgement that we have a certain amount 
of 'control' over our desires; we have some semblance of free will. The degree of 
free will is not the issue here. What is of issue is the acknowledgement due the 
concept of awareness, due the concept of understanding, due the concept of 
conscious 'knowing'. The diagram now becomes: 






■ — 


Cause 


A 





The basic diagram is a simplistic representation of Cause and Effect actions. The 
physical is filled with such actions of Cause and Effect. They not only act intra- 
entity but inter-entity. 
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Of the three regions, it is the region of 'knowing', the region of understanding 
which interests us for it is 'knowing' which Kant was attempting, yet failed, to 
understand with his metaphysical system of 'critical philosophy'. 

Since we are interested in the Causal at this point we will expand the Causal 
experiencing of the entity while ignoring the non-Causal, ignore the region 
represented by the colorless region. 
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The Causal entity, be it human or otherwise, developing Causally takes on, in a 
simplistic sense, the following appearance when factoring in outside as well as 
internal interactions: 




This entity of knowing runs throughout not only this tractate but also all Tractates 
to date: Tractates 0-6. 

Understanding the graphic of the entity acting in the Causal, we are now ready to 
move to the concept of the non-Causal. 
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The non- Causal 
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The non-Causal 
The non-Causal entity 
The metaphysician: in particular, the metaphysician exploring the general realm of 

Practical Metaphysical 
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The non-Causal 

The non-Causal entity attempting to understand what lies in the outer reaches of the 
The Metaphysician: in particular a Metaphysician exploring the realm of 
Theoretical Metaphysics 



A. 



Understanding newness of the non-Causal 
Understanding newness of the abstract 



L 



Understanding newness of the non-Causal 
Understanding newness of the abstract 



Understanding 



9 



iderstanding 



Understanding 



Understanding 



Understanding newness of the non-Causal 
Understanding newness of the abstract 



9 
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The metaphysician is not just a non-Causal individual but rather the 
metaphysician is a non-Causal individual who explores how the two, the abstract 
and the physical, the Causal and the non-Causal, interact. 

With this understanding regarding the task of the metaphysician, we can now 
begin to understand the task uniquely confronting experts specializing in the three 
fields of Metaphysics. Such an understanding is not an exercise in futility nor is it 
an exercise in the realm of fantasy. 

The lack of understanding regarding the process of subdividing the tasks of 
various metaphysicians is in fact the very reason Kant had difficulty formalizing 
his metaphysical system. 

Metaphysics now becomes subdivided into three realms: 

The Practical Metaphysician: One who understanding and defines how the Causal 

and the non-Causal work as a whole as described by 
the Theoretical Metaphysician. 

The Metaphysical Engineer: One who lays out, constructs, or manages social 

systems founded upon the work of the Practical 
Metaphysician, founded upon an understanding of 
how the Causal and the non-Causal interact which 
in turn is based upon a metaphysical understanding 
of the whole. 

Theoretical Metaphysician: One who expands the understanding of the Causal 

and non-Causal interrelationship and thus provides 
expanded metaphysical perceptions with which the 
Practical Metaphysician can work. 
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Kant understood what his task was in terms of being a Theoretical Metaphysician 
but Kant could not understand how Theoretical Metaphysics related to Practical 
Metaphysics nor could he understand just how his system of Critical Philosophy 
could be applied to reality itself through the process of Metaphysical Engineering. 

Had Practical Metaphysics and Metaphysical Engineering been defined, Kant may 
have followed his theoretical perceptions to their obvious conclusions. We will 
examine such a trail within Tractate 10: Heidegger. Having observed the results 
his theoretical metaphysical system produced, Kant would have had no choice but 
to backtrack to his initial assumptions and then modified his theoretical system. 

Eventually Kant, through the use of such a process, would have produced a viable 
system or Kant would have done as Zeno did: Kant would have proclaimed, he 
did not have the answer regarding 'the' viable system and would leave the task to 
future metaphysicians. 

This would have resulted in: 

1. Philosophy continuing to recognize the significance of metaphysical 
research rather than proclaiming the demise of metaphysics. 

2. Establishing the understanding of future theoretical metaphysicians 
that perhaps 'the' metaphysical system incorporated both Kant's active 
and Aristotle's passive forms of action. 

In addition to Kant's lack of understanding regarding the three fields of 
metaphysics, Kant was caught up in the perceptions of the day. Kant believed his 
system was a system of singularity as opposed to multiplicity. Kant believed his 
system outlined the whole system, however, Kant was unable to model his system 
because he, as all metaphysicians up through his time, believed 'a' system, any 
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system in order to be considered to be a system was required to fulfill the 
Aristotelian principle: all systems can be reduced to 1 st principle. 

Kant could not find 1 st principle within his system. To Kant, a system, which 
continually changes, changes with the very observation of passive observation 
itself, is a fluid, dynamic, system within which it is impossible to identify 1 st 
principle. 

Within Kant's metaphysical system, the individual cannot exist without the 
universe, the universe cannot exist without the creator, and the creator depends 
upon the observations of the individual for its change. In essence we have a 
vicious circle with no beginning and no end: 

Such contradictions defy the parameters of a 'Cartesian' system, defy the 
parameters of a 'closed' system, and defy the parameters of an Aristotelian 
system. 
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Within Kant's metaphysical system there appears to be no 1 st cause, no 1 st 
principle, and no 1 st truth. Kant was stymied and that is, for the most part where 
Kant left his metaphysical development. The abrupt termination of the theoretical 
aspect regarding the further development of Kant's metaphysical system was no 
different than what had occurred to Zeno when he simply said: Seamless ness and 
multiplicity exist but I have no idea of how it is they do so independent of each 
other. All I know is that it is obvious they do so. The function of theoretical 
metaphysicians is to expand our understanding regarding the abstract and the 
physical. Zeno did this. Aristotle did this, Boethius did this, Copernicus did this 
Leibniz did this, and now we see Kant did this also. 

Our examination of philosophical history is not yet done. As we shall see, the 
individual acting within/being a part of 'Being; symbiotic panentheism, is not a 
quantum leap in the development of theoretical metaphysics but rather simply one 
small step beyond those remaining for us to examine: Hegel, Russell, Einstein, 
Heidegger, Husserl, Hawking, and Ockham. 

To better understand Kant's dilemma and the solution to the dilemma we must 
examine one more region. We must examine the boundary between the Causal 
and the non-Causal. 
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The boundary between the Causal and the non- Causal 



Non-causal 



Causal 




Boundary separating the causal 
and non-causal 



What we have is the causal sandwiched between the non-causal. There is another 
way of saying this however. It could be said the non-causal is separated from 
itself through a process of separation through inclusion. 



Why would totality separate a portion of itself from itself? Interesting question 
and one that has been addressed generically in 'Trilogy F and will be addressed in 
detail in future tractates. However, the intent of this tractate is to discuss Kant and 
the paradox his critical philosophy places before us rather than discuss the 
purpose of the separation. 



488 



The Error of Kant 



So what of the boundaries????? 

In the physical we examine multiplicity/individuality and theorize/wonder about 
seamlessness/singularity. In the abstract we must do the reverse. In the abstract 
we must examine seamlessness and theorize/wonder about multiplicity. 

What does such a statement mean? 

Lets begin by examining the more familiar of the two. We will examine the 
location where multiplicity is the more obvious, perhaps the more dominant 
characteristic. That location is of course, our reality, the universe. 



The universe 



Within the universe we observe through a process of examining cross sections of 
time. In short we take multiple cross sections and by examining them we can 
project as to what might happen within future cross sections. If we find our 
projections are correct we attempt to establish laws allowing us to make even 
more futuristic projections. 

It is the cross sections, which dominate our thoughts. It is the cross sections, 
which we categorize, photograph, examine, and file away for future references. 
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All the while we wonder about the 'seamless'. We wonder what it means to be 
void multiplicity, wonder what seamlessness means in terms of a totally seamless 
abstractual flow of reality. 

Kant led us to the apogee of such wonders. Kant theorized what it means to 
reformulate our perceptions of the abstract into an active system where everything 
found within the system impacts the system. Kant went so far as to say that even 
the simply act of observing the system impacts the system. This was contrary to 
the metaphysical system existing at the time. The Aristotelian system of the time 
maintained that the system was passive and thus the observer did not impact the 
system through observation. 

In essence Kant suggested it is significant to understand the seamlessness of 
totality when examining the 'whole system'. Since Kant had no other location 
within which to place such an observation, Kant found he had no other choice but 
to place such an observation within the universe. Such a choice however suggests 
that a selection had to be made regarding Kant's metaphysical system being 'the' 
system or Aristotle's metaphysical system being 'the' system. 

This brings us back again to Zeno's paradox: Which is it, seamlessness or 
multiplicity? 
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This brings us back to our graphic and allows us to add an additional parameter: 




Now we see the physical affects the observer and the observer affects the 
physical. In essence, the physical affects the abstract and the abstract affects the 
physical. As such we begin to understand the meaning of our previous statement: 

In the physical we examine multiplicity and theorize/wonder about 
seamlessness/abstraction. 

If there is no observer then there is no impact of the observer upon the physical 
and as such the physical functions simply within the parameters of physical laws. 
As such we can and logically do take cross sections of the universe and examine 
them for what they are, cross section of a physical immersed in space and time. 
The very fact that the physical is immersed in the fabric of space and time allows 
us to take the cross section of time itself. In fact it is logical to do so within the 
universe itself, within the physical itself. 

But what of the abstract, the non-causal? Is it found only 'within' the causal and 
how is it to be examined? Can we take cross sections of the non-causal and 
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examine them as we take cross sections of the physical and examine them? This 
brings us back to the statement: 

In the abstract we must do the reverse. In the abstract we must 
examine seamlessness and theorize/wonder about multiplicity. 

This statement suggests the examination of the abstract becomes a form of reverse 
process to the process we find functional in the physical. 

If we take a previous statement: 

...the physical affects the observer and the observer affects the 
physical. 

And shift some of the words we get a glimpse of the solution to our previous 
statement regarding the abstract. Shifting the words we obtain: 

...the observer affects the physical and the physical affects the 
observer. 

For this to happen we need to add the following to our graphic: 
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The observer 

Awareness 

Knowing 



The universe 




The observer 

Awareness 

Knowing 



So it is the physical once again becomes sandwiched between the abstract. The 
result is that Kant's system leads us towards a duel system not a single system. 
Kant's system leads us towards the individual acting within/being a part of God 

So what do we observe if we take a cross section of the abstract? We see: 

1. What is 

2. The future does not exist within the abstract. 

3. The future has no potentiality within the abstract void a universe 
whose fabric is time. 
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4. The past exists 

5. The present exists 

6. The future does not exist 

7. What 'is' is 

8. What 'was' is 

9. What 'will be' is 

10. What 'could be' is not 

11. Potentiality is not 

The 'Absolute Zero' point of abstraction 

Just as the physical has its point of 'absolute zero', so too does abstraction. 

The point of absolute zero for the physical is speculated by science to be '0' 
degrees Kelvin. This is more definitively defined as the point when all energy is 
equally distributed universally both macroscopically and microscopically. 

What then is the absolute zero point of the abstract? The absolute zero point of 
abstraction is when all knowledge is equally distributed within the abstract. If no 
new knowledge is introduced into the system the system soon reaches a point of 
equilibrium similar to the equilibrium reached at absolute zero Kelvin in the 
physical. In short, rather than a lack of fresh energy transfer from one physical 
entity to another, we find a lack of fresh knowledge transfer from one to another. 
Put in a different manner: We find stagnation is achieved. 

Is there 'an' energy source to keep the physical system dynamic? That is the 
realm of science and science has no answer to this question at this point in time. 
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Is there 'a' knowledge source to keep the abstract dynamic? This is the realm of 
metaphysics and metaphysics had no theory up to and through the combined 
efforts of Kant and Hegel. But what about now at this point in time? Beginning 
with the turn of the millennium, metaphysics has a theory regarding the source of 
such knowledge. The theory is the individual acting within/being a part of God, 
symbiotic panentheism, a fusion of the Kantian/Hegelian and Aristotelian systems 
as presented in this work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perceptions. 

The absolute zero point of multiplicity is attained when the stagnation point of 
energy transfer is achieved. 

At this point all motion stops and time and distance cease since no relative motion 
is occurring. Time after all is: 

d 

v = 

t 



or 



vt d 
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And if d, distance, is something no longer travelable and thus no longer 
measurable, it no longer exists and as such 't' no longer exists. What then of V? 
V is simply a coefficient and as seen in the first formula becomes: 

d 

v 

t 

where d = 0, t = 0 

0 

v 

0 

Which is significantly different than either 0/co or oo/0 

Due to the constraints of time we will leave the phenomenal metaphysical 
potential of 0 / 0 to Tractate 8: Hegel. 

The fusion of : 0 / oo and oo / 0 

First: Kant 

0/oo 
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Finite time / Infinite knowledge 

Infinite knowledge within Finite time 

We now come back to Kant's metaphysical system: 



Kant's metaphysical system: 

1 

The Universe is infinite 
for there is no time 

Time 



Individuality is infinite 
i = the individual entity 

i = * 
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Universe / endless knowledge 

The universe is '0' for the universe, without the observer, is simply passivity of 
observation 



0 = oo 
0/oo = 0 



Which brings us back to boredom, endless repetition. 

Second: Aristotle 

oo/O 

Infinite time / Finite knowledge 
Finite knowledge within infinite time 
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We now come back to Aristotle's metaphysical system: 



Aristotle's metaphysical system: 

J 



The Universe is infinite 
Time is infinite 

t = 00 



Individuality 



Universe / limited knowledge 

The universe is 'oo' for the universe, without the observer, remains throughout 
infinite time as it is, passive. 



oo = 0 
0 = oo/0 
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Which brings us back to boredom, endless repetition. 



The question becomes: How do we eliminate the boredom???? 



Third: the fusion of the two 



The elimination of endless repetition, the elimination of boredom 



Time is infinite 
t = oo 



Time is limited to what is 'found' 
'within' the individual 

t = o 



oo/O 



0/oo 



Infinite time / Finite knowledge 



Finite time / infinite knowledge 



Finite knowledge within infinite time Infinite knowledge within finite time 
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Fusion of Aristotle's metaphysical system and Kant's metaphysical system 



Aristotle's metaphysical system: 



The Universe is infinite 



Time is infinite 
t = oo 



Individuality 



Individual entities of 
unique knowing are infinite 
in potentiality of knowing 

i = the individual entity 

i = oo 



Kant's metaphysical system: 




The Whole is infinite 
for 
it is 

void space and void time 



Time and space 
found 'within' the 
individual 



Individuality 



Individual entities of unique knowing are finite in 
knowing 

i = the individual entity 

Relative to the whole 

i = 0 

Where 

i = 1 

'the whole' = X + 'the whole' 

i = oo 
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Universe / Finite knowledge 

The universe is '0' for the universe, 
without the observer, experiences 
only passive action 

The whole is '0' for the whole, 
without active action of the observer 
remains it is. 



The whole / infinite knowledge 

The whole is 'oo' for the whole, 
with active action of the observer, 

has infinite potential 
of knowledge 

The universe is 'oo' for the universe 
with the active action of the 
observer has infinite potentiality of 
'newness' 



oo = 0 

O/oo 



The result of fusing the two systems into a complete system: 

The elimination of endless repetition, boredom, stagnation, ... 

The result of fusing the two systems into a complete system: 

The emergence of birth, change, renewal, . . . 

At last we achieve the elimination of the most insidious form regarding the four 
states of existence. We eliminate the existence of the simple state of being as the 
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dominant form of existence. We eliminate the perception of permanent 
equilibrium, multiplicity, the passive, physical objectives being the point towards 
which all action tends and in its place we find change, seamlessness, the active, 
abstractual objectives being the point towards which all action tends. 

The two states of existence remaining are both similar in nature for each embraces 
the state of our new constant called change: 

1. Growth 

2. Decay 

What does the new metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a 
part of God suggest regarding the two remaining states of existence? The fusion 
of the Kantian system and the Aristotelian system suggest we best think long and 
hard about our responsibilities for the choice of the two remaining forms of 
existence is dependent upon us, is up to us to decide as to which will prevail 
through the application of free will itself. 

God does not change 

Collective Thought, God, 'God' reaches it's point of 'absolute zero' when it 
reaches it's point of no longer changing. 

Keep in mind however that there is no time, distance, space, matter, or energy 
found in the fabric of abstraction within which the universe is imbedded verses 
there being time and distance existing as the fabric of the universe, existing as the 
fabric 'within' which matter and energy are immersed. 
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We are not debating the concept, of which is which. We are not debating whether 
time and distance are innate characteristics of matter and energy or whether 
matter and energy are innate characteristics of time and distance. 

What we are examining is the apparent paradox of change occurring in a region 
incapable of changing. Such a statement emerges from this new metaphysical 
system where there is a 'location' for the void of time and the void of space since 
what is 'is' and 'what could be' has potentiality but as yet 'is not' rather 'what 
could be' is simply capable of potentially being. 

Any newness of knowledge must be just that 'new' and thus incapable of being 
'known' by an 'all knowing', omniscient, entity in terms of 'divine 
foreknowledge'. 
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The past 




The present 




The future 




a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 




The present 




A 'priori' potentiality 









The future does not exist 



Only the present exists. Potentiality in the present exists only as potentiality. We 
call such emergence of potentiality: the future. Storage of the present exists, we 
call it the past. But the past is gone and we cannot change it. The future is yet to 
come and until it comes we cannot impact it. We can only impact the present. 
Only the present exists as location of cause and effect. 
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Lets re-examine the drawing with knowledge as our focus: 
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If we expand upon the apparent existence of the present, we obtain: 
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As small as potentiality becomes it has in fact not become any smaller for it never 
was. 

As large as the present appears to become within the whole it takes up no space 
for the present is but a fleeting moment in time so small it is no more 
distinguishable from the whole of knowledge than a point is distinguishable from 
the whole of space. 

If the future does not yet exist, we can examine the metaphysical system of a non- 
Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system, the individual acting 
within/being a part of God, symbiotic panentheism, through the process of 
examining 'still' shots of the system. In essence we can view the active system 
by examining cross sections of this active system through a picture of the system 
in a passive form. Keep in mind, however, that the system is not passive/stagnant 
but rather active/dynamic. 

As such let's look at one such passive graphic of the dynamic system. We will 
examine the system in terms of what happens to the future when we take a passive 
slice of the system. 
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We recognize the graphic as being what we had previously diagramed: 



Cause and Effect 




509 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Because this is a slice of what exists, we can remove the elements, which do not 
pertain to the picture since they do not exist in terms of existence itself but rather 
exist only in terms of potentiality. 




a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 




The present 
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In fact the bubble of potentiality disappears and the past merges into the present 
for the past becomes what presently is. We thus obtain: 




a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 




The present 
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Such a graphic arises out of the metaphysical system of the individual acting 
within/being a part of God, symbiotic panentheism 




the individual acting 
within/being a part of God 



One may recognize the graphic of the individual acting within/being a part of God 
as a more simplistic negative/inverse image of the previous diagram. 

What does such a system imply about the current theoretical concept of parallel 
universes infinitely branching off from each 'choice' we make. Does another 
universe begin at the juncture of each of our decisions? 

Such a concept is not being dismissed as 'an impossibility', however, within the 
metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a part of God, such an 
occurrence would now have 'a' location 'outside the physical/the universe 
'within' which it could function in an active manner. Such an occurrence might 
take the appearance of: 
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Such existences, should they in fact occur, would belong to the region of 'what 
will be' versus "what 'could be" 



As we can see, within a metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being 
a part of God, the future only takes on a function when the system is dynamic 
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through the process of action itself. The obligatory branching 'off of other 
universes from the original 'choice' simply makes the obligatory branch itself 
pre-determined. Since we discussed 'pre-determinism' within the Tractate 3: 
Boethius and Free Will, we will not go there other than to say such existences are 
not examples of potentiality but rather examples of absolutism. More of 
absolutism and its component of minimalism as represented by the absolute zero 
of the absolute can be found within the section, ' The 'Absolute Zero' point of 
abstraction', found previously within this tractate. 
The past does not exist 

What of the past? How can we say the past does not exist? When we take a cross 
section of the given dynamic system of the individual acting within/being a part 
of God, we obtain an understanding that the present expands to include the past. 
We observed a similar occurrence when we observed the result as the present 
moved inward to occupy the position of the future. The process demonstrated that 
the future, in a passive system, does not exist. 

Such an understanding explains why the small bubble of the future can now be 
completely removed. Simultaneously we now understand how it is the present 
expands to incorporate 'what was' within the region of 'what is' for the past was 
and the past now is. The graphic then becomes: 
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a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 





The present 



Such a depiction is what it is, a graphic cross section of a dynamic system, and a 
passive view of the system. 
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What is exists 

If we move the system back into the mode of being a dynamic system, we come 
back to: 



The past 



The present 



The future 




a 'priori' 




a 'priori' 
emerging 







a prion 
developing 
through a 
process of 
passing 
through 
space and 
time 



The present 



'priori' potentiality 
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If we then reduce the present, a period of time so short it is but an illusion - albeit 
a 'real illusion' - of time, to what it truly is within a dynamic system, we obtain: 



The past 



The present 



The future 






a prion 



a prion 
emerging 
from the 
present 



'priori' potentiality 
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This diagram demonstrates the present to be just what the present is, such a small 
element of existence that it in essence does not exist 'in' anything rather it is an 
'active' boundary separating potentiality from existence. 



Such a representation is appropriately expressed by the graphic depiction of a 
circle, where the inside of the circle is the future/potentiality and the outside of 
the circle is the past, what exists. The circle itself is composed of points 
equidistant from a single point of potentiality. Since all points have no length, 
depth, or width, the circle itself is in essence non-existent or simply a separation 
of 'what is' and 'what could be'. 

Simplified in terms of regions this becomes: 



The past 




The present 




The future 
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In terms of knowledge, as a passive system, this becomes: 




Or simply "being' being' and since this is a passive system, action becomes 
simply the state of being and thus non-italicized form of being representing 
action. 
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If we move the passive representation of the system to that of being a dynamic 
system of active action, we obtain: 



The past 



The present 



The future 




Knowledge 
as it exists 



Knowledge as it 
could exist 



With the addition of potentiality/the future, we retain knowledge as it exists and 
obtain knowledge, as it could exist. 
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If we then add an interrelationship of the whole to its parts and the parts to the 
whole, we obtain: 




the individual acting 
within/being a part of 
God 



A symbiotic relationship 
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In terms of simplicity we simply have: 




Or simply the individual acting within/being a part of God. 
Resolving Kant's four antinomies 20 

Antinomies: a pair of conflicting propositions for which equally cogent proofs can 
be given on either side. 

Kant believed that antinomies were generated whenever human 
reason applied itself to any of the following four questions: 

1. Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in 
space, or is it without beginning and without bound? 

2. Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do 
they contain parts within parts ad infinitum! 

3. Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused 
by volitions that are themselves uncaused, or are all actions 
caused by causes that have their own causes and so on ad 
infinitum? 
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4. Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the 

21 

rest of what exists, or are all beings contingent? 

Philosophers have addressed fragments of these four antinomies in one form or 
another since the emergence of philosophy. Granted the four antinomies may have 
been collated and summarized as a group of four by Kant but the issues they 
identify have been around well before Kant himself. 

There are several means to approach the issue of these four antinomies. 

1. One can demonstrate one aspect of each statement being correct and 
the other aspect of each statement being incorrect 

2. One can demonstrate both aspects of each statement being incorrect 

3. One can demonstrate both aspects of each statement being correct 

Means one: One can demonstrate that one aspect of each antinomy is correct 
while the other aspect of each antinomy is incorrect 

This is the process philosophy, in particular metaphysicians, have been attempting 
to move for the last twenty-five hundred years with no success. The process of 
demonstrating that one part of the statement is correct and thus the other aspect of 
the statement is incorrect is the process, which has been unsuccessfully employed 
by metaphysicians since the time of Zeno. The result: Philosophers and in 
particular metaphysicians are no closer to bringing the four antinomies to a close 
than they were since the emergence of philosophy itself. 

Means two: One can demonstrate both aspects of each antinomy is incorrect. 
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To proceed in the direction of 'proving' both aspects of each antinomy to be 
incorrect is to begin with the assumption that our existence is but a 'figment of the 
imagination of something other than ourselves'. Such a scenario is not to be 
discarded lightly but for the intents and purposes of this tractate it is much too 
complex a scenario to attempt to prove or disprove at this time. 

Means three: One can demonstrate both aspects of each antinomy is correct 

Means three is a new approach to the resolutions of Kant's four antinomies. This 
approach has never been considered before the time of Kant. Kant, using 'means 
one', believing he resolved the four antinomies but was never able to demonstrate 
his solution in a clear and concise fashion let alone demonstrate his solution in a 
manner so clear and concise it could be demonstrated to everyone including the 
general public. 

Up to and through the time of Kant, the answer would have been: No, there is no 
metaphysical system, which accounts for all eight scenarios (two for each 
antinomy) 

Through the work of the two giants, Aristotle and Kant, and the assistance of 
many philosophers working between and after, the answer now becomes: There is 
a metaphysical system, which accounts for all eight cogent proofs (two for each 
antinomy) in such a manner as to demonstrate that all eight cogent proofs are 
simultaneously correct and thus do not contradict one another 

The new metaphysical model of the individual acting within/being a part of God, 
symbiotic panentheism, not only accounts for all eight scenarios but also 
incorporates all eight scenarios into its systematic model. In fact, the new 
metaphysical model, a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system 
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located 'within' the non-Cartesian system, not only incorporates all eight 
scenarios within the dynamics of its system but also elevates each of the eight 
scenarios to a level of equal prominence and significance one to the other. 

Having said this, let's no move on to demonstrating how it is the model does what 
it professes to do. 

The four antinomies: 

1. Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in 
space, or is it without beginning and without bound? 

2. Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do 
they contain parts within parts ad infinitum! 

3. Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused 
by volitions that are themselves uncaused, or are all actions 
caused by causes that have their own causes and so on ad 
infinitum! 

4. Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the 
rest of what exists, or are all beings contingent? 

become eight positions of perceptual argument, cogent proofs: 

1. The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

3. Composite substances are made up of simple substances. 

4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by 
volitions that are themselves uncaused. 
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6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad infinitum. 

7. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the 
ground of the rest of what exists. 

8. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

It is one thing to address the eight issues in words; it is another to address the 
eight issues graphically. If Kant is correct in believing a system is critical to the 
issue of metaphysics then theoretical metaphysicians should, if the system is 
'clearly understood', be able to put the system into the form of a simplistic 
metaphysical model. The simplest form of model is one, which can be drawn as 
opposed to just discussed in a form of a Wittgenstein dialogue of 'words'. Words 
are the only means of discussing a metaphysical system when the metaphysical 
system is still too confusing to philosophers for them to demonstrate the system in 
the more demonstrative form of graphics or models. 

Kant believed his metaphysical system addressed the eight issues listed above. 
Kant, however, could not address the eight statements, let alone model his system 
in a fashion, which would directly incorporate the eight issues, as equals one to 
the other. As such, Kant had not yet fully fashioned his metaphysical system into 
the form of being a fully understood system, which could adequately explain how 
it is all eight cogent proofs are just that: cogent proofs. 

The reason Kant had such a difficult time explaining let alone demonstrating how 
his system resolved the eight cogent proofs was because Kant himself did not 
have a complete grasp regarding just 'how' his system functioned. 
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Kant's metaphysical system was caught up in the same parameters of limits, 
which confronted Zeno. Like Zeno, Kant found himself confined by Aristotle. 
This becomes clear if we reexamine page two of this tractate and examine where 
it is Kant moved metaphysical perceptions. 




Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

5. Omnipresence 

6. Omnipotence 

7. Omniscience 

8. Omnibenevolence 



If we extract from the graphic the concepts superfluous to Kant's most 
fundamental perception regarding 'location' of the phenomenal and noumenal 
found 'within' his metaphysical system, we obtain: 
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The process simply brings us back to Aristotle. This is not to say Kant had 
nothing new to add to the concept regarding the existence of 'a' metaphysical 
system. Quite the contrary. What is being said is that Kant, like Zeno (see 
Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness), could not fully understand how his system 
worked. Like Zeno, Kant was subconsciously caught up in the perception of 'a' 
location of singularity versus 'a' location of multiplicity, a location consisting of 
two distinct locations existing through a process of 'separation through inclusion' 
versus 'separation through exclusion'. 

The examination regarding 'separation through inclusion' versus 'separation 
through exclusion' will take place in 'Tractate 8: Russell. For now, however we 
must return to the task at hand, which is to examine the four antinomies with 
respect to the new metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a 
part of God. 
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Having stated the reason for Kant's problem in understanding his own system, 
let's examine a system, which would resolve Kant's difficulties. This process will 
require several steps: 

1. Diagram the new system 

2. Demonstrate how it is all eight cogent proofs could be 'a' proof of 
what is without contradicting one another. 

Logic is a subject in and of itself. As such we will leave the formality of logical 
proofs to others and instead examine the base foundation from which such logic 
should begin: The system itself. Thus when we speak of proofs we are referring to 
the most fundamental generalization of the proof versus the formal proof itself. 
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Part 1 : The diagram: 
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But isn't this exactly what Kant's system suggests. No, it isn't. Kant's system 
does not explain: 

1. The 'growth' component involved with the whole 

2. The interaction of the abstract and the physical - noumenal and the 
phenomenal as Kant would say 

3. The region 'existing' beyond the physical (meta-physics) 

4. The significance of the individual 

5. The significance of being 

6. The significance of God 

7. The significance of 'being being' 

8. The significance of the individual acting within/being a part of God 

9. Relativistic 1 st truth versus 1 st truth 

10. What 'powers' the whole 

11. The dynamics of the whole interrelationship of the noumenal and the 
phenomenal 

12. Etc. 

13. Etc. 

14. And finally, yet most importantly to Kant: What 'the' 'categorical 
imperative' is. 
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Kant's system would be diagramed as: 




The model of the complete system demonstrates that the model is composed 
essentially of 'one' part. 

The new metaphysical system being proposed, the individual acting within/being 
a part of God, creates a model subdivided into 'distinct' sub-elements, which in 
essence gives us two parts: the phenomenal and the noumenal. This model can 
also be reduced to its most fundamental of elements. If we reduce this model to its 
fundamentals as we previously did to Kant's perceptions, we obtain: 
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The noumenal The phenomenal 



Having reduced 'the' system to its fundamentals, we can now proceed to Part 2. 

Part 2: Demonstrating how it is all eight cogent proofs could be 'a' proof of what 
is without contradicting one another 

It is perhaps best to take the eight statements and place them in groups of two, 
representing each antinomy. 
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The four antinomies: 

1. Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in 
space, or is it without beginning and without bound? 

2. Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do 
they contain parts within parts ad infinitum! 

3. Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused 
by volitions that are themselves uncaused, or are all actions 
caused by causes that have their own causes and so on ad 
infinitum? 

4. Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the 
rest of what exists, or are all beings contingent? 

Eight positions of perceptual argument placed into groups of two: 

1. The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

3. Composite substances are made up of simple substances. 

4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by 
volitions that are themselves uncaused. 

6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad infinitum. 
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7. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the 
ground of the rest of what exists. 

8. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

Antinomy #1: 

Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it without 
beginning and without bound? 

1. The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 
❖ 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we 
obtain: 
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The noumenal 




The world has 
a beginning in time and 
a boundary in space. 



The phenomenal 




The world has 

no beginning in time and 

no boundary in space. 



The term, 'the world', refers to the whole. In ontological, cosmological and 
metaphysical terms this has historically referred to the universe, to our reality, to 
what lies within the boundaries of the physical which Zeno left open yet closed 
(see Tractate 1 : Zeno) 
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Is a System Filled with: ^ 

• The Physical - phenomenal J 
I The Abstract - noumenal 



Aristotle tightly closed Zeno's metaphysical system (see Tractate 2: Aristotle). 




It is this system, which we reopen to obtain the system we suggested. If we then 
examine the concept of 'world' we see the two seemingly contradictory 
statements are only contradictory because the opposing sides are defining the 
word 'world' differently. In argument one: The word world refers to the physical 
universe, the phenomenal. In argument two: The word world refers to the whole 
of the system within which the physical world resides. 
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If we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the new 
metaphysical perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are not 
contradictory but rather each are correct and each reinforces the argument of the 
other. 

Antinomy #1: 

Does the world have a beginning in time and a boundary in space, or is it without 
beginning and without bound? 

1. The world has a beginning in time and a boundary in space. 

2. The world has no beginning in time and no boundary in space. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to 
operate an active form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system, 
cannot exist without the two forms of existence, #1 and #2, themselves existing 
simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously dependent one 
upon the other. 



Antinomy #2: 

Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain parts 
within parts ad infinitum! 

3. Composite substances are made up of simple substances. 
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4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 



If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we 
obtain: 




Composite substances 
contain parts within parts 
ad infinitum 




Experiencing 
Time and space 


Time and space 


Awareness of 
Time and space 





There are two issues to consider in terms of this antinomy. There is the physical 
and the abstract, the phenomenal and the noumenal. 
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The physical/the phenomenal: 

The physical is found 'within' the universe. The universe is a region we call our 
reality. This in no way implies that the physical is found only 'within' our 
universe for there may well be multiple universes within such a metaphysical 
system. 

The physical is found 'within' the universe. The universe is a region we call our 
reality. This in no way implies that the physical of which we are familiar, is the 
only set of physical laws to be found within universes for there may well be 
universes which are 'ruled' by entirely different 'laws of nature' than the 'laws of 
nature' we find to exist within 'our' universe. 

The physical is found 'within the universe. The universe is a region we call our 
reality. This in no way implies that 'awareness'/'knowing' regarding the physical 
remains 'within' the physical for within the metaphysical system suggested, 
awareness/knowing regarding the universe is a form of abstraction and thus 
permeates abstraction itself. The regions of abstraction permeated with awareness 
of the physical is found not only in the entities capable of 'knowing' found within 
the physical but found within entities of 'knowing' found 'outside' the physical as 
well as found perhaps within 'the whole' of abstraction itself. 

Understanding these three statements leads to understanding the finiteness of the 
physical but what of the infiniteness, what of composite substances contained as 
parts within parts ad infinitum 

If Kant is correct in his perception regarding the system of 'critical philosophy', 
than what is observed changes by the very fact that it is observed. Such a 
perception allows for an infinite creation of parts within parts ad infinitum. The 
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reason being that as we observe smaller and smaller parts, the parts continually 
become divisible through the active state of physical existence as opposes the 
Aristotelian passive state of physical existence. 

Within the metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a part of 
God infinite sub-division occurs not only in terms of the microscopic but also in 
terms of macroscopic observations. The reason the principle applies to the 
macroscopic as well as the microscopic is that within such a system, the universe 
becomes 'a' part of the whole and as such is subject to the same infinite active 
process of division as the microscopic is to our observation for the universe 
simply becomes 'a' 'part' of the whole just as any object 'within' the universe 
becomes 'a' 'part' of the whole universe. 

The abstract/The noumenal: 

What of the noumenal/the abstract? From the model of the metaphysical system 
proposed, it becomes evident that the addition of entities of knowing, sub-units of 
the whole, is a continual process only terminated with the termination of time 
itself which is found in only two locations: within the entity of knowing known as 
awareness and within the universe itself which imparts the concepts of time and 
space through experiencing into the entity of knowing. 

Such a means of establishing original knowing is not necessarily the only means 
of the whole establishing knowing but rather is simply 'a' means of establishing 
knowing which is available to the whole provided by our peculiar form of 
universe which itself incorporates the concept of time. Within such a 
metaphysical system, it is conceivable that other universes with universal fabrics 
other than that incorporating the concept of time may well exist as sources of new 
and unique forms of knowing. 



541 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

As such: 





/ Is a System Filled with: \ 






The Physical-phenomenal 






i The Abstract - noumenal , 




\ Immersed within time / 



becomes: 



Other universes 
Other means 
Ad infinitum 
of developing 

new, unique forms of knowing 
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Thus if we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the 
new metaphysical perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are 
not contradictory but rather each are correct and each reinforces the argument of 
the other. 

Are composite substances made up of simple substances, or do they contain parts 
within parts ad infinitum! 

3. Composite substances made up of simple substances. 

❖ 

4. Composite substances contain parts within parts ad infinitum. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to 
operate an active form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system 
cannot exist without the two forms of existence, #3 and #4, themselves existing 
simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously dependent one 
upon the other. 



Antinomy #3: 

Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that 
are themselves uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad infinitum? 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by 
volitions that are themselves uncaused. 
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6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad infinitum. 

If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we 
obtain: 



Actions that are free, in the sense of 
being caused by volitions that are 
themselves uncaused. 



Actions that are caused by 
causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad 
infinitum. 




If we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the new 
metaphysical perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are not 
contradictory but rather each are correct and each reinforces the argument of the 
other. 
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The details of such an argument are complex and require a complete tractate to 
address. Tractate 3: Boethius and Free Will addressed this issue in detail. As such, 
rather than reiterate the concepts of such an argument, the reader will be referred 
back to Tractate 3. 

However it must be emphasized here, regarding the question: 

Are there any actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by volitions that 
are themselves uncaused, or are all actions caused by causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad infinitum? 

5. There are actions that are free, in the sense of being caused by 
volitions that are themselves uncaused. 

❖ 

6. There are actions that are caused by causes that have their own 
causes and so on ad infinitum. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to 
operate an active form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system 
cannot exist without the two forms of existence, #5 and #6, themselves existing 
simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously dependent one 
upon the other. 

Antimony #4: 

Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what exists, 
or are all beings contingent? 
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7. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the 
ground of the rest of what exists. 

❖ 

8. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

If we examine the new metaphysical model in terms of the two arguments, we 
obtain: 



The system: There is an absolutely 
necessary being/system, which serves as 
the ground of the rest of what exists. 



The 'rest of what exists' 
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The concept of: 



The 'rest of what exists' 



Within the metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a part of 
God, symbiotic panentheism implies the system is the summation of all the parts 
of the system. Therefore if all the parts but one are removed than the one 
remaining part is the 'rest of what exists'. 

The metaphysical system also suggests that removing any combination of 
multiple parts results in the same scenario in that what remains is the 'rest of what 
exists' 

In addition the metaphysical system suggest therefore that the sum of all the parts 
is greater than the sum of its parts for the sum of the parts is an entity in and of 
itself. 

The emergence of paradoxes generated from a metaphysical system of the whole 
being our universe is nothing short of an indication that we are continually 
learning. If the whole is an active entity then 'newness' is constantly being 
generated as opposed to simply existing just beyond our reach awaiting our 
discovery. 
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If newness were simply existing just beyond our reach awaiting our discovery, 
then given enough time it is conceivable we could eventually know everything 
there is to know. This is what is referred to as a passive form of existence. 

On the other hand: 

If newness is constantly being generated then given enough time it is 
inconceivable we could eventually know everything there is to know for the more 
we observe and learn the more that is created. This is what is referred to as an 
active form of existence. 

Thus if we examine the two seemingly contradictory statements in light of the 
new metaphysical perception, we realize how it can be that the two arguments are 
not contradictory but rather each are correct and each reinforces the argument of 
the other. 

Is there an absolutely necessary being to serve as ground of the rest of what exists, 
or are all beings contingent? 

9. There is an absolutely necessary being which serves as the 
ground of the rest of what exists. 

❖ 

10. The absolute necessary being is like all beings, contingent. 

The answer is yes to both. The answer is both states of existence are needed to 
operate an active form of metaphysical system. The answer is that a non-Cartesian 
system powered by a Cartesian system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system 
cannot exist without the two forms of existence, #9 and #10, themselves existing 



548 



The Error of Kant 



simultaneously independent one from the other yet simultaneously dependent one 
upon the other. 

The suggestion that we have resolved Kant's four antinomies through the 
development of a new metaphysical perception leads us to examining a possible 
resolution regarding Kant's 'categorical imperatives'. 

Could Kant accept such a metaphysical system as the individual acting 
within/being a part of God? The system resolves Kant's four antimonies. But 
what of Kant's concept of the requirements he placed upon the concept of a 
system? 

There were two fundamentals Kant felt should be accomplished with a 
metaphysical system that approached a significant advancement of metaphysical 
systems themselves: 

1. A categorical imperative should emerge naturally and obviously from 
such a system. 

2. The system should explain Kant's belief: 

'According to Leibniz the physical world of cause and effect proved 
the inner harmony of the world's moral purpose. Reading Leibniz led 
Kant to see humanity as not only participating in nature, but over and 
above this participating in the ultimate purpose of the universe.' 22 

Due to the unique concept of a categorical imperative to Kant's work and due to 
the fact Kant was unable to find his categorical imperative, which should have 
emerged from his system, we will provide the concept of categorical imperative 
its own unique section within this tractate. 
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As to the second fundamental: 

The system of the individual acting within/being a part of God fully addresses the 
issue of the ultimate purpose of the universe and humanity's participation in 
nature. 

The understanding of such functions found within the metaphysical system of the 
individual acting within/being a part of God can better be understood if we use the 
generic name for the system, symbiotic panentheism. This metaphysical system 
assigns the task of producing 'new knowledge', new knowing, to the universe. In 
such a system it is entities of knowing emerging from virgin consciousness and 
experiencing isolated from the whole and through the application of free will that 
new untainted knowing emerges and grows the whole. Thus the universe becomes 
the location and the virgin entity becomes the means for such growth. The 
universe gains purpose, a function, and humanity as well as all forms of knowing 
'knowing', move through time and space, the universe composed of matter and 
energy, in order to develop and expand upon their virgin consciousness, in order 
to expand omniscience itself. Thus symbioses: 

The parts to the whole and the whole to the parts become active action itself in 
terms of the whole and its sub elements of emerging knowing. Thus panentheism: 
The universe becomes an element of the whole. 

The prioritized natural emergence of the first two categorical imperatives 

Kant's categorical imperative' calls for a consensus regarding ethics, 'acceptable' 
behavior 
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With the concept of the individual acting within/being a part of God what does/do 
the 'categorical imperative' or 'categorical imperative/s' become? 

The principles regarding the 'categorical imperatives' of the metaphysical system 
of the individual acting within/being a part of God are: 



1. Every journey of awareness of 'abstractual knowing' has the right to 
journey unimpeded by the desires of others 

2. We have an obligation to prevent other's from interfering with the 
creative journey's of awareness of 'abstractual knowing' 
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Are these statements simply reiterations of the various forms of what the West 
calls the 'Golden Rule'? 



Confucianism 

What you don't want done to yourself, don't do to others. 

- Sixth Century B. C. 

Buddhism 

Hurt not others with that which pains thyself. 

- Fifth Century B.C. 

Jainism 

In happiness and suffering, in joy and grief, we should regard all 
creatures as we regard our own self, and should therefore refrain from 
inflicting upon others such injury as would appear undesirable to us if 
inflicted upon ourselves. 

- Fifth Century B.C. 

Zoroastrianism 

Do not do unto others all that which is not well for oneself. 

- Fifth Century B.C. 

Classical Paganism 

May I do to others as I would that they should do unto me. 

- Plato-Fourth Cen6tury B.C. 

Hinduism 

Do naught to others, which if done to thee would cause thee pain. 

- Mahabharata-Third Century B.C. 

Judaism 

What is hateful to yourself, don't do to your fellow man. 

- Rabbi Hillel-First Century B.C. 

Christianity 

Whatsoever ye would that men should do to you, do ye even so to 
them. 

- Jesus of Nazareth-First Century A.D. 

Sikh ism 

Treat others as thou wouldst be treated thyself. 

- Sixteenth Century A.D. 
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Perhaps the oldest ethical proposition of distinctly universal character 

Such an example of slightly altering 'a universal statement' is exactly what Kant 
had in mind when referring to a 'categorical imperative', however this is not 'the' 
'Categorical Imperative Kant was implying should be established as 'the' 
universal statement. As exemplary as this universal imperative may have been and 
may be today, it is fraught with hidden charades. 

A charade applied as a 'Categorical Imperative' is no categorical imperative at all 
but only 'appears' to be a categorical imperative and is accepted as a categorical 
imperative because there is no better alternative to replace it. 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a person who enjoyed 
being 'hurt' should perform hurtful acts upon another because they themselves 
enjoy being hurt and enjoy experiencing pain. i.e. the masochist 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a culture embracing the 
metaphysical system of 'survival of the fittest', would be justified in subjugating 
the weak just as they would 'wish' to be subjugated if they should ever grow 
'soft' and fall victim to what they would perceive as the unforgivable sin of 
'idleness': i.e. The Zulu's. 

The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a religion, not only 
'should' but had 'the moral obligation to' convert non-believers should 'their God 
require it' in order to 'save' the soul itself from the eternal flames of hell. i.e. 
Christianity, Islam, etc. 
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The various statements of the 'Golden Rule' would imply a race was obligated to 
excise what they perceived to be 'weak' gene in the attempt to hone their own 
race into a being 'perfection' itself, i.e. Nazi Germany 

What then can be said of history and our potential encounter with other 
intelligence's throughout the realm of the universe/physical reality? History itself 
is littered with messages vividly illustrating what a lack of a 'complete' 
metaphysical system suggests will occur again and again in our future as we 
further explore our own planet and as we begin our travels throughout our solar 
system, our galaxy, and the far reaches of our universe. 

The list is by no means complete. The list initiates an understanding regarding the 
application of various forms of the 'golden rule' as a form of Categorical 
Imperative. 

Kant could find no Categorical Imperative emerging from his proposed 
metaphysical system. This is not surprising when perhaps the most universally 
accepted form of Categorical Imperative, variations of the Golden Rule, itself is 
fraught with so many pitfalls. 

What caused Kant's failure to find a 'Categorical Imperative'? Kant did not look 
far enough 'outward' to find his holy grail, the categorical imperative. Kant 
looked in the only place he understood to exist. Kant looked 'within' 'reality', 
looked 'within' the physical, looked 'within' the Aristotelian metaphysical 
parameters of the universe and its infinite reach limited by the parameters of 
infinite time and infinite space. 
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But space and time appear to be innate characteristics of matter and energy or vice 
versa. Whichever the case, space and time are 'bound' by the limits of their very 
selves be it finite or infinite. 

Kant forgot the meaning of 'meta-' (beyond) 'physics' (the physical). As such 
Kant looked 'within' the physical to understand how his concept of 'active' verses 
'passive' observation operated. The understanding of the 'critical philosophy' 
was not to be found by examining the physical, the phenomenal, alone. Nor was it 
to be found by examining the abstract, the noumenal, alone. The emergence of the 
first and second Categorical Imperative lay in understanding the interrelationship 
that existed between the abstract and the physical. 

Had Kant understood a rational metaphysical system incorporating two separate 
and distinct 'inter' and 'intra' dependent locations of abstractual existence and 
physical existence, seamlessness and multiplicity, the physical and the non- 
physical, free will and determinism, Centricism and non-Centricism, Kant 
may have been able to find his dearly beloved categorical imperative. 
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The categorical imperatives, #1 and #2, listed imply an elevation of the journey of 
'knowing' entities to the level of being 'divine' and thus sacred in and of 
themselves. The masochist should be allowed to be masochistic without fear of 
being rejected for what one is. Should counseling and assistance be available for 
them should they desire to change? Of course for that is what emerges naturally 
from this new metaphysical system, which fuses the Aristotelian, and Kantian 
systems into one system. 

The pedophile, the homophobe, the bigot, the paranoid, the schizophrenic, the 
religious extremist, the 'beautiful', the prostitute, the disfigured, the handicapped, 
the genius, the rich, the proteges, the strong, the mentally challenged, the happy, 
the religious, the quadriplegic, the lonely, the strange, the unique thinker, the 
conformist, the atheist, the individual of color, the individual of the lack of color, 
should be allowed to be who they are without fear of being rejected. 

This metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a part of God, in 
fact, finds its foundation built upon the very concept of diversity and individuality 
should it be the case that it is the individual, through its own free will, which 
desires the diversity. 

Should counseling and assistance be available for them should they desire to 
change? Yes, but again it must be stated that the counseling should not be 'forced' 
nor interjected to the extent that the unique form of knowing becomes 
psychologically programmed into conforming to society's perception of 
normality. 

Does such a metaphysical system reject the concept of the possible existence of 
'life forms' existing as 'a' unit with awareness of abstractual knowing 'contained' 
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within the social colony versus the individual? Absolutely not, for that in itself is 
diversity. 

Hegel's restatement of the Golden rule as seen by Kant is inappropriate as a 
categorical imperative. Hegel rephrased the Golden Rule in terms of Kant's 
categorical imperative as: 

Hegel's game attempt to emulate Kant ended up with Christ saying, 'What 
you can will to be a universal law among men, and also hold as a law for 
yourself, according to that maxim you should act." 

This is not a 'universal law' but rather this is a law of individual desire. This is 
not a law protecting the uniqueness of individuality but rather a law suppressing 
the very concept of 'unique' individuality, suppressing the very concept of the 
value of the individual being the individual itself. This is a law reinforcing the 
concept of conformity for then it becomes the majority, which sets the acceptable 
behavior of the minority. 

What then should the categorical imperative be if not the metaphysical 
transformation of the Golden Rule? 

The understanding of the categorical imperative, which Kant could not find, 
emerged in Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesianism. If we refer back to this tractate 
we find: 

The result: 

Responsibilities emerge: 



557 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

1. The first responsibility: to universally protect the 'right' of virgin 
consciousness (one's self and others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: to journey unimpeded 

So how is this any different than that of Hegel's Kantian version of the Golden 
Rule? 

These two categorical imperatives (listed in priority of importance) protects the 
rights of 

The pedophile, the homophobe, the bigot, the paranoid, the 
schizophrenic, the religious extremist, the 'beautiful', prostitute, the 
disfigured, the handicapped, genius, the rich, the proteges, the 
strong, the mentally challenged, the happy, the religious, the 
quadriplegic, the lonely, the strange, the unique thinker, the 
conformist, the atheist, the individual of color, the individual of the 
lack of color, . . . 

But how can this be without throwing society into a quagmire of unique 
expressions constantly infringing upon the rights of others through the desire of 
the first party to superimpose its wishes upon the second party. 

That is exactly why the order of the two categorical imperatives are listed in the 
order they are. The first categorical imperative supercedes one's longing to 
impose one's personal desires upon a second party and the second categorical 
imperative expresses your 'right' to be who you are as long as you don't interfere 
with the rights of others to be who they are. 
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As an example, a rapist may have the desire to dominate another in a violent 
physical fashion but they should not be allowed to do so with anyone not wishing 
to have such action imposed upon them. Likewise they should not be allowed to 
do so in a fashion, which pollutes any sensual environment of another who does 
not wish to be exposed to such actions. The sensual environment includes any 
form of sounds, visuals, etc introduced into the environment known as the public 
domain: parks, airwaves, written medium, electromagnetic wave media, ... 

Categorical imperative number one would emphatically state that telling someone 
to: Turn off the TV if they don't like what they see', would now become, 'You 
have no 'right' to infringe upon my journey by putting me in the position of 
having to monitor what I might see, hear, taste, smell, or feel coming into my 
home.' 

What then of polluters of the public air, water, and lands. Such polluters would 
need to clean up their act. Pollution would become an act against the first 
categorical imperative. Granted, the absolute elimination of pollution is a Utopian 
idea but the concept of working towards such a level of cleanliness found within 
the home, the environment, within which we live, is not. Pragmatism would need 
to be balanced against both categorical imperatives. 

Kant's presumed categorical imperative in essence was not the first categorical 
imperative but rather a description of categorical imperatives. With the 
development of the first and second categorical imperatives we can make an 
interesting application to what is perhaps one of the most significant historical 
documents regarding the significance of individual units of knowing: 

When, in the course of events of 'beings', it becomes necessary for 
one group of 'beings' to dissolve the political bands which have 
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connected them with another, and to assume, among the powers of 
the universe, the separate and equal station to which the laws of 
nature and of nature's God entitle them, a decent respect to the 
opinions of 'beings' requires that they should declare the causes 
which impel them to the separation. 

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all 'beings' are created 
equal: that they are endowed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness. That, to secure these rights, governments are 
instituted among 'beings', deriving their just powers from the 
consent of the governed: that, whenever any form of government 
becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the' beings' to 
alter or to abolish it, and to institute a new government, laying its 
foundation on such principles, and organizing its powers in such 
form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their safety and 
happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that governments long 
established should not be changed for light and transient causes; 
and, accordingly, all experience hath shown, that 'beings' are more 
disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right 
themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed...' 

The Declaration of Independence, 
Thomas Jefferson 

A Declaration 
by 

the Representatives 
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Of 

the United States of America 
in 

Congress 
Assembled. 
July 4, 1776 

The concept of 'men' was not replaced with the term 'the individual' for the 
purpose of present day 'political correctness'. The term 'men' was replaced with 
the term 'the individual' because it is Kant with whom we are dealing in this 
tractate. It is metaphysics and categorical imperatives with which we are dealing. 
As such: 

Categorical imperatives reach to the very ends of the universe itself 
and as such categorical imperatives must apply not only to 
humanity but to all unique units capable of abstractual knowing 
found throughout the entire universe as opposed to unique units 
capable of abstractual knowing found within our solar system. 

In fact the last sentence must be restated to read: 

Categorical imperatives reach to the very ends of all universes and 
as such categorical imperatives must apply not only to humanity 
but to all unique units capable of abstractual knowing found 
throughout all universes as opposed to unique units capable of 
abstractual knowing found within our solar system. 

And so it is, under a metaphysical system of 'symbiotic panentheism', a document 
from 1776 becomes a statement of 'inalienable right's for all 'beings' not just men. 
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And so it is we are better prepared for the future than we had ever anticipated we 
could possibly become. So it is we but need look to 'basic truths', look to a basic 
system of metaphysics, to find a foundation we can place beneath our perceptions 
regarding the significance of the individual we have already established within 
society. 

And who will benefit from the action of establishing a universal understanding 
based initially upon the individual first and society second as opposed to a system 
of society first and the individual second. The beneficiary of such a metaphysical 
system would be either mankind or the first beings we encounter as we spread our 
influence into the near and eventually far reaches of space. But which of the two 
will it be? Why, it will be the 'weaker' of the two. If for no other reason than pure 
selfishness, we need to prepare for just such an event for we may find ourselves to 
be the 'weaker' of the two. 

Let us never forget, it is, probability speaking, inevitable that we shall someday be 
the 'weaker of the two'. Therefore, it is inevitable that we would one day be the 
beneficiaries of having established just such an unselfish metaphysical system. 

We can now begin to understand 'why' the two categorical imperatives are listed 
as they are: 

1. The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's 
self and others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 
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To journey unimpeded 



563 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Morality versus categorical imperatives 

The issue of categorical imperatives is neither a direct issue of ethics nor a direct 
issue of morality. Rather the issue of categorical imperatives is an indirect issue of 
ethics and morality. 

Categorical imperatives lay the foundation upon which guidelines for ethics and 
morality emerge. Concepts of 'good' and 'evil', 'bad' and 'good', 'socially 
acceptable' and 'socially unacceptable' emerge from ontological perceptions, 
which in turn emerge from metaphysical perceptions, which in turn emerge from 
metaphysical systems. 

Presently western society has simultaneously in place two metaphysical systems: 
an Aristotelian metaphysical system and a Kantian metaphysical system. 

The two contradicting models create complex contradicting social paradoxes as 
opposed to creating simple social paradoxes. The result: The creation of the 
Gordian Knot of social dilemmas. 

The two systems are different in that the Aristotelian system is a Cartesian/closed 
system filled with passive action - the observer does not change the event being 
observed simply through the act of observation itself: 
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And the Kantian system is a Cartesian/closed system filled with active action - 
the observer changes the event being observed simply through the act of 
observation itself: 




Both systems are the same in that action is 'contained' within a Cartesian/closed 
system. The system is reality/the universe. 



Hegel suggested the Kantian system is non-Cartesian/open: 



' Observation i 
I 

is active | 

v. J 



Which brings us back to Zeno's perception of the metaphysical system. Even so 
the system is the system and the universe is the system be it open, closed, active, 
passive... 
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The new system being suggested as the basis of this work suggests that the more 
accurate metaphysical system is a combination of all of the above and as such 
becomes a Cartesian/closed system of active action contained within a non- 
Cartesian/open system of passive action: 



Observation 
is passive 
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The new metaphysical system suggests that we are the observers: 



No Time and No space 



Time and space 



Observation 
is passive 





Awareness of Time and space 



Observer A 
Passive observation 
When completed 

A consciousness moving 
through timelessness and 
the void of space 

A consciousness within 
which space and time are 
an aspect of conscious 
awareness 



Observer A 

Active observation 

In the process of becoming 

A virgin consciousness moving 
from the point of virgin-ness to 
the point of completion 

A consciousness moving 
through time and space and 
incorporating time and space 
into its very consciousness 
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But what does this have to do with ethics and morality. It has nothing to do with 
ethics and morality and that is just the point. Categorical imperatives pertain to 
this metaphysical system and the concept of morality and ethics has nothing to do 
with this system since the system deals only with 'what was', 'what is', and 'what 
will be'. 'What was', 'what is', and 'what will be' 'is' the system and 'what could 
be' becomes the process of action within the system. 'What could be' is the 
means by which the system becomes active verses 'what was', 'what is', and 
'what will be' being the passive aspect of the system. 

Thus the passive and the active exist within the system and are separate aspects of 
the system. But wouldn't this imply the passive is more significant to the system 
since it involves three, the past, the present, and the unavoidable future, versus 
one, the potential future, form of action? 

The present does not exist. The term 'exist' implies passivity for the term implies 
fulfillment and completion of the entity, which is a form of passivity, a form of 
the past. Yet one cannot say the present 'will exist' for that implies a form of the 
active, a form of the future, a form of continual grow within the framework of 
future time and time is not a universal fabric found equally distributed throughout 
'whole' the system. 

The present is of such short duration it is simply 'a' point fusing the past and the 
future together as an entity of wholeness, allowing a means of distinguishing the 
past from the future and just as 'a' point in geometry has no dimensions, no 
length, no width, no height no time elements and thus does not exist, so the 
present not only has no element of time but has no passive and no active forms of 
action. 
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So it is that in the metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a part 
of God, the present becomes 'the' system since it is the system of the individual 
acting within/being a part of God wherein the past and the future exist as separate 
elements of the system completely separate and independent yet dependent one 
upon the other. So it is the system of the present becomes the means whereby our 
present day perception of separation through exclusion becomes a new tool of 
social interaction versus our present day tool of separation through exclusion. 



Present day social, perceptual tool 



Separation through exclusion 



Omniscience 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 



Passive action 
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As such we see the diagram becomes: 



New social perceptual tool 



Separation through inclusion 



What was 



No Time and No space 



What is 
The system 



What can be 



Time and space 




Observation 
is passive 




Awareness of Time and space 



Observer A 
Passive observation 
When completed 

A consciousness moving 
through timelessness and 
the void of space 

A consciousness within 
which space and time are 
an aspect of conscious 
awareness 



Observer A 

Active observation 

In the process of becoming 

A virgin consciousness moving 
from the point of virgin-ness to 
the point of completion 

A consciousness moving 
through time and space and 
incorporating time and space 
into its very consciousness 
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In terms of metaphysics, there is nothing ethical or moral regarding the past for 
the past is passive. The past cannot be changed. Morality and ethics apply to 
action, active action, action one is in the process of taking. Since the present does 
not exist, morality and ethics apply to future actions. 

There is no doubt one can look to the past and 'judge' the action but regardless of 
how closely one examines the past one cannot change the past. Thus the past finds 
no morality or ethics to apply to it. Where then do ethics and morality apply and 
where do categorical imperatives apply? 
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New social perceptual tool 



Separation through inclusion 



What can be 



Time and space 




Awareness of Time and space 



Observer A 
Passive observation 
When completed 

A consciousness moving 
through timelessness and 
the void of space 

A consciousness within 
which space and time are 
an aspect of conscious 
awareness 



Observer A 

Active observation 

In the process of becoming 

A virgin consciousness moving 
from the point of virgin-ness to 
the point of completion 

A consciousness moving 
through time and space and 
incorporating time and space 
into its very consciousness 



Categorical 
Imperatives 

Emerge from 
passive action 
and apply to 
ethics and 
morality 



Ethics and 
Morality 

Emerge from 
categorical 
imperatives 
And apply to 
active action 
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Where then does 'what will be' come into this scenario? "What 'will' be" 'will' 
be and as such there is no preventing "what 'will' be". As such 'what will be' 
simply falls into the category of 'what was' since it is a form of passive action 
versus active action. 

Such being the case it would appear that ethics and morality do not face off 
against categorical imperatives but rather work in conjunction with categorical 
imperatives. 

In terms of the new metaphysical system of the individual acting within/being a 
part of God, in terms of an open/non-Cartesian system powered by a 
closed/Cartesian system located 'within' the open/non-Cartesian system that is 
correct. In such a system there is a harmony of cooperativeness. In such a system 
metaphysics lays the groundwork, establishes the system from which ontology 
emerges to establish morality and ethics. 

We now understand that: 

Kant is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding 
forward regarding the 'system' being filled with the 'knowable' 
into that of being 'the' system filled with both the 'knowable' and 
the 'unknowable'. As such, the 'knowable' and the 'knowable', 
with the help of Kant, now have a location within which they can 
be found. And now, the understanding regarding the role of both 
the 'knowable' and the 'unknowable' as well as the understanding 
regarding the interrelationship between the 'knowable' and the 
'unknowable' no longer remains in a state of confusion. Even more 
interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not only 
recognized, as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it is 
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now understood as to how such an interrelationship interacts one 
with the other. 

We now understand that: 

Kant is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding 
forward regarding the 'system' being filled with time and space to 
the 'the' system being filled with 'time and space' as well as the 
system being filled with 'the void of time and space', active 
observation, and passive observation. As such, 'time and space', 
'the void of time and space', active observation, and passive 
observation, with the help of Kant, now have a location within 
which each dominates. And now, the understanding regarding the 
role of all four 'time and space', 'the void of time and space', 
active observation, passive observation as well as the 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between 'time and 
space', 'the void of time and space', active observation, and 
passive observation, no longer remain in a state of confusion. Even 
more interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not 
only recognized, as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it 
is now understood how the four 'time and space', 'the void of time 
and space', active observation, and passive observation interact 
one with the other. 
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Hegel helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand the whole 
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1 . 1 83 1 AD Hegel - The Error of 

Systems built upon a lack of foundation 




The Omni-s - Leibniz 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 



Hegel 
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The error: The paradox of first cause 

The perception: Hegel moves our perceptual understanding regarding the process 
of constructing a disjointed metaphysical system of singularity into that of being a 
cohesive metaphysical system of multiplicity found within singularity. As such, 
singularity, multiplicity, first cause, and the lack of first cause, with the help of 
Hegel, now have a location within which they can be found. However, the 
understanding regarding the role of singularity, multiplicity, first cause, and the 
lack of first cause, as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between singularity, multiplicity, first cause, and the lack of first cause not only 
remain in a state of confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such 
an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this 
tractate. 



78 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Contents 



Part I: The Paradox of the death of 'knowing' 
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The whole/ first cause becomes a redundancy 
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Terms/concepts 

Cartesian 

Changing changeless system 
'Constant of physicality' 
First cause 

Independent dependency 

Linear 

Multiplicity 

Non-Cartesian 

Singularity 

Tri-linear 
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Issue 7 

Hegel - The Error of 
Systems built upon the lack of foundation 

Part I: The Paradox of the death of 'knowing' 

Introduction 

Hegel's Theory... is a philosophical summit 1 

So it is 'a' summit appears to have been reached only for us to find, having 
attained such a summit, a new summit awaits beyond the one we just laboriously 
conquered. 

The climb towards Hegel's summit began with 'nothingness' and revealed 
stunning paradoxes great metaphysical thinkers such as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, 
Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, and Hegel himself attempted but failed to resolve. The 
gallant attempts put forward by these great thinkers led to metaphysical 
perceptions which temporarily satisfied segments of our specie but never rose to 
the level of consensus required of a universal metaphysical model. 

A universal metaphysical model answers, at a minimum, three metaphysical 
questions: Where am I? What am I? And, Why do I exist? From such a model the 
term T finds itself, naturally and with an ease of complete continuity, capable of 
being rationally replaceable with the terms: 'you', 'we', 'you and I together', 
'humanity', 'life', 'the earth', 'the solar system', 'the galaxy', 'other life forms 
within the universe', 'all life forms within the universe', 'the universe', 'all 
universes'. 
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Thinkers such as Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, and Kant 
demonstrated the problems broad forms of substitution create when applied to the 
limited metaphysical systems these thinkers left in place. 

Hegel is no different just because we come to 'a' summit. There is always a 
summit to follow each summit we conquer. To state: 'Hegel's Theory... is a 
philosophical summit.' is not to imply there are no other summits awaiting us. 
Before we can begin our climb to the next summit, we need to understand the new 
perception Hegel displayed for us. 

It is Hegel's metaphysical system, which raises the question regarding the need of 
'a creator of the universe', the need of 'a primal cause', the need of 'a first 
Cause'. 

Kant's metaphysical system left us with an understanding regarding a perception 
of a second location existing: a location for the universe and a second location for 
'God'. Such a perception did not emerge because Kant stated the need for a 
second location but rather such a perception emerged naturally as a means of 
resolving issues Kant's system brought to the surface of reason. 

Kant originated the concept of reality changing with the process of it's being 
observed by the observer. Kant wrestled with this form of observer activism and 
attempted to understand how such a revolutionary form of action could exist 
within a 'closed/Cartesian system'. Kant constantly confronted seemingly 
irresolvable paradoxes created by his new form of metaphysical system. Hegel 
understood the means to resolving the new paradoxes Kant's metaphysical system 
created. The means to resolving the paradoxes created by Kant's metaphysical 
system was to remove the concept of Cartesianism, as a fundamental element 
required of metaphysical systems. 
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A Cartesian system requires a foundation be it metaphysical or otherwise. A 
Cartesian system requires, by definition, a 1 st principle. 

Kant could not distance himself from the 'Cartesian' concept. As such, Kant was 
unable to complete his system since he could not rationalize what concept would 
constitute 1 st principle within the metaphysical system he proposed. 

Within Kant's metaphysical system, the first truth: 'I exist.' would appear to give 
way to the first truth: 'The universe exists.' which in turn would appear to give 
way to the 1 st truth: 'God' exists.' The T appears to have come after the universe 
and the universe appeared to need a 'beginning' point. 

What then of 'God' being 1 st truth? Doesn't such a reasoning process lead to the 
concept of the whole, what we might call God, being 1 st truth? If the whole has 
knowing then the whole has knowing of its incremental aspects of knowing. If 
there is no multiplicity, no independent aspects of knowing other than the 
summation of all knowing, then the whole of knowing must be aware of its 
summation of knowing to be all knowing. Without such a completeness of 
knowing, be it in the form of seamless knowing or in the form of multiplicity of 
knowing, the whole would have no knowing. The lack of knowing on the part of 
the whole creates the result: The whole cannot exist as 1 st truth for it 'depends' 
upon either the seamlessness or multiplicity of knowing which the elements 
provide and it is the increments of TV which provide such an existence be it the 
T of singularity or the T of multiplicity. Thus the 1 st truth of the whole, God, 
being the 1 st truth depends upon the TV existing and so it is we come back to the 
T exist being the 1 st truth and the endless cycle begins again only to recycle and 
begin again. 
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And what evolves out of such an 'endless' cycle? What evolves is exactly what 
Kant was unable to visualize through the process of reason. What evolves is the 
emergence of a concept known as a non-Cartesian system. 

It was Hegel who suggested that within the new perception Kant established, the 
solution to dilemmas generated by such a system lay in the single act of changing 
one's perception. Hegel suggested: The system, demonstrating Reality (the 
whole) versus reality (the universe), is not a Cartesian system but a non-Cartesian 
system. To make such a system viable, required the concepts of time and space to 
be located within the individual rather than outside the individual. As such, what 
exists outside the individual has no beginning point and has no ending point since 
time is an aspect found within the individual rather than outside the individual. 
The system is thus found to be timeless, a non-Cartesian system. 

The most significant implication of such a system, as so glaringly stated by 
Nietzsche, is that 'God', a creator, a primal cause, 1 st cause need not exist. 

Copernicus turned scientific/cosmological perceptions upside down. Kant turned 
religious/ontological perceptions upside down and now Hegel's suggestion that 
our reality is a non-Cartesian system was to turn philosophical/metaphysical 
perceptions upside down. 

Hegel's system would suggest there is no 'need' for God, no 'need' for primal 
cause, no 'need' for 1 st cause to exists since the universe would appear to be 
timeless, would appear to have 'always' been. 

The problem becomes the operative word, 'universe', for everything we observe, 
believe, or reason suggests timelessness is not simply a perceptual option. The 
most obvious yet simultaneously obscure result is that a 'second' location 
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emerges as 'the' solution to the problem. In essence, Hegel's system reinforced 
what Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, and Kant had already 
reinforced one with the other. This is not to say Hegel's system lacked new 
insights for our specie. 

What Hegel's system did was to expand our perception of the system already in 
place. 








Perfection exists - Leibniz : 






The Omni-s - Leibniz ; 


2 nd location 


► 


9. Omnipresence : 

10. Omnipotence 

11. Omniscience : 

12. Omni benevolence \ 

999999999999 . Hegel • 
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As the dark, bolded sections imply, Hegel expanded upon what came before him 
but Hegel did not significantly alter the general appearance of metaphysical 
perception, which came before him. 



But is a second location actually necessary? And if a second location is necessary, 
then the question becomes: Why is a second location necessary? 
If a second location is not necessary, it is a redundancy. The universe could just as 
well have always existed. If the universe 'always' existed, Kant's Cartesian 
system becomes a non-Cartesian system - a system with no beginning and no end. 
Hegel suggested such is the case and introduced the concept of Kant's system 
being exactly that a 'non-Cartesian system'. 



^ ^ The Universe ^ 

/ N 

€ Is a System Filled with: ^ 

f The Abstract - Zeno 

The Physical - Aristotle 
Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - 
Boethius 

The Lack of Significance - Copernicus \ 
I Imperfection - Leibniz 

The Void of Time and Space - Kant 



/ 

/ 



\ 

\ 



I 
I 
\ 
\ 

\ 



Things humankind can never know - Hegel 

Perfection exists - Leibniz 
The Omni-s - Leibniz 

i. Omnipresence 

ii. Omnipotence , 

iii. Omniscience . 

iv. Omni benevolence f 

/ 

?????????? - Hegel ✓ 



\ 
I 
I 
/ 
/ 
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In essence we come back to the perception Zeno suggested, which was: The 
abstract exists, the physical exists, and they both occupy the same region of the 
whole, which is defined to be the physical universe. 

With the introduction of the concept of a non-Cartesian system, the debate begins 
regarding which system is real, which system is necessary, the Cartesian or the 
non-Cartesian. The question becomes: Does the universe have a beginning and an 
end or does the universe have no beginning and no end? From this discussion 
emerges the debate regarding the very necessity of a 'creator'. From the debate 
the question then emerges: Is there a necessity for our own existence, for the 
existence of the T? 

It would appear the question reduces to the need of two locations when one would 
be more than sufficient if one adhered to the concept of non-Cartesianism. 

Hegel was a strong advocate of both Kant and Kant's system. Hegel was also a 
strong believer in the concept of 'a' metaphysical system being a necessity. 

We find an important obstacle in the way Hegel comprehends the 
relation between system, or systematic thought, and history. He 
understands the history of philosophy as a long dialogue concerning 
truth. For Hegel, there is no question either of simply rejection 
proceeding philosophical views or of beginning again from the 
beginning as if no one had ever written. His aim is rather to 
construct a new system, a new philosophy, a theory, which will 
include all that is positive, every conceptual advance. 

...But for Hegel's readers, it would have been easier to sweep 
everything away, or, like Descartes, Kant, and more recently 
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Husserl, to pretend to do so, if only to avoid the heavy burden of 
needing to be acquainted with other philosophical positions. 

It is the ideas and actions identified within this quote from Rockmore, which need 
addressing if we are to resolve the issues Hegel brings metaphysics. It is the 
concept of the universe not needing a 'creator' and yet finding an acceptable 
significance for 'God' which needs to be addressed and resolved before we can 
fully appreciate what it is Hegel may have stumbled upon: 

1. The universe had no 'beginning' from which it evolved. 

2. The universe is timeless and has no 1 st cause. 

The problem seems paradoxically irresolvable in terms of either a Cartesian 
system or a non-Cartesian system. It is for this very reason the new metaphysical 
model presented in this tractate may well be 'the' solution to the problem. The 
metaphysical model presented is not one of Cartesianism nor one of non- 
Cartesianism but rather the metaphysical system being presented is one of a non- 
Cartesian system 'powered' by a Cartesian system located 'within' the a non- 
Cartesian system using the process of 'separation' through 'inclusion' versus 
'separation' through 'exclusion'. 

The questions then become: What is a non-Cartesian system and what is a 
Cartesian system and how can the two exist one 'within' the other? Why is the 
first located 'within' the second rather than the second located 'within' the first? 
In fact why is either located 'within' as opposed to being located independently 
one from the other and separated through the process of exclusion? 
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Aristotle's metaphysical system graphically could be demonstrated as: 
The beginning 



The past 


► 


The present 


► 


The future 














jj Passive 


| Passive ' 





The end 



Kant's metaphysical system graphically could be demonstrated as: 



The beginning 



The past 




The present 


► 


The future 






























Passive 




Passive 












►! 






M 




Active 





Active 






The end 
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Hegel modified Kant's metaphysical system into being: 



No beginning 



The past 




The present 




The future 


► 


► 






















Passive 


M 


Passive 


M 


















Active 





Active 






No end 



Upon first glance, Hegel's system looks the same as Kant's system. Upon closer 
scrutiny, however, one will notice the absence of two arrows: 

The arrows in Kant's system connecting 'no beginning' and no 'end' are absent 
from the system 

The need for a beginning and an end become superfluous and as such the concepts 
of beginning and end become a redundancy. It is Hegel's system, which implies 
God becomes superfluous and as such God becomes a redundancy. 
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The land without the concepts 'before' and 'after' 



Hegel's metaphysical system fundamentally appeared as: 




The individual TV: 
Time exists 
'Before' exists 
'After' exists 
'A' beginning exists 
'An' end exists 



The universe: 
No time 
No 'before' 
No 'after' 
No beginning 
No end 



Remove all packets, locations of time, and you have what 'always was' and 
'always will be'. Remove all packets of time and you have what exists before 
time. 



If one removes the packets of time could there be a 'before' and an 'after'? With 
the removal of time there could still be a 'before' and an 'after', however, such an 
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existence would have no time restrictions required to go from 'here' to 'there'. 
The net result: one could move abstractually in order of time sequencing such as 
A to B to C to... Z or one can move from time 'A' to time 'Z' in 'no' time at all 
and without passing sequentially through times B, C, D... etc. Physical location 
would be independent of time. 

In such a scenario there is no 'beginning' to God for God is not immersed 'in' 
time but rather time is immersed 'in' God. In such a scenario God could change 
without changing and God could grow without changing. 




'Into' what does God grow? Is the 'whole of all' growing into space/time? 

Within Hegel's non-Cartesian metaphysical system, space and time are not 
'available' elements for the whole to grow 'into' since space and time are 
elements of the whole rather than being universal fabrics of the whole. 
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Within Aristotle's Cartesian metaphysical system, space and time are the 
universal fabric of reality and as such the whole grows 'into' nothing for there is 
nothing outside the whole of reality. 

Hegel: 

Nothing 



Nothing 




The individual TV: 
Time exists 
'Before' exists 
'After' exists 
'A' beginning exists 
'An' end exists 



Nothing 



Nothing 



The universe: 
No time 
No 'before' 
No 'after' 
No beginning 
No end 



Nothing 
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Aristotle: 



Nothing 



Nothing I ^ 

The whole of all 




The individual TV: 
Perceptual time exists 
Perceptual 'before' exists 
Perceptual 'after' exists 
'A' perceptual beginning exists 
'A' perceptual end exists 



Nothing 



Nothing 



Nothing 



The universe: 
Time exists 
A 'before' exists 
An 'after' exists 
A beginning exists 
An end exists 



But what of the whole of all, what of God, before time and/or space exists? Why 
create time? Why create space/distance? 

It was Zeno who first dramatically introduced the paradox of space and time 
through his famous space/time and space/distance paradoxes. 



It is the understanding regarding the inter- as well as intra-relationship between 
Hegel's non-Cartesianism metaphysical system and Aristotle's Cartesian 
metaphysical system which we can begin to understand through the examination 
of this location we call, the Land With No 'before' and No 'after'. Such an 
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understanding begins through the examination of the metaphysical concept 
termed non-Cartesianism. 

Non- Cartesianism 

A non-Cartesian system is a metaphysical system having no single truth upon 
which it rests. The question then becomes: Is a non-Cartesian system built upon a 
foundation lacking any form of truth/truths? 

There are three answers to this question, all of which depend upon our perception 
of nothingness. 

Scenario #1: 

If we view nothingness as being the antithesis of the thesis 'something', in other 
words if we view nothingness as being what lies 'outside' the whole of what 
exists, if we view nothingness as being what it is the whole lies ' within' then we 
graphically obtain: 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 




Nothingness 



Nothingness 
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This graphic of non-Cartesianism suggests there is no 1 st truth. The lack of 1 st 
truth emerges through the process of reductionism. The graphic demonstrates that 
with the annihilation of the universe/reality/the whole, nothingness is what 
remains. 

In fact the graphic suggest not only is there no 1 st truth, the graphic suggests there 
is no truth but that of nothingness itself. 

The foundation of such a system is not built upon the concept of the existence of 
multiple first truths, neither is such a system Cartesian for such a system is built 
upon the lack of 'all' truth, zero truths exist. 

The concept of a non-Cartesian system being built upon no 'truth' is but one 
option for a non-Cartesian system such a system arises out of the concept of 
nothing not existing as 'some 'thing. If nothing is non-existent as an element 
found 'within' the system, then nihilism is the rational metaphysical resolution to 
the reductionism applied to reality for all can be reduced to nothingness since the 
whole can be reduced to what it is the whole lies within. 

In this scenario, nothingness does not exist and as such all can be annihilated to 
such an existence, the existence of non-existence. The implication for truth: All 
truths can be reduced to nothingness and therefore do not exist. Truth does not 
exist. Truth is relative in terms of its very existence. 

A question arises when observing the graphic: Why is there a solid boundary for 
'the whole of all'? The solid line represents the concept of there being a limit to 
'the whole of all', which in turn allows us to perceptually 'locate' the region for 
nothingness as being 'outside' 'the whole of all' as opposed to 'within' 'the whole 
of all'. 
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Wouldn't such a system simply reduce to: 



The whole of all 



Actually no, the system would not reduce to the graphic indicated. Such a graphic 
implies there is no 'outside' to 'the whole of all' and thus a specific understanding 
regarding the 'location' of nothingness is no longer 'perceivable' since 
nothingness in this particular scenario should lie 'outside' as opposed to 'within' 
the whole of all. 

This concept can be best understood if we revert back to the original graphic and 
remove the boundary for 'the whole of all'. When doing so we obtain: 



Nothingness Nothingness 
The whole of all 

Nothingness 

Nothingness Nothingness 
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The result: nothingness in essence resides 'within' 'the whole of all' 

How then do we depict the scenario of nothingness lying 'within' 'the whole of 
all'? Such a scenario leads us to scenario #2. 

Scenario #2: 

If we view the system as being Cartesianism, in other words as being reducible to 
'a' '1 st truth', then nothingness does not exist but in this case the non-existence 
takes on an existence of non-existence 'inside' as opposed to 'outside' the whole 
of all. As such the graphic becomes: 
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In this scenario since 'nothingness does not exist the graphic can be reduced to: 




The graphic simply reverts back to The Whole of All and we again revert back to 
Hegel's thesis: something, antithesis: nothing, synthesis:? But why a dotted line 
as opposed to a solid line around 'the whole of all'. A dotted line is depicted 
because there is no 'outside' to the whole for the whole is the all of all. 

Within such a system there is no 'beginning', nor is there an 'end'. As such we 
have a foundationless system, a non-Cartesian system that takes on the 
appearance of a Cartesian system. 

A Cartesian system is a system which is built upon one 'truth' such a system 
arises out of the concept of nothing not existing as 'some 'thing. If nothing is non- 
existent as an element found 'within' the system and if nothingness does not exist 
'outside' the system then nothingness itself appears to not exist. The convenience 
of such a system lies in what the scenario allows us to accomplish. By denying the 
existence of nothingness we then deny the potential of nihilism existing. In this 
scenario there is no rational metaphysical resolution to the reductionism applied 
to reality for all reality is indestructible. Reality becomes the universe and thus the 



99 



The Error of Hegel 



search for the 'creation' of matter, energy, space, and time becomes a mute quest 
for such a beginning is impossible. 

Within such a scenario, the appearance of Cartesianism is an illusion. Although 
the 1 st truth within such a system would appear to be what existed in the 
beginning. Such a paradox emerges from the fact that in such a system there is no 
'beginning'. As such matter, energy, space, and time all exist and all are truths 
while abstractual knowing may not exist. Regardless of whether or not abstractual 
knowing exists, matter, energy, space/time do exist and as such the system cannot 
be reduced to one fundamental element for the three appear to be innately 
interrelated. Without a foundation of singularity the concept of Cartesianism 
evaporates to leave in its place a form of non-Cartesianism. 

Intuitively we sense a flaw in this argument, for everything we observe 
scientifically, religiously, and philosophically brings us back to a beginning. 

As such, scenario #2, as is the case with scenario #1, constantly haunts us in the 
sense of being intuitively flawed. 

How does one resolve such a paradox? 
Scenario #3: 

The fusion of a non-Cartesian system with a Cartesian system resolves the 
paradoxes created by a Cartesian metaphysical system and the paradoxes created 
by a non-Cartesian metaphysical system. In scenario #3 we obtain: 
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1. If we view nothingness as being the antithesis of the thesis 'something', in 
other words if we view nothingness as being what lies 'outside' the whole 
of what exists, as being what it is the whole lies ' within' then we 
graphically have: 

Nothingness 



Nothingness 




Nothingness 



Nothingness Nothingness 



In this scenario 'the whole of all' is the whole of our physical reality, the whole of 
matter, energy, and space/time. If we then fuse this with the scenario #2 

2. If we view the system as being Cartesianism, then nothingness does not 
exist but in this case the non-existence takes on an existence of non- 
existence 'inside' as opposed to 'outside' the whole of all. As such the 
graphic is: 
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What does such a graphic present to us? The graphic in essence presents 
multiplicity lying within seamlessness, presents individuality as being contained 
within the whole. It may be easier to understand the concept by applying a unique 
geometric form to each of the entities: 



Such a scenario allows for the beginning and end of physical reality, 'a' 'before' 
and 'an' 'after' the universe would appear as: 



The whole of all 




The whole of all 




Individuality 
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With the understanding of nothingness being just what it is, nothingness, and the 
simultaneous existence of multiplicity 'located' within singularity, the graphic 
would appear as: 



The whole of all 














* 


* 




* 




* 
















\ 









-- — Individuality 

In essence one obtains the seamlessness of 'the whole of all' through the 
existence of the multiplicity of unique entities of knowing. Such a depiction 
would appear as: 



Knowing/God 
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Expressed verbally and from our (the individuals') perspective we obtain: the 
individual acting within God where: 

The individual is: The passive state of multiplicity of the TV - 

individuality of the TV 
Action is: The passive state of existence 

God is: The passive state of singularity of the whole, the 

whole of Reality versus reality 



The lack of a Foundation 

Until well into the twentieth century, metaphysicians did not think 'beyond' 
(meta-) the physical because the concept was rationally inconceivable. 

If there is no 'beyond' the physical then there is no 'meta'physics. If there is no 
'beyond' the physical, then metaphysics simply becomes an illusion. The result: 
With the physical acting as the ultimate boundary of our existence, physical 
hedonism not only becomes the rule but physical hedonism becomes the only 
rational form of action. 

If there is a 'beyond' the physical, then there is 'meta'physics. If there is a 
'beyond' the physical then metaphysics becomes real be it real or a 'real' illusion. 
The result: The emergence of an understanding of a location into which the 
physical can be placed creates an understanding as to how the abstract could act 
as the ultimate boundary of our existence and as such abstractual hedonism would 
not only emerge as the rule but abstractual hedonism/altruism would emerge as 
the only rational form of action. 
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Presently humanity's perceptual means rest upon a foundation of the physical: 





Physical Hedonism 
* 

Materialism 






Religion: 




Science: 






Philosophy: 






Faith 




Observation 






Reason 






Social 




Social 






Social 






Pillar 




Pillar 






Pillar 




The Foundation 
* 

The Physical 



Materialism is not a negative if in fact the universe is the ultimate of boundaries. 
If, however, the universe is but a sub-element of the whole then materialism is a 
misperceived ultimate foundation for action and thus becomes a 'false' 
foundation upon which we base action. If the universe is but a sub-element of the 
whole then materialism becomes a means we use to deceive ourselves as to what 
is important, becomes a means by which we rationalize self-delusion. 

How does one correct such a form of self-delusion if in fact one is self- 
delusional? One corrects self-delusion through the process of examining the base, 
the foundation, which acts as the point of origination of one's self-induced 
delusional action. Understanding the foundation of action lies at the very heart of 
metaphysics itself. If there is such a thing as metaphysics then the understanding 
of what lies beyond the physical causes the above graphic to evolve into: 
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Abstractual Hedonism 
* 

Altruism 






Religion: 




Science: 




Philosophy: 






Faith 




Observation 




Reason 






Social 




Social 




Social 






Pillar 




Pillar 




Pillar 




The Foundation 
* 

The Abstract 



Foundations establish a footing for social action. When irrationality establishes an 
equal footing with rationality any one entity within society, be it an individual or 
group of individuals, can formulate an argument to justify any actions. 

However, for those who wish to immerse themselves in the phenomenological 
reductionism of Husserl, rationality provides the only alternative to irrationality 
and as such the only arguments, which remain standing, are: 

1 . Rationality of faith 

2. Rationality of observation 

3. Rationality of reason 
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Through these three forms of rationality, metaphysics, being what it is, has little 
choice but to recognize the only alternative to present day perceptions 

Aristotelian/Hegelian perceptions : 

1. Rationality of faith: God dominates humanity. 

2. Rationality of observation: The whole dominates the universe. 

3. Rationality of reason: God dominates the individual. 

evolves into: 

Non-Cartesian powered by Cartesian perceptions: 

1. Rationality of faith: God dominates humanity /humanity dominates 
God 

2. Rationality of observation: The whole dominates the universe/the 
universe dominates the whole. 

3. Rationality of reason: God dominates the individual/the individual 
dominates God 

Such a perspective of reductionism does not imply true domination in the sense of 
'conquering' but rather implies the sub-elements of the whole play a critical role 
in determining what the whole itself 'is'. The sub-elements of the whole impact 
the 'can become', as opposed to the 'will become' through the very act of 'true' 
free will as opposed to a 'facade' of free will. In short, potentiality becomes a 
critical element of the whole through the existence of free will itself. 

The result of such an evolution of perception creates an understanding that truth 
lies not in singularity but rather in multiplicity. For Kant, therefore, to seek 'a' 1 st 
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truth is an exercise in futility for there would be more than one 1 st truth if 
multiplicity is an aspect of the whole's singularity. 

What do discussions regarding singularity and multiplicity have to do with the 
'lack' of a foundation? The discussions indicate that regardless of whether the 
foundation is the physical because there is no existence beyond the physical or 
whether the foundation is the abstract because there is no existence beyond the 
abstract, a foundation exists. 

Hegel's concept of a foundationless system did not suggest there was no 
foundation rather Hegel's foundationless system suggested there was no single 
root 1 st truth. Hegel's non- 'Cartesian suggested there was no single truth which 
could be found standing alone if one applied the extreme form of reductionism to 
Reality or reality whichever may be the case. 

Non-Cartesianism, in and of itself, leads to the concept that 'God' is not necessary 
but the whole, on the other hand, is necessary. Hegel, as did Kant, intuitively 
sensed a system in some form was a requirement of metaphysics. 

Aristotle perceived the universe to exist in a constant dynamic state within which 
we, entities of knowing, functioned. Aristotle's metaphysical system defined 
entities of knowing (ourselves in particular) as being changed by the events they 
encountered within the universe. 

Kant, like Aristotle, also perceived the universe to exist. However, rather than the 
universe being in a constant dynamic state which affected entities of knowing, 
Kant described a metaphysical system wherein the universe was in a form of 
variable dynamic state wherein the entities of knowing affected/changed the 
universe, within which these same entities of knowing found themselves to exist. 
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Hegel moved Kant' s perception one step further. Hegel perceived the universe to 
be found within the 'knowing' of the 'entities of knowing' and thus time and 
space were to be found within the knowing entity rather than being found within 
the physical universe itself. In essence the physical universe becomes contained 
within the entity of knowing rather than the entity of knowing being contained 
within the physical. 

Hegel created a system where there is no single 1 st truth and where there was no 
need for a first cause outside of one's self. In other words: The concept of God 
died. 

Kant's perception was: I perceive and as I perceive the universe changes. Thus I 
am needed for the change but without the universe no change can take place. The 
question for Kant then became: Which is 1 st truth: the 'universe' or the T? Kant 
created a chicken and the egg dilemma. During the seventeen hundreds of Kant 
time, it was perceptually inconceivable for a universe to exist without first cause 
without a 'creator'. Kant was unable to conceive of a resolution to his dilemma 
for this dilemma defied identification of its own foundation - defied identification 
of its own 1 st truth. 

Kant's system strengthened the perception that existence is Cartesian and we, 
knowing entities, therefore, have no rational choice other than placing our 
purpose for existing second to that of first cause. This acquiescing of the 
importance/purpose of individuality reinforced the concepts of hierarchical 
perceptions and relative value of the individual. Having established the 'creator as 
being the top of hierarchical order, it was then only natural to establish the rest of 
the hierarchical order all the way to the 'least' of the sub-elements. Since 
humanity was the one defining the relative values of each of the sub-elements, 
humanity was naturally not prone to place itself 'below' any of the sub-elements 
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other than the 'creator' . We have seen the results of such a process consistently 
throughout human history. 

Hegel suggested Kant's dilemma could be resolved by means of replacing Kant's 
Cartesian system with a non-Cartesian system/a foundationless system. Hegel's 
metaphysical system demonstrated existence is non-Cartesian and we, knowing 
entities, therefore, have no purpose other than existence itself. Within a non- 
Cartesian system there is no form of hierarchy for there is no single root 1 st truth 
from which the formation of a hierarchical system can begin to emerge. A non- 
Cartesian metaphysical system establishes the foundation for the emergence not 
only of Existentialism, Phenomenology, and Nihilism but a non-Cartesian 
metaphysical system establishes the foundation required to rationalize the equality 
of all individuals one to another. 

At first glance, equality of the individual would appear to be the ultimate of 
evolutionary developments. Upon closer scrutiny, however, one realizes such an 
evolution came at the expense of purpose. Within the Hegelian system the 
individual has no purpose. Even the state of existence is not a purpose in and of 
itself for existence 'is' and there is no choice in the matter. Although one might 
potentially terminate one's existence, one cannot terminate one's having existed 
in the first place. 

Kant's system may not have offered equality of the individual but Kant's system 
did offer purpose. Hegel's system may not have offered purpose but Hegel's 
system did offer equality of one entity of knowing to another. 

The two schools of thought, Aristotle - Cartesianism/a foundation based system 
and Kant/Hegel - non-Cartesianism/ a foundationless based system, now 
competed one against the other. 
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The question becomes: Why need one or the other be the case? The resolution to 
the competing Aristotelian and Kant/Hegelian metaphysical conflicts lies in a 
form of hybrid system, lies in a form of Cartesian system immersed within a non- 
Cartesian system wherein the Cartesian system acts as the 'power source' 
generating the dynamics behind the non-Cartesian system. 

Such a system would appear graphically as: 



Non-Cartesian 



/ Cartesian \ 



Kant/Hegel 



Aristotle 



The result of this hybrid system: Equality of the individual prevails and the 
individual retains functionality within the system, has purpose to the system itself. 



The purpose of the entity of knowing, the purpose of the TV within such a 
system, and where it is entities of knowing are located within this system now 
becomes the point of focus. 



112 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

The need for 'a' whole remains 

If there are a multiple set of 'wholes' then metaphysically speaking the 
summation of the multiple sets of wholes is nothing short of being the actual 
whole of the multiple sets of the 'whole' . To put it simply, regardless of how we 
perceive the sub-elements, the whole exists if for no other reason than by 
definition of the whole itself. 

Questions - Technically 

Where are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are inside the whole. 
Cosmologically: The I's are inside the whole. 
Ontologically: The I's are inside the whole. 

What are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole 
Cosmologically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole 
Ontologically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole 
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Why do the I's exist? 



Metaphysically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the 
whole of knowing itself. 



Cosmologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the 
whole of knowing itself. 



Ontologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole of 
knowing itself. 



The concept of the whole/singularity is ontologically known as God/totality. The 
concept of purpose is cosmologically known as being - action, process/reality. 
The concept of sub-elements/multiplicity is metaphysically known as the 
individual. The hybrid result of location of singularity and multiplicity joined with 
purpose through the process of reason technically becomes the individual acting 
within God. 

Questions - Philosophically 

Where are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are inside 1 st cause. 
Cosmologically: The I's are inside primal cause. 
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Ontologically: The I's are inside 1 st cause. 
What are the I's? 

Metaphysically: The I's are sub-elements of all. 
Cosmologically: The I's are sub-elements of the whole. 
Ontologically: The I's are sub-elements of God. 



Why do the I's exist? 

Metaphysically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole 
itself 

Cosmologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the whole of 
knowing itself 

Ontologically: The I's exist to experience and thus expand the knowing 
omniscience of omniscience itself. 



The concept of location demonstrated within the tables, in the generic ontological 
sense, is known as panentheism. The concept of purpose is in the generic 
cosmologically sense known as symbiosis. The hybrid result of combining 
location and purpose developed through reason, developed through metaphysics, 
is symbiotic panentheism. 
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God becomes a redundancy 

Pre-Kant: 

Aristotle: A Cartesian system 

Cartesian: 1. a closed system 2. a system with a beginning 3. a system in a 
passive state of permanent equilibrium 

1. A closed system: Aristotle's system followed the logic: 'What is' is. As 
such the only conceivable perception of reality was 'what is' as opposed to 
'what could be'. In the Aristotelian model, the universe was, in essence, 
static. If the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, 
nothingness would be all that remained. This led to the concept that the 
'creator' of the universe was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe. 
This is a pantheistic approach vs. a panentheistic approach. Pantheism 
takes the approach: If the universe, the physical, dissolved into 
nothingness, nothingness remains and thus God reduces to nothing, 
becomes nothingness itself. 

2. A system with a beginning: Aristotle's system conceived of a beginning to 
all that existed within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the 
physical dissolved? What would remain? This was a senseless question to 
Aristotle for the concept of nothing, as described by Charles Seife in his 
book Zero - A Biography of a Dangerous Idea, did not exist, had been 
suppressed by the Greeks. In essence Aristotle's system had no end and no 
beginning. It always existed and always would exist as itself even if in no 
other form other than God itself. 
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3. A system in a passive state of permanent equilibrium: Aristotle's system 
was reducible to one 1 st truth. Once reduced to 1 st truth only 1 st truth 
remained and as such the remaining 1 st truth had nothing left with which 
to interact, but itself. Once reduced to itself, 1 st truth had no other option 
but to remain in a state of permanent equilibrium existing in a passive 
state for by definition of sole existence no growth/change could occur 
beyond itself. 

Post Kant: 

Hegel modified Kant's system by describing it as being a non- Aristotelian, non- 
Cartesian system. Such a system is one built upon the assumption: There is 'no' 
'foundation' to the system. Metaphysically this means, the system has 'no' first 
principle and as such has no 'beginning' and has no 'end'. The most dramatic 
implication emerging from such a system lies in ability of such a system to initiate 
perceptions based upon an ability to believe' versus an ability to observe/science 
or an ability to reason/philosophy. The religious perceptual development, which 
emerges is: There need be no first cause/'God' 

Hegel: A non-Cartesian system 

Non-Cartesian: 1. an open system 2. a system with no beginning 3. a 

system in a passive state of permanent equilibrium 

1. An open system: Hegel's system followed the logic: 'What is' is but will 
not be what it is from another point of perspective. As such the perception 
of reality was 'what is' as well as 'what could be' becoming. In the 
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Hegelian model, the universe was, in essence, active. Like the Aristotelian 
model, if the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, 
nothingness would be all that remained. This led to the concept that the 
'creator' of the universe was 'within' the universe, 'was' the universe 
however the universe was all there was. This is a pantheistic approach vs. 
a panentheistic approach. Pantheism takes the approach: If the universe, 
the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness remains and thus 
God reduces to nothing, becomes nothingness itself. 

2. A system with no beginning: Hegel's system conceived of no beginning to 
all that existed within the universe and ignored the concept of: What if the 
physical dissolved? What would remain? This was a senseless question to 
Hegel for the concept of nothing did not exist, had been suppressed by the 
Greeks, as described by Charles Seife in his book Zero - A Biography of a 
Dangerous Idea. In essence Hegel's system had no end and no beginning. 
It always existed and always would exist even if in no other form other 
than the universe itself. 

3. A system in a passive state of permanent equilibrium: Hegel's system was 
reducible to no '1 st truth' and was thus perceived as 'containing' no 
absolute truths. Hegel's system 'contained' relative truths based upon 
one's personal point of view. Paradoxically, such a system is reduced to 1 st 
truth and as such only 1 st truth remained once the system is completely 
reduced to its simplest state. The remaining 1 st truth became the T, in 
other words 1 st truth became what it is one perceives it to be. As such the 
remaining 1 st truth, the T, had nothing left with which to interact but 
itself. Once reduced to itself, 1 st truth had no other option but to remain in 
a state of permanent equilibrium existing in a passive state for by 
definition of sole existence no growth/change could occur beyond itself. 
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Over the course of time, Western philosophy has developed two entirely different 
metaphysical perceptions. In the scenario incorporating a Cartesian system, 1 st 
truth becomes the singularity of first cause. In the second scenario incorporating a 
non-Cartesian system, 1 st truth becomes the multiplicity of individuality. 

The two systems find themselves at odds one with the other. Forced to choose 
between one or the other metaphysical positions, individuality, and in particular 
humanity finds itself faced with an ever expanding rift ever more difficult to 
bridge. 

The whole versus the sub-element/the individual 

What can be said about Hegel? 

Hegel declared metaphysics to be dead and why not, after all: If the universe is a 
non-Cartesian system as Hegel proposed then there is no beginning or end to the 
universe 

The two most dramatic aspects of our universe appear to be birth and death. 
Understanding the ramifications of birth and death can be demonstrated through 
Hegel's own process: 

Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 
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As such we obtain: 



Thesis: 



Birth 



Antithesis: 



Death 



Synthesis: 



Life 



Stated slightly differently we have: 
Thesis: Beginning 



Antithesis: End 
Synthesis: Time 

The thesis, antithesis, synthesis process applies to the whole of the physical 
universe. Such a statement conforms to the observations of physics presently in 
place today since matter and energy are directly related to the concepts of space 
and time as shown through Einstein's equation: 

E = mc (2) 

The formula involves time since 'c' is the speed of light in a vacuum squared and 
speed is velocity or the ratio of distance to time squared. Thus emerges the 
apparent inseparable physical scientific relationship of matter and energy to space 
and time. 

If we refine and redefine the thesis we obtain a new understanding of the 
possibilities for a new antithesis as well as a new synthesis. 

Thesis: Matter/energy - space/time 

Antithesis: No Matter/energy - no space/time 
Synthesis: Abstraction 
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Graphically such a situation would appear as: 



Developed perceptions of: 

No matter 
No energy 
No space 
No time 

God: 

the whole 




Matter 
Energy 
Space 
Time 

being: 

action/process 
reality 



Developing perceptions of: 

Matter 
Energy 
Space 
Time 

the individual: 
Individuality 



As such: 

Thesis: Birth/beginning 

Antithesis: Death/end 

Synthesis: Life 



Becomes: 

Thesis: Birth/beginning of the developing perceptions of thesis 

Antithesis: End of the developing perceptions of antithesis 

Synthesis: Life/change/growth/synthesis 
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Hegel: Metaphysics is dead 

Meta: beyond 
Physics: the physical 

Hegel suggested space and time are found 'within' the individual as opposed to 
existing 'outside' the individual. As such, the perception emerges there is no 
'outside' to the physical for the physical would have no perceivable limit since 
the concept of distance, the concept of 'from here to there', and the concept of 
time, the concept of 'beginning here and ending there' would not exist as parts of 
our reality outside ourselves. If there is no 'outside' to the physical then Hegel is 
correct there is no such thing as metaphysics for if there is no 'outside' to the 
physical there is no 'beyond' the 'physical'. Metaphysics, in such a scenario, is 
dead. 

Space/time existing 'within' as opposed to 'outside' the individual, does not, 
however, necessarily equate to the death of metaphysic for the concept no more 
'proves' there is no 'outside' to our reality than does it 'prove' there is an outside 
to our reality 

Up to the time of Hegel, metaphysical models were built upon the concept of 'a' 
first truth emerging from three possibilities: 'first cause exists', 'the universe 
exists', or 'I exist'. Simultaneously all such metaphysical models found 
themselves riddled with the appearance of irresolvable paradoxical perceptions 
emerging from the question: What happens to the remaining two truths if all is 
reduced to 1 st truth? 

Hegel's system suggested the possibility of two simultaneously existing 1 st truths, 
'I exist' and 'the universe exists', emerge from the three possibilities: 'first 



122 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

cause/God exists.' 'The universe exists.' and T exist.' But such a system would 
appear to be possible only if one rejects an 'outside' to the universe. Such a 
concept leads to the 'death' of metaphysics, leads to the death of the existence of 
a 'beyond the physical'. It is the lack of an 'outside' to the universe which 
Hegel's system initiated and it is such a perception Nietzsche verbalized with his 
statement: God is dead. 



Hegel's system, composed of two '1 st truths', leads to the concept of physical 
hedonism for it is only the T and the physical within which the T exists that are 
'real within Hegel's system. As such the T logically pursues the 'other' 1 st truth, 
the universe/the physical exists. Within such a system, materialism becomes the 
underlying foundation of all action generated by the T thus the emergence of a 
foundation of physical hedonism: 'materialism'/physical pursued by the 
T/hedonism. 

Whether the model is portrayed as Aristotle saw it: 



The T 






1 








Or as Hegel saw it: 



The physical 
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...makes no difference. The result, metaphysically speaking, is the same: Physical 
hedonism becomes the ultimate goal of the individual. Physical hedonism does 
not mean tolerance, love, respect, . . . cannot exist but the existence of a rationale 
for such perceptions emerges out of what produces the ultimate 'good' for the T . 

Today, with the introduction of this work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, Hegel's concept of 'a' system emerging from two 1 st 
truths evolves into a system emerging from three 1 st truths existing 
simultaneously and drawn from the pool of three 1 st truth possibilities: God exists, 
the universe exists, and I exist. But it is not the term 'God' with which 
metaphysics deals but rather the word 'the whole', "B'eing' (versus "b'eing'), 
totality, 'R'eality (versus 'r'eality), summation of the whole. 'God' becomes a 
term mixed within the fundamental foundation underlying the whole subject area 
of Ontology. 'God' becomes the distinguishing outer limit of metaphysics and the 
distinctive beginning of Ontology. 

As such the statement must be rephrased to better represent the concept of this 
work: 

Today, with the introduction of this work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, Hegel's concept of 'a' system emerging from two 1 st 
truths grows into a system emerging from three 1 st truths existing simultaneously 
and drawn from the pool of three 1 st truth possibilities: God exists, 
bemg/process/reality exists, and the individual exists. 

In short three simultaneously existing 'intra' as well as 'inter' active truths 
emerge as a metaphysical system: the individual acting within God. 

This is not to say 'God' is not an element of metaphysics but rather states that 
religion deals with the dogma's of 'God', Ontology lies at a lower fundamental 



124 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



level of religion and deals with the personal characteristics of God without the 
dogma's of religion influencing such perceptions. Metaphysics deals with a lower 
fundamental level of Ontology in that it deals with the concept of the very 
existence of the whole ('God'), its parts, and the 'intra' and 'inter' relationship of 
such elements without the concept of 'God' imposed upon such primal existences 
and actions. 



the individual 
The T 



God 
The Whole 




being/process 
/reality 

The physical 



The metaphysical system, the individual acting within God, is composed of three 
'1 st truths'. The three 1 st truths in turn lead to both the metaphysical and 
ontological understanding regarding why the ultimate form of purpose is 
abstractual hedonism versus physical hedonism. It is abstractual hedonism, 
spiritual hedonism, which emerges for both the T and the physical when it is 
understood that it is within the abstract that both the physical and the T appear to 
exist in any rationally understandable form. As such the T logically pursues the 
'other' two 1 st truth, the universe/the physical exists and the abstractual, the whole 
exists. Within such a system, materialism may still become a foundation of action 
generated by the T but it no longer is the ultimate of actions. The metaphysical 
rationale emerges as to why the abstractual/spiritual becomes the ultimate of all 
hedonisms since it is the physical, which is found to lie within the whole of the 
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abstract rather then the abstract lying within the whole of the physical. Thus 
emerges the foundation for the ultimate of hedonisms - abstractual hedonism: the 
'abstractual'/spiritual pursued by the T/hedonism. 

Pre-Hegelian metaphysical systems built upon 'a' 1 st truth' drawn from the pool 
of three possibilities, produced seemingly irresolvable paradoxes where spiritual 
hedonism, nihilism, existentialism, phenomenology, physical hedonism, 
materialism, ad infinitum could all be equally rationalized. 

The Hegelian metaphysical system built upon two 1 st truths, the physical exists 
and T exist, produced an environment where physical hedonism became 
rationally irrefutable and the abstractual hedonism of altruism was 'sensed' to be 
correct but rationally indefensible. 

With the emergence of the new metaphysical system of the individual acting 
within God built upon three simultaneous 1 st truths, built upon the complete pool 
of possibilities presently understandable to us, material hedonism remains 
rationally arguable but not arguable as the ultimate of actions but rather arguable 
as simply a subset of reasonable actions while spiritual hedonism emerges as the 
ultimate of rational action as opposed to being a form of altruistically indefensible 
action. 

Nietzsche: God is dead 

The death of metaphysics leads to the death of God 
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Although Nietzsche could not provide an alternative to Hegel's metaphysical 
system, it was Nietzsche who understood the full implications of Hegel's 
perception for it was Nietzsche who rationalized: 'God is dead.' 
What can be said about Nietzsche's statement? 

1. Nietzsche was 'correct': 'God is dead'. 

2. Nietzsche was 'incorrect': 'God is not dead'. 

The two statements appear to be contradictions, but are they? Let's examine the 
two statements one at a time. 

First: Nietzsche was 'correct' : 

'God is dead'. 4 

In ancient history, we looked at 'God' as being a physical entity disconnected 
from time. This allowed for the rationalization of polytheism, many independent 
existences of gods. 

The Upanishads perhaps first recognized the death throes regarding the perception 
of God having a physical form. Recognizing the demise of the 'physical' 
perception of God, the Upanishads stepped in and replaced this 'physical' form of 
God with the concept of God existing in an energy form while remaining 
disconnected from time. This concept incorporated four basic fundamentals: 

1. Your 'life force', your essence, the soul, exists 

2. An initiating 'force' to the Universe, our reality, exists 

3. There is an interrelationship between #1 and #2. 5 

4. This initiating 'force' to the Universe is disconnected from time 
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The fourth item was the only characteristic, which remained unaltered from the 
old perceptual views of God. The disconnection of God from time leads to the 
concept that God is timeless. 

It is through the understanding regarding a potentially timeless God that humanity 
gained the perception of being potentially dualistic as opposed to monistic in 
nature. The physical aspect of the individual, the body and brain, was perceived 
to be separate from the abstractual aspect, the soul, of the individual. The energy 
force within the body was perceived to be the second aspect of the individual. 
Energy was perceived to provide the physical entity a uniqueness of its own and 
expanded the perception regarding the immortality of the individual. 
As the concept of the initiating 'force' grew out of the limits imposed by the 
physical into the more expansive nature of energy, so to grew the perceptions 
regarding the domain of humanity. 

Our initial perception of a physical God was not adequate to address the evolving 
creativity of this thing known as 'humanity'. This is not to say our primitive 
perception of God being a physical form was 'unreasonable'. This primitive 
perception was a natural emergence of our evolutionary development. 

The death of God, the death of God having a physical form, was a historic event 
for our specie. It was the first death of God to take place within the recorded 
history of humanity. God's first death, God existing as a physical form, God being 
composed of matter, was on the way out. 

Nietzsche did not acknowledge this ancient death phase regarding a physical God 
form. Nietzsche did not look back upon history before he spoke perhaps one of 
his most famous aphorisms: 'God is dead.' Had he done so, perhaps he would 
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have recognized that his proclamation regarding the death of an energy God form 
was in essence, a dramatic statement of our having evolved once again and our 
being ready to advance one more level in our evolutionary development of 'the 
whole' 

The first 'death' of God, the death of God being a 'physical being' disconnected 
from time, led to the death of the individual being 'rooted' in the arms of the 
family unit. 

The new perception, a God of energy, a formless God, caused human perception 
to take a quantum leap. Human perception regarding the significance of the 
individual now rested within the larger picture. The individual now gained a sense 
of immortality, a disconnection from time just as we perceived was the case with 
God. The individual was emerging as an 'image of God' . 

A perception regarding the individual was not the only thing that changed with 
the emerging perception of an energy God form. With the emergence of an energy 
God form, humanity sensed itself becoming an entity unto itself. The concept of 
the specie, the concept of humanity as an entity, came into existence with the 
death of God as a physical form. The new form of God - the perception of God 
being an entity composed of energy, spirit, and universality - led to the 
understanding that we existed as a specie. Just as we were unique as individuals, 
we began to see ourselves as being unique as a specie. 

The death of God being a 'physical being' lead to God becoming a 'spiritual' 
God, a God of energy, a God of immense force, a God which remained larger than 
the growing picture of humanity. As the concept of the size of our reality grew, 
we sensed a need to increase the size of God. As the size of our reality grew we 
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discovered a need to cooperate with our neighbors. This led to the concept of 
regional families, national families. 

Regional and national families evolved into the concept of regional and later 
national pride and identity. The world became humanity's for the taking. World 
domination by the nation replaced regional domination by the family. 

A physical God was large enough to accommodate man as he reached to dominate 
the small valleys and regions contained by mountains and rivers. However, as 
time would have it, man was to evolve beyond these limits and he would begin to 
see a whole world to conquer. 

The physical form of God died when man began to sense the expanse of his 
reality. 

Whether the new perception of God occurred as an intentional act or an 
unintentional act is not the point here. Neither is it our concern within this tractate 
to debate whether humanity expanded its social boundaries because our 
perceptions of God expanded or whether our perceptions of God expanded 
because humanity expanded its social boundaries. The point is the evolution did 
occur. 

Not only was our physical world evolving, but our perceptual world was also 
evolving. 

With the physical death of God, our perception of first cause evolved. First cause 
was beginning to be perceived as form of energy, a 'force' disconnected from 
time rather than a 'physical form' disconnected from time. 



130 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



As such our perception of God underwent a slight modification yielding 
phenomenal results. Since 'energy' was all around us, omnipresent, so was God 
omnipresent. Since energy was the source of power, and God was the summation 
of all energy, we perceived God to be omnipotent. Since knowledge was power 
and God was all-powerful, omnipotent, we perceived God to know everything, 
God was perceived to be Omniscient. 

It took humanity thirty five hundred years to replace the physical form of God 
with the energy form of God. Three thousand years into the process, science 
began to make some interesting and irrefutable observations and inevitably the 
concept of God being a form of energy would become a questionable concept. 

As is usually the case, a great thinker and philosopher observed the death of this 
form of God long before the rest of us. Having sensed the inevitable end to our 
thirty five hundred year evolutionary development characterized by a God of 
'energy', an initiating 'force' to the universe, Nietzsche stood up and defiantly 
proclaimed, 'God is dead.' Nietzsche did not make this observation in a vacuum. 
Nietzsche came to this conclusion after having examined the metaphysical system 
Hegel placed before our specie. Hegel in turn came to his conclusions through the 
process of having examined Kant's work and Kant in turn . . . 

The first death of God was agonizing. It took thousands of years for God to die. It 
took rivers of blood, unimaginable quantities of human suffering before the old 
physical form of God eventually was, for the most part, replaced by the new 
energy perception of God 

Nietzsche had no suggestions as to what was to replace our perceptions of God. 
Since Nietzsche had no other form of God to replace the prevailing entity of 
energy, Nietzsche simple proclaimed God to be dead and left it at that. 6 
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The result of this proclamation led to the creation of a horrific vacuum within the 
midst of humanity. This vacuum had the potential to create the perception that 
everything our specie had worked to establish regarding the significance of the 
individual was nothing other than a misplaced illusion. 

Nietzsche said it: 'God is dead'. Nietzsche is right, God is dead, but not in the 
manner most of us perceive. The perception we had of God existing as a form of 
energy is dead. This death was inevitable just as the death of a physical form of 
God was inevitable. 

Nietzsche had no concept other than matter and energy with which he could 
provide form or quasi-substance to God and so it was that Nietzsche's 
proclamation was uttered as the beginning of what is to be our new understanding 
of God. 

This then brings us to the second statement: Nietzsche is 'incorrect' : 

God is not dead. 

Time is a function of matter. Matter is a function of energy. If we replace matter, 
energy, or both as the essential elements of God's composition, we remove the 
element of time from God and God would be timeless. 

The timelessness of God creates a paradox for Nietzsche and the easiest means of 
resolving the paradox is to declare the death of God. The death of God interprets 
into the death of timelessness, which would appear to eliminate the apparent 
contradiction created by the simultaneous existence of time and timelessness. 
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If there is no timelessness, all things reduce to time and time by definition is 
limited whether time be linear or circular: 

If time is linear it is limited by its very innate characteristics. If time is circular 
time is limited by its bounds of circularity. 

We can conceive of an endless timelessness, which by definition is greater than 
the concept of a bounded existence of time. Time itself is more limited than 
timelessness by the very fact that it is a one-dimensional existence within which 
an infinite number of directions of existences lie. 



Time 



One-dimensional: 

Starts in one direction 
and continues from 
there 



Time , 






> 

▲ ; 



Time 



Matter and Energy 
within a void/space 



Some might speculate that quantum mechanics would disagree with the graphic 
and instead suggest time shoots off in an infinite number of directions forming 
infinite universes of one type or another. The graphic does not dispute such a 
claim nor does it attest to such a claim. 
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What then does the graphic suggest may be the case? The graphic implies that 
time lies within time and that time may lie within timelessness. What does the 
graphic imply is not the case? The graphic implies that timelessness is not found 
within time and thus if timelessness exists, and if timelessness lies outside of 
time, than timelessness is 'greater' in 'size' than the limitedness of time. 

Such perceptions lead one immediately into the analogy of life being like a book 
in the sense that the characters within the book cannot see what is on the next 
page but the reader (God) can open the book at any page and see what is taking 
place. Such a perception is what exists within society today. Such a perception 
lies at the heart of Nietzsche's proclamation: God is dead. For if God is dead there 
is no reader of the book and timelessness does not exist for there is no 'outside' to 
time. Such an existence would graphically appear to be: 



Time 




Matter and Energy 
within a void/space 



A new perception, symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God, 
would suggest life is like a book and God, the reader, can open the book at any 
point and see what the characters have themselves experienced. On the other 
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hand, God, the reader, could not read the remaining pages of the book, for 
remaining pages are blank pages since they have not yet been experienced. Such a 
graphic would appear as: 



Timelessness 



Time 



One- 
dimensional: 

Starts in one 
direction and 
continues from 
there 



Time 




Time 
_ _ _ 



Matter and Energy 
within a void/space 



The readable: 

It exists. 

It is 'what is' 



The unreadable: 
It does not yet exist. 
It is not what 'will be' 
but rather is 'what is 
not yet' 



Wouldn't this Metaphysical perception of the whole lead to an Ontological 
perception that time is in God? Yes, but time would be contained within packets 
found within God rather than time being a universal fabric of God. 
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Wouldn't this Metaphysical perception lead to an Ontological perception that time 
is an element in God? Yes but time would be contained as sub-elements of God. 

But wouldn't this Ontologically imply God is influenced by events of 
progressions of actions, which defines the concept of time? No, for God would be 
perceived Ontologically as omnipotent, omnipresent, and omniscient only in 
terms of 'our perception of time' as opposed to the lack of time. Ontologically 
time would be perceived as existing within the void, God being outside time 
would be perceived as knowing all, is all, is all powerful, God is the three omni's. 

Within such a Metaphysical system, Ontologically it is time which exists within 
the void, which acts as the process by which God grows and thus becomes a 
greater concept of God than our concept of God without growth/God in a 
permanent form of equilibrium. 

The new metaphysical perception of the whole, ontologically develops a God in a 
permanent state of equilibrium capable of expanding to a new state of equilibrium 
and the multiplicity of individuality, we, are the sub-elements of God working 
within, injected within (whichever is the case) time to do the work of growing 
knowing, growing God's essence. Ontologically the new metaphysical system of 
the individual acting within God generates the perception that we, the multiplicity 
of individuality, are God at work. Metaphysically we, the sub-elements, are 
perceived as the individual/knowing (noun) in the form of multiplicity of 
individuality expanding God/Knowing (noun) in the form of singularity of the 
whole as the whole through being/knowing (verb) in the form of active 
action/process/reality taking place from the base of being (verb) passive 
existence. 
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Ontologically, the metaphysical system produces a perception of individuals 
being pieces of God/the whole with the power of free will to expand God/ the 
whole. 



Graphically one could look at universes as: 
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When factoring in the exponential growth of awareness/knowing, which would be 
facilitated by such a dynamic system, the graphic becomes more closely perceived 
as: 




Universes 
within which 
time exists 



In essence one obtains a 'God' core of the fissionable material/knowing at critical 
mass and we are the neutrons being emitted by each atom. 

If time is found 'within' packets of universes and timelessness is found outside 
the packets of universes then what is it God/the whole is expanding into? 



138 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

'The next goal of metaphysics may become what might better be termed as 
theoretical metaphysics. The purpose of theoretical metaphysics may begin as an 
elementary speculation regarding what lies 'outside' God/the whole. To begin the 
perceptual examination regarding what lies 'outside' God will take a better 
understanding of what God/the whole is and what we, multiple elements of 
individuality, are. 

The elimination of matter and energy acting as the universal fabric of 'God'/the 
whole may not eliminate God/the whole/totality itself but it would eliminate an 
aspect of totality's active action/dynamic growth. 

And this is exactly what Nietzsche was saying. Modern science has brought us to 
the second funeral of God. God once again has died in terms of our understanding 
of what God is. 

The first 'death' of God, the death of God being a 'physical being' disconnected 
from time led to the death of the individual, being 'rooted' in the arms of the 
family. The new perception of God being a form of energy caused human 
perception to take a quantum leap. Human perception regarding the significance 
of the individual now rested within the larger picture. The individual now gained 
a sense of immortality, a disconnection from time just as we perceived was the 
case with God. The individual was now perceived as being made in the 'image of 
God'. 

Perceptions regarding the individual were not the only perceptions that changed 
with the new energy perception of God. Humanity now became an entity in its 
own right. The concept of the specie, the concept of humanity as an entity, came 
into existence with the death of the physical form of God. The new form of God, 
the perception of God being an entity composed of energy, spirit, universal, lead 



139 



The Error of Hegel 



to the understanding that we, as a specie, existed. Just as we were unique as 
individuals, we were unique as a specie. 

This evolved into the concept of regional and later national pride and identity. The 
world became humanity's for the taking. World domination by the nation 
replaced regional domination by the family. 

A physical God was large enough to accommodate man as he reached to dominate 
the small valleys and regions contained by mountains and rivers. However, as 
time would have it, man was to evolve beyond these limits and he would begin to 
see a whole world to conquer. 

The physical form of God died when humanity began to sense an additional 
expanse of reality. The energy form of God died when it became apparent 
humanity understood it was not to be denied the ability to move to the very edge 
of the universe itself. Humanity was on the threshold of claiming the universe as 
its own. Humanity now understood it might not be the center of the solar system 
and humanity understood it might not be the center of the galaxy. Humanity had 
reluctantly let go of these ideas and humanity had subconsciously replaced them 
with an even more grandiose concept. Humanity now believed it was the center of 
the universe, if not physically than at least in terms of destiny 

The death of God leads to the death of Metaphysics 

The death of God leads to the death of truth. 7 
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Hegel's work suggested the death of metaphysics, which in turn led to 
Nietzsche's suggestion that God was dead. 

The result of Hegel's and Nietzsche's combined effort: The perception emerges: 
God and metaphysics are both dead: 

'God is dead.' is not a declaration of God's death but rather a declaration of 
humankind's 'greatness'. God is dead is a declaration that the one universe within 
which humanity is located is the 'be all' and 'end all' and that it is humanity 
which is perceived by humanity itself as being the entity which is destined to 
dominate the universe from end to end. 8 

Humanity perceives itself to have the potential to understand the concepts of 
physical limitlessness, to understand, given enough time, an infinite universe. If 
the universe is a physical place of limitlessness, the universe is limited for it 
becomes wrapped within the concept the physical, which is a limited perception 
in and of itself. 

The limit of infinite physical-ness is reached at the end of the existence of the 
physical or wherever it is an infinite physical-ness starts over once again. The 
physical is simply a function of time and time is a function of the physical. If one 
takes time out of the equation of the physical, something else replaces the limits 
time imposes upon the physical and as such the physical retains a limit due to the 
very nature of physical-ness itself. Physical-ness becomes limited if for no other 
reason than we can begin to grasp the physical which leads to an eventual end to 
understanding. 

So, what does limited infiniteness have to do with humanity's perceived 
'greatness' regarding itself? The death of God leads to the concept that we, 
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humans, can, have the potential to become God Itself, Causation Itself, Primal 
Cause Itself rather than being 'a piece of, 'contained within' God, Causation, 
Primal Cause. The process culminates with the achievement of all knowledge, 
omniscience. 

If we have a potential to understand then we have the potential to understand it all 
and if the universe, the physical, is the end all and be all then we have the 
potential to understand the entire universe, dominate the entire universe. If we 
have a potential to understand and/or dominate the entire universe, however slight 
it might be, this would imply we have the potential to replace God as God. 
Humanity replacing God as God might take a very long time but the potential 
would exist if the physical universe were the end all and be all of reality and if 
time were infinite. 

The concept of humanity replacing God as God is not a reasonable scenario. So 
where is the error of the thought process? The error lies, actually, in an infinite 
number of places, but the most obvious choice of the infinite choices is that the 
physical is not the 'be all' and 'end all' of all there is. 

Were Hegel and Nietzsche correct? Yes, Hegel and Nietzsche were correct. God 
is dead, but not in the sense we assume, but rather in the sense of a God of 
physical-ness and in the sense of a God of energy. 

Were Hegel and Nietzsche incorrect? Yes, Hegel and Nietzsche were incorrect. 
God/the whole, the summation of the abstraction of knowing exists as a 
conceptually reasonable, a conceptually understandable concept. 

The issue, however, is not whether Hegel and Nietzsche were 'correct' or 
'incorrect' but rather the issue is: Does Hegel's proposed metaphysical system 



142 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

represent the ultimate of metaphysical systems or does Hegel's proposed 
metaphysical system simply represent one of many metaphysical summits to be 
conquered. 

If Hegel's metaphysical system is the ultimate metaphysical system rather than 
simply being one of many metaphysical summits to be conquered, then 
metaphysics is dead and with the death of metaphysics comes the death of God. 

The death of metaphysics, via Hegel's proposed metaphysical system, represents 
the death of truth. Truth simply becomes what we perceive it to be. Metaphysics 
is the pursuit of truth and if there is no truth, other than what we perceive it to be, 
then there is no time, no matter, no energy, for by definition reality does not exist 
without the concept of truth 

Not only does reality not exist as we perceive it to be, it will not exist in the future 
for our new perception of reality will not exist as truth any more than our present 
perception of reality. 

What would the whole have to say regarding both Hegel's and Nietzsche's 
metaphysical perception? 

The whole/God: Nietzsche is dead and for that matter Hegel is also dead 

And so it is: Nietzsche is dead. 

But is Nietzsche anymore dead than God is dead? If God/the whole can die, 
Nietzsche/the subset of the whole can die. Likewise: If God/the whole cannot die, 
Nietzsche/the subset of the whole cannot die. 
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If we retain the perception that God/the whole has the final word, then in fact both 
God and Nietzsche are correct while just as surely both Nietzsche and God are 
wrong. 

How is this possible? It is possible because we have assigned our perception of 
death to God and thus humanized God. To better understand the error of such a 
perception let's break down this error of perception into its various aspects: 

1. Nietzsche was correct: God is dead. - God in a form of matter and/or 
energy. 

2. Nietzsche was incorrect: God is not dead. - God in a form of 
abstractual knowing. 

3. God is correct: Nietzsche is dead. - Nietzsche in a form of matter 
and/or energy 

4. God is incorrect: Nietzsche is not dead. - Nietzsche in a form of 
abstractual knowing. 

In terms of the whole picture/the whole itself only one aspect can be correct. The 
existence of any two or three forms of death occurring simultaneously as innate 
characteristics of the whole creates contradictions where contradictions should not 
exist. 

Using Hegel's process, we can begin an understanding as to the contradictions 
created if two or more of the statements are held to be correct: 

Thesis: Physical life/existence 

Synthesis: Abstractual existence 
► 

Antithesis: Physical death/non-existence 
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The thesis, antithesis, synthesis process leads us to the new metaphysical 
perception: 

Multiplicity 

Thesis: the individual: subsets of the whole 

Nothingness 

being: action/process/reality 



Singularity 
Antithesis: God: the whole 




Or simply the individual acting within God 
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Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 
Introduction 

Does 'nothingness' exist? Presently nothingness exists as the antithesis of the 
thesis of existence. 



Antithesis: Nothingness 
Synthesis: ???? 

Where then does the study of the void of existence emerge? The study of 
nothingness becomes indirectly the study of the thesis: existence. Hegel's process 
of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis can lead us to an understanding regarding 
metaphysics, can lead us to the understanding regarding 'beyond' the physical. 

Hegel and Open Metaphysical Systems: 
Open System 



Thesis: 



Existence 



Closed System 



Thesis 




Both 



Synthesis 



Antithesis 
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Rather than examine this specific schematic, we will continue implementing the 
process thesis, antithesis, and synthesis until it leads us to less acknowledged but 
fundamentally significant metaphysical consequences. 

Since matter and energy are both the open and closed forms of metaphysical 
systems: 

Matter 



Thesis 



Anti-Matter 



Antithesis 



Leads to: 



Matter 



Thesis 



Anti-Matter 




Antithesis 
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It should be noted here that we know of both matter and anti-matter and we know 
the two, when they come into contact one with the other, produce energy. This 
leads to the possibility: 



Energy 




Antithesis 



It should be noted here that we know of energy but we do not know of anti-energy 
and this is where metaphysics vaults ahead of science and regains its appropriate 
position of being 'ahead' of science in the learning curve versus 'following' 
science. 

The graphics address the relationship, which exists between metaphysics and 
science. 

What of the relationship, which exists between metaphysics to metaphysics. If we 
apply Hegel's process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis to metaphysics itself, 
metaphysics begins to resolve its own problem. 

Where does the metaphysical unknown emerge? 
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Energy 



Thesis 



Anti-Energy 



Antithesis 



Nothingness 



Synthesis 



Suggests several possibilities: 



First: 



Nothing 



Thesis 



Something 




Antithesis 



Second: 



Abstraction 



Thesis 



Nothing 




Antithesis 
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Third: 



Something 



Abstraction 



Thesis 




Nothing 



Synthesis 



Antithesis 



Now what is 'something'? 'Something' is not matter and energy. Actually 
'something' is matter, energy, space, and time for space and time are innate 
characteristics of matter and energy. Matter and energy are innate characteristics 
of space and time. Be that as it may the study of matter and energy necessitates 
the study of space and time and likewise the study of space and time necessities 
the study of matter and energy. 

What is it this obsession with thesis, antithesis, and syntheses offers metaphysics? 
Thesis, antithesis, synthesis 

Thesis and antithesis does not lead to synthesis through the exclusion of thesis 
and antithesis but rather synthesis emerges as a process of blending the two if in 
fact one has the correct antithesis of the thesis. The rejection of either the thesis or 
the antithesis in the development of the synthesis becomes a necessity only if the 
antithesis is not the antithesis of the stated thesis. 
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The process of developing the synthesis from the identified thesis/antithesis 
relationship can lead us to a greatly advanced understanding regarding two 
'locations' generated by the metaphysical system of the individual acting within 
God as opposed to one location generated by a closed metaphysical system and on 
location generated by an open metaphysical location. The two locations generated 
by the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God are: the realm of 
physical reality and the realm of abstractual Reality. 

The process of 'learning' acquired through the tool of thesis, antithesis, and 
synthesis can best be maximized if one understands the structure of such a 
process. What must be recognized in understanding the process is that the process 
is not simply linear in nature: 

Thesis leads to Antithesis leads to Synthesis 

• * 



Rather the process is linear in a tri-linear fashion. A tri-linear process produces a 
simultaneous existence of the two, thesis and antithesis, rather than an elimination 
of the two in favor of a new perception identified as the synthesis. The process of 
a tri-linear product of thesis and antithesis results in a form separation through 
inclusion versus separation through exclusion: 
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Thesis 




Antithesis 

A tri-linear process establishes a synthesis, which retains both the 'thesis and 
antithesis'; in such a manner that both remain in existence separated one from the 
other yet each remains independently dependent one upon the other. This 
independent dependency creates a synthesis incorporating a dynamic/active 
existence of thesis and antithesis versus our previous perception of a synthesis 
incorporating a 'static'/passive existence of thesis and antithesis. A 
dynamic/active existence of thesis and antithesis in turn creates a dynamic/active 
interaction of elements/parts within the whole as well as creating a 
dynamic/active interaction of elements/parts of the whole to the whole and the 
whole to its elements/parts. 

With this in mind we can re-explore the implications of this process Hegel 
developed in terms of its significance specifically to: Zeno and Seamlessness, 
Aristotle and Cartesianism, Boethius and Free Will, Copernicus and Centricism, 
Leibniz and Theodicy, Kant and Active Observation, and finally Hegel and Open 
Metaphysical Systems. 
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Zeno and Seamlessness: 



Seamlessness 



Thesis 



Multiplicity 



Antithesis 



Aristotle and Cartesianism: 



Cartesian 



Thesis 



Non-Cartesian 



Antithesis 



Boethius and Free Will: 



Free Will 



Both 
Synthesis 



Both 
Synthesis 



Thesis 



Divine Foreknowledge 




Both 
Synthesis 



Antithesis 
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Copernicus and Centricism: 



Centricism 




Antithesis 
Leibniz and Theodicy: 
Evil 



Thesis 



Good 




Antithesis 



Kant and Active Observation: 



Active Observation 




Antithesis 



154 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Hegel and Open Metaphysical Systems: 



Both 

► 

Synthesis 



Antithesis 

Each of the seven graphics are discussed in detail in within their own tractate 
sequentially listed as Tractates 1 - 7 of this series. 

Synthesis evolves not as a means of splitting the differences between thesis and 
antithesis. Synthesis evolves as an integration of thesis and antithesis as an 
independent form of dependency. Hegel emphatically rejected the concept of 
discarding past philosophical perceptions in favor of new perceptions. Instead 
Hegel strongly adhered to the concept of retaining past metaphysical perceptions 
and building them into a more comprehensive model through the process of 
thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. 9 

Hegel's preferred process of developing new metaphysical systems based upon 
the integration of what we presently had established is best described as 
separation of perceptions through the process of inclusion. Hegel's predecessors' 
often preferred to discard the old and replacing the old with the new. The process 
of replacing the old with the new is best described as separation of perceptions 
through the process of exclusion versus Hegel's process of separation through 
inclusion. 



Open System 



Thesis 



Closed System 
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What then can be said of 'open' versus 'closed' systems? It can be said that the 
open system and the closed system both exist independently one from the other 
yet dependently one upon the other through a process of inclusion as opposed to 
separation through exclusion. It can be said both the open and closed 
metaphysical systems exist independently one from the other. It can be said both 
systems exist dependently one upon the other and both exist as dominant 
characteristics of one over the other in separate locations where one is real when 
the other appears to be an 'illusion' 

Such a perception becomes: When one is 'in' the first, the first is 'real' the other 
is a 'real' illusion but should one be transposed 'into' the second, be transposed 
into the 'real' illusion then the 'real' illusion becomes what is 'real' while the 
previously perceived 'real' then becomes the 'real' illusion. But which then is 
real? Both are real. It is only 'an appearance' that one is an illusion and that is 
why the term 'illusion' is not used and the term 'real illusion' is used to describe 
the situation. 

It would seem that such a concept is more than worthy of our exploration, but we 
have already examined such a concept within Tractate 1: Zeno and Seamlessness 
and Tractate 2: Aristotle and Cartesian Systems 

In terms of Hegel's development of metaphysics we find metaphysics to have 
potentially advanced, through the aid of thesis and antithesis, to the new 
synthesis: 

The thesis: The system has a foundation 

The antithesis: The system is foundationless 
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The new synthesis: The system is the simultaneous fusion of a 
foundation-based subsystem operating 

independently of a foundationless-based whole 
where the subsystem and whole depend upon each 
other for their very existence as unique independent 
entities. 

Hegel, Nietzsche, and God are all wrong 

We find ourselves revisiting a previous section within this tractate: God becomes 
a redundancy. 

We now find a resolution to the two conflicting Western metaphysical systems to 
be: 

Post Hegel: 

'It is the business of philosophy not to resolve a contradiction by 
means of a mathematics or logic discovery but to get a clear view of 
the state of . . . affairs before the contradiction is resolved. (And this 
does not mean that one is side stepping a difficulty.) 10 

A non-Cartesian system incorporating subsets of the Cartesian: the individual 
acting within God: 

1. An open system incorporating subsets of a closed system 
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2. A system with no beginning incorporating subsets of systems 
with beginnings 

3. A system in an active state of permanent equilibrium 

1. An open system incorporating subsets of a closed system: The 
metaphysical system, the individual acting within God, follows the logic: 
'What is' is but will not be what it is from another point of perspective. As 
such the perception of reality is 'what is' as well as 'what could be' 
becoming. In, the individual acting within God, model, the whole is, in 
essence, active. Unlike the Aristotelian and the Hegelian models, if the 
universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, nothingness would not 
be all that remained. This leads to the concept that the 'creator' of the 
universe is not necessarily, but could be, 'within' the universe, 'is' not 
simply the universe for there is more to the whole than just what lies 
'within' the universe. This is a panentheistic approach versus the 
pantheistic approach. Panentheism as opposed to pantheism takes the 
approach: If the universe, the physical, dissolved into nothingness, 
nothingness may remain but this nothingness would be 'located' 'within' 
the creator, and thus the 'creator', the whole', would remain the creator. 
The whole is no longer reducible to 'nothingness' 

2. a system with no beginning incorporating subsets of systems with 
beginnings: The system, the individual acting within God, conceives of no 
beginning to the whole within which the universe exists. The system does 
not ignore the concept of: What if the physical dissolved? What would 
remain? Such questions are not considered to be senseless questions 
within such a system for the concept of nothing has the potential to exist 
within such a system. Not only does nothingness have the potential to 
exist within such a system but nothingness has a defined function, has a 
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defined purpose within such a system. The dramatic effect of such a 
perception is: If the least of the sub-elements of the whole, nothingness, 
has the potential of purpose, so to do all the other sub-elements. And what 
of humanity and the individual? Humanity as well as the individual are no 
less a sub-element of the whole than is the least of the many forms of sub- 
elements. 

3. a system in an active state of permanent equilibrium: The system, the 
individual acting within God, is reducible to no single '1 st truth' but rather 
is reducible to the three 1 st truths: singularity - the whole, multiplicity - 
individuality, the universe - action, process/reality and perhaps but not 
necessarily, nothingness. As such, the individual acting within God model 
is perceived as 'containing' three absolute truths. Such a system being 
reducible to three 1 st truths no longer finds only a singleton 1 st truth 
remains once the system is completely reduced to its simplest state. The 
multiple 1 st truths become the T'/you, the universe, and the whole. As 
such the remaining multiple 1 st truths, multiplicity, singularity, and 
nothingness, have much left with which to form interactions should the 
universe dissolve into nothingness. Thus once reduced to themselves, 1 st 
truths now has a mechanism to remain in an active state of change be it 
'growth' or 'decay' depending upon the action of the sub-elements, as 
opposed to existing in a permanent state of equilibrium/existing in a 
passive state of existence 

With the maturing of Western metaphysics through the merging of the two 
seemingly irresolvable metaphysical perceptions of Cartesianism and non- 
Cartesianism, the rift separating humanity reverses its direction and begins to 
close. The West begins to approach Eastern thinking and Eastern thinking appears 
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to approach Western thinking. All the while Eastern and Western thinking find 
themselves able to retain their unique form of thinking. 

You are that of which you are a part 

If you are immersed in the universe, immersed within the physical, then you are 
the physical; you are composed of matter and energy. 

If the universe is immersed within 'nothingness' then you, being immersed within 
the universe which in turn is immersed within 'nothingness', interprets into your 
being nothingness. 

So how do we readjust our perceptions of ourselves? We reexamine what it is we 
find to be rational in terms of just what it is we are a part, readjust what it is we 
find to be rational in terms of what it is the universe is a part. 

This is the realm of metaphysics, meta - beyond, physics - the physical. 
Whatever it is we perceive it is the universe as being a part so it is we define 
ourselves. 

There are two words critical to such a discussion. One word is a noun the other is 
a verb. This is as it should be for a noun and a verb have the potential to make a 
complete statement, have the potential to make a rational statement, have the 
potential to make a statement, which we as rational beings can understand to have 
meaning. Two nouns alone or two verbs alone cannot accomplish such a task. 

The two critical terms are forms of the same word yet one represents the object 
and the other represents the action: 
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1. Knowing: noun/object 

2. Knowing: verb/action 

Knowing, the noun is an object of abstraction. If knowing, the noun, is non- 
existent, then the field of philosophy and all its related fields of study are 
nonexistent. The related fields do not include just the present day sub-components 
of philosophy such as epistemology, constructivism, metaphysics, and nihilism. 

Without knowing, the noun, all fields of science, our means of making statements 
of truth through observation, and all fields of religion, our means of making 
statements of truth through faith, would also be nonexistent. 

Without knowing, the noun, there would be nothing for knowing, the verb, to 
know. 

Knowing, the noun, is not a form of substance composed of matter, nor is 
knowing, the noun, a form of substance composed of energy. Knowing is a form 
of what is identified as abstraction. 

Understanding abstraction creates a new 'substance' within which our universe 
has the potential of being immersed/a part. 

In essence it is possible we are contained within the universe, which is contained 
within abstraction, thus we, being what it is we find ourselves immersed within, 
would be contained within abstraction. 

If the two exist then which is it: 

1 . Knowing (the noun) knowing (the verb). 
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or 

2. Knowing (the verb) knowing (the noun). 



Does it matter? Actually: Yes it does matter and no it doesn't matter. Perceptually 
it matters to those who perceive of themselves as nouns/objects but such a 
perception is simply a product of our environment, a product of how it is we have 
been taught to think of ourselves. 



To be knowing, the verb, is in essence no different than to be knowing, the noun, 
when one perceives the fabric within which universes are immersed is awareness, 
knowing, the verb. 

The question becomes are knowing/noun and knowing/action elements of time? 
There are in essence two forms of time, physical time and abstractual time. 
Historically such understanding developed as follows: 



Aristotle: Thesis 




The whole 



The individual sub-element 
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Kant/Hegel/Nietzsche: Antithesis 




The whole 



The individual sub-element 



The new metaphysical perception: Synthesis 



The whole of abstractual 
reality 



Abstractual 
Time 




The whole of physical 
reality 



The individual sub-element 
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In terms of knowing the diagram becomes: 

The whole of abstractual reality 
'Knowing' (n.) knowing (vb.) 



Abstractual Time* 




The whole of physical 
reality 

knowing (vb) 



The individual sub-element 
Of 

'Knowing' (n.) knowing (vb.) 
or 

'knowing' (n.) knowing (vb.) 



Taken as a total graphic the descriptive phrase becomes: 



'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' 



or 



'being' being 'Being' 



or 
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symbiotic panentheism.. 

Time if linear, started from the beginning and moves outward. Time being linear 
does not mean time need be one-dimensional: 




The graphic shows time to be bounded by the concept of beginning for beginning 
leads to the concept 'end'. On the other hand, the graphic suggests time is not 
bounded since the arrows point outward. Regardless of the indication of infinity 
demonstrated by the arrowhead, time remains bound by time's point of 
origination/the beginning. 
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In terms of the outer fringes of time, the graphic appears to become an ever 
extending outer boundary but a boundary nevertheless. The concept of an ever- 
extending outer boundary can better be understood with the graphic: 
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What if time is spiral, circular, or mobia rather than linear? If time is curved in 
any fashion then not only do the point of origination and the elusive expanding 
endpoints of time act as boundaries of time but the very existence of curvature 
acts as a boundary of time. 
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In essence time is bounded by the very fact we can conceiver of it. Time is 
bounded by the fact it is a function of matter and energy. 

Things of which we can conceive or will ever be able to conceive are things that 
are bounded. Things of which we never conceive are what remain unbounded. 
Some would say we can conceive of God therefore God must be bounded, 
limited, and Cartesian. A Cartesian/bounded God would be the case if God were 
defined as that which we can conceive combined with that which we will 
someday be able to conceiver. However, our definition of God must expand to 
include not only what we can conceive and will in the future be able to conceive 
but also include everything of which we will never be able to conceive. In essence 
we are a 'part' . We are not the whole. 

Concepts beyond our ability to ever conceive appear to reach into existences 
disassociated from time 

Time may be endless but that doesn't mean it is not bounded. 
What lies outside time or inversely (as opposed to conversely) inside time, should 
time have been created, as an inverse function of a timeless existence, exists for 
we can conceive of time. 

What of the universe? If the universe exists 'within' a location of timelessness, 
would the universe not then be an illusionary entity? Absolutely. In terms of the 
whole picture the universe simply separates the two forms of being, the 
individual/the sub-element and God/the whole. The universe acts as the means by 
which the greater God, the summation of 'beings' can grow, thrive, live. 

The metaphysical system generated through the merging of the Aristotelian and 
Kant/Hegelian systems may not seem to be a significantly important concept but 
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when examined closely it becomes obvious that the foundation of action, 
perceptions, change immensely with such a new metaphysical perception. The 
new perceptions establish a new perception of God. The new perception of the 
whole, of God, could not occur without the termination/death of the old form of 
God. The new metaphysical system establishes a new perception of existence 
where humanity now becomes contained within, a piece of God, a significant 
aspect of the whole/God as opposed to our previous variety of perceptions. 

The whole does change 

Nietzsche may well have been correct in stating: God is dead. But Nietzsche 
didn't understand that death of one form of God only occurs when we are ready to 
make a quantum leap regarding the boundaries of our travels and experiencing. 11 

So what is the boundary? 

The whole 




We don't 'know' what the whole is but for now we will say the whole is the 
whole. 
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To this we can add a perceptual understanding of the whole: 



The whole 



What is 




To this we can add a second perceptual understanding: 



The whole 



What is 




Everything 
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The graphic helps us understand where it is nothingness belongs within this 
schematic: 

The whole 



What is 




There is no existence, which lies beyond the whole. Since there is no 'beyond' the 
whole, the diagram has no meaning in terms of either reason or in terms of 
rationality, and therefore the graphic should be: 
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The whole 



Nothing 



What is 




Everything 



In such a model, what becomes of abstractual knowing? Knowing is disconnected 
from matter and energy and as such it is timeless. An 'abstractual creator' as a 
form of abstraction/awareness may or may not be unable to directly affect matter 
and energy. An abstractual creator may or may not need to affect matter and 
energy through awareness within the physical and energy limits of form. 

An idea could potentially be planted or directly carried into the universe via 
abstractual existence of awareness. Such implantation could potentially be 
exemplified through such entities of awareness as Mohammad, Buddha, Christ, 
etc. The means of 'implanting' could have potentially been accomplished through 
direct implantation or through a process such as 'waiting upon' or meditation. 
Biblically it might be suggested Moses 'waited upon' a message. 
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The point is: Abstractual concepts could potentially move from what lies 'outside' 
'into' everything. If it is conceivable for abstractual concepts to flow 'inward', 
then it would be conceivable for abstractual concepts flow 'outward', thus 
creating a multidirectional flow of abstractual concepts. 

In essence, the question being asked is: What happens to potentiality? What is 
being suggested by the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting 
within God is that potentiality is gained but not gained in a format of cause and 
effect upon the whole. The sequencing process of cause and effect would factor 
into the equation as an element of time being imposed upon the timelessness of 
the whole. Potentiality is gained in a form of timelessness wherein time is an 
element of the multiplicity of individuality/unique entities just as Hegel 
suggested. 

Not forgetting Aristotle, we must add that these multiple elements of 
individuality/unique entities containing time would have gained perceptions of 
time by passing through time itself. 

Thus Aristotle and Hegel both retain their status within the new metaphysical 
perception. The result of both Aristotle and Hegel retaining their statues in effect 
accomplishes Hegel's intuitive sense that metaphysics is to enfold what we have 
learned regarding past metaphysical studies with what it is we learn in present day 
metaphysics as opposed to discarding the past metaphysical perceptions and 
replacing it with present day metaphysical perceptions. 

With the addition of potentiality, our graphic becomes: 
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The whole 



Potentiality: 
What could be 



What is 




Everything 



The graphic is beginning to take on the appearance of the new metaphysical 
perception: 
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the individual acting within 



What is 



Everything 



God: The whole 



being: action, 
process/reality 



Nothing 




Potentiality: 
What could be 



the individual: 

TnHivirhinlitv 



In other words, potentiality becomes contained within the whole just as 
nothingness becomes contained within the whole. 

The graphic in its most basic form simply becomes: 



the individual acting within 
God 




God: The whole 



being: action, process/reality 



the individual: 
Individuality 
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Socially and ethically the implications are that we can make of the whole what it 
is we wish to make of the whole. The problem created by such a metaphysical 
system is that the system implies we have a great deal of responsibility to the 
system as opposed to just existing within the system with few or no 
responsibilities. 

Metaphysically the implication is that a system exists which 'is' and thus the 
whole of the systems does not change since 'it is' but simultaneously the system 
contains potentiality and thus can exist in an unchangeable form while 
simultaneously incorporating change. 

Before the introduction of this new metaphysical system, such a changing 
changeless system would have appeared to be contradictory and thus paradoxical. 
With the detailed introduction of the new metaphysical system, however, the 
statement becomes neither contradictory nor paradoxical nor apparently 
paradoxical. 

The inclusion of potentiality creates an awareness by the 'viewer/awareness, be it 
the whole or the sub-element/multiplicity of individuality, regarding all possible 
permutations and combinations of patterns available to itself. The permutations 
available to the whole begin with '0' and end with 'what is' as opposed to ending 
with 'what could be' generated by the active action of free will for what 'could 
be' is not yet. 

What happens to potentiality? 

Potentiality becomes contained within the whole. 
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What happens to nothingness? 

Nothingness becomes contained within the whole. 

Expanding Knowing 

Phenomenology - Lambert 1764 - That which appears - based upon four theories 

1 . Appearance - Language 

2. Truth -What is 

3. Logic - Language 

4. Semantics - Language 

Items numbered 1, 3, and 4 are used to communicate what truth is (item number 
2). 

Phenomenology has moved into the realm of defining 'that which is apparent' to 
mean 'that which is measurable' . But truth cannot be measured only appearances 
can be measured. As such phenomenology has moved down a dead end road and 
philosophers, the originators of present day philosophy, have followed the road 
and have bent their heads in supplication to Hegel as he professed: 'Metaphysics 
is dead' . 

What then becomes of us? We, the rest of humanity have thus been sentenced by 
philosophers to mortality, sentenced to life and all the word 'life' implies - love, 
beauty, hope, as well as their symmetrical components - hate, violence, and 
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despair. At first glance the sentence does not appear to be extreme until one 
examines the finality the concept of mortality implies. Mortality includes the final 
stroke following life. Mortality includes the pure and simple final stroke of 
absolute death. 

Conclusion 

The following diagram led into Hegel: 




: Perfection exists - Leibniz 

: The Omni-s - Leibniz 

• 5. Omnipresence 

• 6. Omnipotence 
: 7. Omniscience 

: 8. Omni benevolence 

i ???????????? - Hegel 
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Now becomes: 



the individual acting within 
God 

















^ \ 


God: The whole 




being: action, process/reality 




the individual: 
Individuality 



This new metaphysical system helps us to understand that there are things 
humankind can never know/experience for they belong to two realms: 

1. the realm of 'what is' which lies 'beyond' the realm emerging from the 
physical 

and 

2. the realm of potentiality, the realm of 'what could be' . 

Where then do things we can never understand lie? Things we can never 
understand lie in the region beyond the confines of infinite time and space. Things 
we can never understand lie in the confines of other realities whose very fabric of 
existence does not incorporate the concept of time and space being the innate 
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characteristic of existence itself. 'Unknowable things' lie beyond our realm of 
existence. 

This is not to say we will never be contained within such an existence should such 
an existence incorporates 'knowing'. Our knowing being timeless and 
independent of space will eventually become contained within total knowing and 
our knowing will become contained within an existence we call 'total' knowing. 

And what of 'what could be'? We will never know 'what could be' for 'what 
could be' is not and how is one to experience what is not unless one converts 
'what could be' into being 'what is'. It is through the action of free will that we 
are able to dream of 'what could be' and convert such dreams into the reality of 
'what is' in order that we can experience newness. The benefactors of such action 
become ourselves and those that follow such actions. 

It is when we leave a reality of time and space that our timeless/spaceless 
knowing will have the capacity to know what aspects of 'could be' we have or 
haven't implemented under the actions of free will. It is when we leave a reality 
of time and space that out timeless/spaceless knowing will have the capacity to 
know the 'could have been' which never became 'what is' because we did not 
implement our innate characteristic of free will to initiate the potentiality of 
change/newness/growth. 

We now understand that 

Hegel is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward 
regarding the 'system' being composed of multiplicity to the system being 
composed simultaneously of multiplicity and singularity. As such, 
multiplicity and singularity - with the help of Hegel - now have a location 
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within which each dominates. And now, the understanding regarding the 
role of multiplicity and singularity as well as the understanding regarding 
the interrelationship between multiplicity and singularity, no longer 
remain in a state of confusion. Even more interestingly, the existence of 
such an interrelationship is not only recognized, as a significant aspect of 
the 'larger' system but it is now understood how multiplicity and 
singularity interact one with the other. 



1 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 1, 1993. 

2 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 2, 1993. 

3 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 2, 1993. 

4 Clarification: The section on Nietzsche doesn't accurately reflect why he made the claim that 
"God is dead". He was making a social observation about the decline of Church authority. The 
Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy states it this way: "What Nietzsche called "the death of God" 
was both a cultural event - the waning and impending demise of the "Christian-moral" 
interpretation of life and the world - and also a philosophical development: the abandonment of 
anything like the God-hypothesis. As a cultural event it was a phenomenon to be reckoned with, 
and a source of profound concern, for he feared a "nihilistic rebound" in its wake, and worried 
about the consequences for human life and culture if no countermovement to it were 
forthcoming." Response: I agree and it is the philosophical development, which this tractate 
addresses. The philosophical development reduces, through the tool of Husserl's reductionism and 
Ockham's razor, to the fundamental understanding of Nietzsche's metaphysical system itself. If in 
fact God does not exist in the form of matter and if God does not exist in the form of energy and if 
there is 'nothing' beyond the realm of the physical, then there is no meta (beyond) physics (the 
physical) and God becomes the universe pure and simple. The result of eliminating metaphysics is 
the establishment of pantheism as opposed to panentheism. The result of eliminating metaphysics 
is the elimination of existence itself for existence is then to be found 'within' the physical and 
'nothing/nothingness' is to be found 'outside' the physical. The result of applying Ockham's razor 
and Husserl's reductionism to such an understanding is the dissolving of the physical leaving 
nothing, leaving nothingness in its wake. Thus nihilism becomes the logical, the only rational 
product left existing once Ockham's razor and Husserl's reductionism have ruthlessly been 
applied to reality. As to the consequences for human life and culture if no countermovement were 
forthcoming, Nietzsche had every right to be concerned with such consequences. It is true 
religions have had their negative impact but it is also true that religions have had their positive 
impact upon human life and human culture. To remove the positive while leaving the negative 
intact could have grave consequences for humanity as well as for other rational thinking life forms 
humanity may encounter as it reaches out to explore the heavens. 

5 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, 1996, p302 

6 Clarification: Nietzsche did propose, but not in a very systematic way, a response to the "God 
hypothesis". Remember though that many philosophers don't consider Nietzsche to be a real 
philosopher because of how he approached philosophical questions. His methodology and 
procedures were radically different than those prevalent in philosophy in general. He tended to use 
aphorisms to express his ideas rather than a step by step explanation of his position. Your 
comment that "Nietzsche simple proclaimed God to be dead and left it at that" is not an accurate 
representation of his position. Response: Quite the contrary 'the death of God' 'is' exactly the 
extent of Nietzsche's proposed metaphysical advancements for humanity. In terms of the less 
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renowned concept of 'eternal recurrence': The concept of 'eternal recurrence' was not original to 
Nietzsche nor for that matter was the concept of atheism original to Nietzsche. It was, however, 
Nietzsche who so lucidly expressed the concept of atheism through his unique philosophical 
aphoristic style that became the catch phrase for all atheists - God is dead. The confirmation of 
such perceptions regarding Nietzsche is best described within the work: The Cambridge 
Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, 1995, Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm, pp 534 - 355: 
In speaking of the death of God, Nietzsche had in mind not only the abandonment 
of the God-hypothesis (which he considered to be utterly "unworthy of belief " 
owing its invention and appeal entirely to naivete', error, all-too-human need, and 
ulterior motivation), but also the demise of all metaphysical substitutes for it. He 
likewise criticized and rejected the related postulations of substantial "souls" and 
self-contained "things, " taking both notions to be ontological fictions merely 
reflecting our artificial (though convenient) linguistic-conceptual shorthand for 
functionally unitary products, process, and sets of relations. In place of this cluster 
of traditional forces, he conceived the world in terms of interplay of forces without 
any inherent structure or final end. 
In addition, if in fact Nietzsche did propose any other response to the 'God hypothesis' other than 
the quasi-metaphysical system of 'eternal recurrence' concept it is quite impossible to address 
such additional alternative 'God hypothesis' unless the alternative response Nietzsche proposed is 
elucidated. 

7 Question: Why should the death of God mean the death of truth? Why couldn't truth exist in a 
Godless universe? Answer: See footnote #12 

8 You imply that the statement "God is dead" derives from human vanity. Question: Why should 
humankind be subservient to a God? Answer: That is just the point: Humankind need not be 
'subservient' to a God. Present day metaphysical systems, with the exception of the individual 
acting within God, however, leave no other logical choice than for humankind to be subservient to 
a God because the most commonly accepted metaphysical system, the Aristotelian system, 
established a natural emergence of a system of hierarchy, a form of animalistic caste applied to 
humankind and God where God occupies the highest station within the hierarchy due to God being 
the 'creator', the initiator of the system itself, and due to God being omnipresent, omnipotent, and 
omnipresent. Humankind is then perceived by itself to occupy the second highest level within the 
hierarchy due to humankind being not only a 'creation of but the only perceived 'rational 
thinking' element found to exist 'below' the highest level element found within the hierarchy/caste 
system, namely God. 

9 Tom Rockmore, Before and After Hegel, University of California Press, p. 2, 1993. 

10 Paul Strathern, Wittgenstein in 90 Minutes, St. Edmunsbury Press, 1996 

11 Clarification: Nietzsche worried about the "nihilism" that would exist after the decline of 
Church authority. There was a vacuum that he felt science couldn't fill. As such "...he feared a 
"nihilistic rebound" in its wake, and worried about the consequences for human life and culture if 
no countermovement to it were forthcoming." Rather than moving from one certainty to another, 
humankind went from one "certainty" to "ambiguity". Response: Moving from 'one certainty to 
another' is nothing less than moving from one truth to another truth for it is only truth which is 
certain and it is in the lack of truth where 'ambiguity' is found. In addition, Nietzsche should have 
been concerned about the impact his perceptions and aphorisms could have. The understanding 
regarding the impact is perhaps best described by the work: The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 
Macmillan, Inc., 1967, Volumes 5 & 6, Nihilism - Meaninglessness of Life, p 516: 

Passing to the second meaning of the term "nihilism ", we find that the pertinent 
questions are less logically or technically philosophical than psychological or 
sociological. There are two questions here, corresponding to the two forms of 
antinihilism. Is it true that a loss of faith in God or cosmic purposes produces a 
sense of despair over the emptiness and triviality of life, consequently stimulating 
selfishness and callousness? Is it true that industrialization and conformist social 
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pressures have trivialized life in a similar way, causing us to adopt an attitude of 
ironic detachment? A negative answer to these questions would appear to fly in 
the face of most contemporary social criticism and analysis as well as the 
testimony of most contemporary literature. 
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The error: The paradox of 'time and space' 

The perception: Einstein moves our perceptual understanding regarding the Kant/Hegel system 
being filled with 'timelessness and spacelessness' back into the system being filled with time and 
space. As such, 'time and space', with the help of Einstein, once again have a location within 
which they can be found. However, the understanding regarding the role of 'time and space' and 
the role of 'timelessness and spacelessness', as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'time and space' and 'timelessness and spacelessness' not only remain in 
a state of confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not 
recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Tractate 8 

Einstein - The Error of 
A System Built Upon Time and Space 

Part I: The paradox of 'i' 
Introduction 

Newton, Einstein, and 'i' are the key to understanding how it is we get from the location of 'here' 
to the location of 'there' and the key to understanding how it is we metaphysically go from 
understanding the direct proportional interrelationship of time and distance to understanding the 
interrelationship of inverse time being directly proportional to the inverse of distance and then 
proceed to metaphysically understanding the concept of squaring such interrelationships. In 
essence, this tractate examines the very relationship of time and distance whether it is in a form of 
direct proportionality, a form of inverse proportionality, a form of time multiplied by time, or a 
form of space multiplied by space. 

This is a process of stepping onto a surface of quicksand whose depth is indeterminable. The only 
tangible aspect of this tractate is an intuitive sense that the depth of this 'quicksand' will go well 
beyond Einstein and his concepts of relativity as it applies to metaphysical thought. 

This tractate, Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, is the most precarious departure from the past 
tractates found within the work The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. This 
tractate departs from the 'known' dilemmas/paradoxes of present day metaphysics into the realm 
of yet to be defined metaphysical paradoxes. 

To avoid such a journey, however, is to turn away from the true nature of metaphysics, which is to 
explore regions yet to be theoretically examined by science itself. To avoid addressing potentially 
hypothetical challenges, which a new metaphysical system may 'encounter', to avoid addressing 
potentially hypothetical dilemmas, which a new metaphysical system may 'suggest', is to show no 
confidence in the new system itself. To avoid the inevitable is in essence to shut down the very 
concept of what a new metaphysical system is required by its very nature to address. To shun 
examining the full implications of a new metaphysical system including its impact upon the 
theoretical is to shun the obligations of the most basic principles of metaphysics itself: 'To thine 
own self be true.' 

And why is the principle 'To thine own self be true.' so basic to metaphysics? Principles are so 
fundamentally basic to metaphysics because it is metaphysics, which deals with the most basic of 
principles, principles rooted in the purity of truth itself. 

So how are we to delve into such an immense project as attempting to understand the concept 
regarding: 

1. Metaphysically understanding the direct proportional interrelationship of time and 
distance. 

2. Metaphysically understanding the interrelationship of inverse time being directly 
proportional to inverse of distance. 

3. Metaphysically understanding the concept regarding the square of the 
interrelationships expressed in #1 and #2. 

To understand the complexity of direct, inverse, and square relationships of time and distance, we 
will focus upon mathematics and mathematics' fundamental explanation regarding the relationship 
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between time and distance. If I were a mathematician, the following concepts could be seriously 
considered for their mathematical soundness. Since I am not a mathematician, rather than the 
mathematical soundness of the arguments being the points to consider, one might better focus 
upon the metaphysical implications of what bits and pieces may emerge from the following 
examination of mathematics and what clues mathematics might conceivably provide metaphysics 
regarding an understanding of what lies outside the physical. 

Having established a defense for any irrationality which may emerge from the remainder of this 
tractate, let's explore where reason, fused with mathematics, might take us in regards to 
metaphysics as we attempt to resolve the puzzling state existing between Zeno's T, Newton's 'i', 
and Einstein's T. 

The new metaphysical perception which the individual acting within God creates regarding Zeno, 
Newton, Einstein, relativity, and the modern physics of quantum mechanics is an unusual one to 
say the least. Modern physics is immersed in the realm of the physical universe. This is as it 
should be. What should not be the case however is the perplexing abstractual state of existence 
within which modern mathematics (the language of physics) and physics find themselves existing. 
Mathematics and modern physics find themselves immersed within the realm of physicality with 
no sense of understanding the abstractual significance of the very physical reality they are 
examining. Mathematics and physics are in a state of abstractual confusion. 

This state of abstractual confusion was not 'created' by mathematics and physics but rather was 
created by the inability of metaphysics to break out of its state of uncertainty regarding the most 
fundamental of first truths: T am.' 'The universe is.' '1 st cause is.' This state of uncertainty 
regarding whether first truth is T am.', 'The universe is.', or '1 st cause is.', once logically hurdled 
will allow metaphysics to once again lay down a model which can act as a challenge, act as a 
guide towards which the energies of mathematics and physics may be directed. 

Until a theoretical goal is established by metaphysical ingenuity, mathematics and physics will 
have no beacon towards which they can advance. Without such a beacon, mathematics and physics 
will have no choice but to visualize each new advance as a step into the blackness of the 
unknowable which they find surrounding their reality of the physical. Each step will no doubt 
expand their horizons, expand the very limits of their presently existing physical universe but each 
expansion will find itself forever being followed by the question: Into 'what' did our expanding 
universe just expand? 

It is Hegel who points the way regarding an examination of the new metaphysical system, an open 
non-Cartesian Kantian abstractual system powered by a closed Cartesian Aristotelian physical 
system, the individual acting within God, symbiotic panentheism introduced by this work: The 
War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. It is this new metaphysical system, the 
individual acting within God which allows us to understand, in the metaphysical sense, the 
interrelationship between Newtonian physics and Einsteinian physics. 

If the new metaphysical system of the individual acting within God aids us in understanding the 
connection between metaphysical Newtonian physics and metaphysical Einsteinian physics, what 
then becomes of the 'i'. Is T a grammatical error? T is not a grammatical error. The 'i' is in fact, 
'i' not I. 

It is through the process of applying metaphysics to the concept of 'i' that we begin to understand 
theoretical metaphysics today as opposed to practical metaphysics and metaphysical engineering. 
It is through the process of following the trail the concept 'i' marks as it travels through the 
physics of Newton and then moves through the physics of Einstein that we gain an understanding 
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as to the metaphysical concepts Einstein's introduction of relativity has to offer us as a specie of 
rational, reasoning entities of individuality. 

So where do we begin? We begin by examining the most obvious aspect of our reality. We begin 
by examining what it is we find ourselves immersed within. We begin by examining the realm we 
call space. 

Dimensions 

The three most familiar aspects of space are the three dimensions: length, depth, and height. 



Depth 



Height 




t 

Length 

In a sense, dimensions are nonexistent unless 'something', for example: 'matter' and 'energy', are 
found within the dimensions themselves. Dimensions immerse themselves within matter and 
energy or one could say matter and energy immerse themselves within dimensions. 

There are such 'things' as zero dimensional objects: 'a' geometric point, emotions of love and 
hate, concepts of ethical and unethical, justice and injustice, knowledge . . . 

There are such 'things' as one-dimensional objects: lines, rays, line segments, open line 
segments ... 

There are such 'things' as two-dimensional objects: circles, squares, triangles, semi-circles, 
rectangles, rhombi, arcs, parabolas, hyperbolas, ellipses... 

There are such 'things' as three-dimensional objects: cubes, spheres, cones, square pyramids, 
Klein bottles, Mobia strips, dodecahedral objects. . . 

As we introduce more dimensions, we introduce more complexity. Interestingly enough as we 
introduce dimensions themselves as opposed to the lack of dimensions, we leave the concept of 
abstraction behind and begin entering the realm of the concrete. Now this process is fuzzy in the 
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beginning but it begins to come into focus as we move further and further into physical reality 
through the process of adding additional dimensions. 

The point is: Once we have left the concept of dimensions, zero dimensions; we begin leaving the 
realm of pure abstraction and entering the realm of the physical. This is not to say abstraction no 
longer exists. Once abstraction exists, how can abstractions ever be erased? 

Erasing a picture of a flower does not erase the concept of the flower nor does it erase a flower. 
Erasing a picture of a flower simple erases 'the' picture of the flower. The concrete item, the 
flower, and the abstract item, the concept of a flower, remain intact, unaffected by your action of 
erasing a picture of a flower. 

In fact, once the flower has been created, its concept, the abstract understanding of the flower can 
never be erased for it exists. The question becomes: Which came first the abstract or the physical 
existence of the flower? Simplified, the question becomes: Which came first, the abstract or the 
physical? Metaphysically we continue to come back to the question: Which came first the chicken 
or the egg. 

Darwinian biologists would say the egg came first. But Creationist biologists would say the 
chicken came first. Again and again the question becomes: Which came first the chicken or the 
egg? Metaphysically we are no further along than we ever were. 

Now I cannot speak for biologists or cosmologists, nor am I suggesting that once the question of 
which came first, the chicken or the egg, is resolved we will have resolved the question of which 
came first the abstract or the concrete. What I am suggesting is that we may be able to better 
understand the interrelationship between the concrete and abstract if we spend a little time with 
Newton, Einstein, and i. 

So now what? Now we need to get back on task and move to the next dimension, the fourth 
dimension. 

Most of us are familiar with four dimensions: length, width, height and time. 

It is within the four dimensions, length, width, height, and time that we find the comfort of our 
home, our environment, our planet, our universe. It is here we find the sense of belonging as we 
immerse ourselves in the company of our spouses, children, relatives, friends, coworkers, and 
fellow humans. 
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It is here we sleep, eat, reproduce, meditate, contemplate, and vegetate. 



Height 



Depth 




Time 



t 



Length 



Time cuts through our universe, immerses our universe within itself, and immerses itself within 
our universe. Time has been shown by Einstein to be a function of what it is we find within our 
universe, namely matter and energy. Some would speculate this is not the case. They would say 
matter and energy are a function of time. This debate is not the issue of this tractate, nor is the 
chicken and egg paradox the issue of this tractate. 

The issue of this tractate, Einstein and i, lies rather in the understanding the relationship of the 
chicken and the egg, understanding the relationship of time and matter/energy, understanding the 
relationship of the abstract and the concrete. 

So once again, where do we go from here? We need to enter the realm of the abstract. It will be a 
while before we come back to our home, the realm of the concrete, so if you are a homebody you 
may wish to skip this tractate for we will not be coming home for a long while. 

Goodbye concrete, Hello abstract 

Leaving the concrete is as simple as saying goodbye to the physical. If we say, Goodbye, to the 
concrete, the concrete no longer exists as a reality and we have no other choice but to accept the 
fact that we now exist 'within' the abstract. What of the concrete, is it gone? No, the concrete is no 
more 'gone' than the flower is 'gone' once we have erased the picture of the flower. The concrete 
still exists, the universe, our galaxy, our sun, our planet, our homes, our loved ones, our 
communities still exist, its just that they do not exist within our ability to physically experience 
them once we have 'left' them behind. 

Metaphysically the action of leaving the physical behind means we not only leave the physical but 
we leave the ability to take actions which 'create' new experiences, leave behind the ability to add 
'newness' to the whole. Being within the abstract does not mean we cannot experience what we 
have never before experienced for we can experience what it is others have experienced, we cam 
experience what it is we have generated in terms of having created ourselves as entities of unique 
knowing identified by our unique experiencing generated by our actions of free will applied within 
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the realm of the illusion we call the universe/physical reality. The complete details regarding the 
concept of growth of the abstract generated by the active action of free will operating freely within 
the realm of the physical is addressed in Tractates one through seven. 

The objective of this tractate, however, lies elsewhere. The objective of this tractate is to examine 
the metaphysical significance regarding the interrelationship between Newtonian physics and 
Einsteinian physics. 

It is because we have committed ourselves to examining concepts of abstract mathematics, 
because we have committed ourselves to examining what lies beyond the physical/concrete that 
we have labeled the physical as simply an illusion. 

The statement: 'Our universe is an illusion.' needs to be rephrased. It is much too uncomfortable a 
statement to make so pointedly. It is best for our specie that we not make the statement so 
pointedly since making the statement creates the impression that our universe, our experiences, 
and we ourselves are simply illusions. Creating the perception that the concrete is an illusion is not 
only threatening to our ability to go back into the concrete but creating the illusion that the 
concrete is an illusion suggests that once we have turned our backs upon the physical, the physical 
never existed and that goes against everything we believe, reason, observe, or thought we 
believed, reasoned, and observed. 

Once we have said goodbye to the physical, what are we to say then about our new perception of 
the concrete, which is now beyond our reach other than through abstractual perceptions of belief, 
observation, and reason. We must replace the concept of what was, our 'having' experienced the 
concrete, with the understanding that the concrete 'did' exist, 'does' exist and thus the concrete is 
not an illusion, but rather the concrete was a 'real' illusion, is a 'real' illusion. 

Redefining the physical to be a 'real' illusion as opposed to being simply an illusion helps us 
understand that once we leave the physical behind and step into the purity of abstraction, we will 
be able to return to the region we called our home,. Understanding the concept that the physical 
remains a location into which we can return may allow us to feel comfortable enough to stay 
within the purity of our new environment and examine this realm known as the abstract. 

Having established a life line back to the concrete, lets now begin examining our new 
environment, the abstract. 

From the point of view generated by the purity of abstraction, we can see various degrees of 
dimensions. We can see the lack of dimension, zero dimensions. From the point of view of the 
purity of the abstract, we can see that our universe is not wrapped 'within' four dimensions but in 
fact the four dimensions are more than four. Regardless of how many dimensions we are able to 
observe, we can see the multiple dimensions, wrap themselves 'around' that 'thing' called the 
universe, immerse themselves 'within' the universe, find the universe immersed 'within' them, 
immersed within dimensions, exist as just that, dimensions. 

As we look around most of you would drift towards the abstract concepts which personally 
interest you. Fortunately or unfortunately, you are with me, a theoretical metaphysician. As such 
you have no choice but to drift along with me as long as you continue to read this article. 

So what then is it I see? I see Einstein's abstract concept: E=mc(2) 

I see the c(2). I see c as being squared. I see c: the velocity of light. I see velocity as being an 
abstraction of distance and the abstraction of time. Furthermore, I see c(2) as being the velocity of 
light squared, as being the quotient of distance squared and time squared. 
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I see the abstract from the point of view of the abstract while at the same time I understanding my 
having experienced of the concrete while having been 'within' the concrete. I begin to sense a 
noncontradictory perception regarding the two, regarding the connection of the two, regarding the 
need of each for the other, of harmony, of brotherhood, cooperation, respect generated by the tool 
of separation through inclusion as applies to the two, the concrete and the abstract. 

However, I am jumping ahead of myself. I forgot for a moment that you are with me and I must go 
at a pace comfortable for you. 

So to begin again: What is it I see? I see a paradox. I see complexity ripe on the vine and waiting 
to be plucked. I see a situation awaiting the single application of Husserl's reductionism and 
Ockham's razor simultaneously. 

The purity of abstraction provides infinity to the infinite power of possibilities. To make such a 
vast choice of possibilities manageable, it would be best to examine the infinity to the infinity 
power of options by examining one concept within this realm of potential perception. The single 
option of our focus will be the concept of numbers as it applies to Newtonian and Einsteinian 
physics. 

Real Numbers 

Let's begin our examination of abstraction by examining the concept of Real numbers. The 
examination of Real numbers is best begun through the initiation of a discussion of Counting 
numbers. 



{ Counting Numbers } = { 1, 2, 3, . . . } The set of Counting Numbers is the set of numbers 
one, two, three, etc. into infinity. 




The Counting numbers begin with what is called a 'unit' number, a number of which all the rest 
are composed. For example the number two is simply one more than the number one. The number 
three is simply one more two ones 

This may not be of interest to most people, but to a theoretical metaphysician it is a truly exciting 
concept for it, in its simplicity, implies individuality, the individual is no 'little', useless, concept 
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to be discarded for the 'greater' good, the 'greater' idea. In fact the concept of individuality is the 
bases of all counting numbers, including infinity itself. 

Counting numbers lead to the concept of Whole numbers: 

{Whole Numbers) = {0, 1, 2, 3, ....} The set of Whole Numbers is the set of numbers 
zero, one, two, three, etc. into infinity. 

A new set evolves, or so it appears. 




Now why would the phrase be added: 'Or so it appears.' 

For one thing, nothing was added to the set of counting numbers. Let me say that again, nothing, 
literally nothing, was added to the set of Counting Numbers 

However, this appears to be the same set as the set of Counting Numbers. That's true. So 
somehow, we have to distinguish the difference between the two sets. Somehow, we have to 
'represent' nothingness being added to the set so that we can understand that 'nothingness' was 
not a part of the first set, the set of Counting Numbers but is part of the second set, the set of 
Whole Numbers. 

So to distinguish that nothing is the difference between the two sets lets use the symbol: 0. This 
will keep our drawings relatively simple. 
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Now we have: 




Actually you could have: 




Since 'nothing has been added. 

On the number line however, zero, nothing, shows up once and only once. 



00 



00 



What are the marks on the left of zero, on the left of nothing? We will come back to that very 
soon. In the mean time lets reconfigure the two dimensional diagram to better represent the one 
dimensional number line. 
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To reconfigure the two dimensional diagram, we need to develop a three dimensional tunnel 
within which we in essence could walk and observe the numbers which we pass as we walk 
through this tunnel. 

To avoid getting too complicated too soon lets go back to the set of counting numbers and 
construct the tunnel and then turn around and walk in the opposite direction through the tunnel. 

The Tunnel of abstraction 

Counting Numbers = { 1, 2, 3, . . . } 
Tunnel of Counting Numbers: 




Hmmmm, no the tunnel is going the wrong direction. We must revise this perception for we are 
individuals, we are the 'one' concept. We, each of us, is 'an' individual. Reversing the tunnel is 
not a difficult task. 

By reversing the concept of the tunnel of numbers we obtain: 
Counting Numbers = { 1, 2, 3, . . . } 
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Tunnel of Counting Numbers: 




Now we can proceed to the set of Whole Numbers. As we proceed to the tunnel of Whole 
Numbers, something very interesting develops. 

Whole Numbers = {0, 1, 2, 3, ... } 

Tunnel of Whole Numbers: 




Now 'one' becomes the entity of individuality, as such we must make a further revision to our 
tunnel of numbers. As we do so, we obtain: 

Whole Numbers = {0, 1, 2, 3, ... } 
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Tunnel of Whole Numbers: 




Where is zero? Where is nothingness? Nothingness does not exist in the realm of the physical. We, 
however, are no longer in the realm of the concrete. We are in the realm of pure abstraction. In the 
abstract realm, zero, nothingness does exist. As such, because we are in the realm of the abstract, 
we have the ability to understand that the idea of nothingness exists. We are able to understand for 
we ourselves are now located within the purity of abstraction. As such, we can now place zero 
within our graphic. 

In actuality, we have already placed zero, nothingness within our drawing, we just haven't labeled 
nothingness. To correct this oversight, lets redraw the graphic and include the label 'nothingness'. 

Whole Numbers = {0, 1, 2, 3 ... } 
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Tunnel of Whole Numbers: 



Nothingness 



Zero 




0 



Within this drawing zero appears to take up no 'space' for zero is simply a circle represented by 
the drawing of a circle and everyone knows lines have only one dimension. Lines do not have 
depth or width. This perception is correct. Even in abstraction zero, nothing, is nothing and this 
drawing implies zero is nothing, only a boundary where one begins, where individuality begins, 
and moves forward with the concept of multiple individuality. 

Expanding upon the concept of numbers and adding the concept of parts, pieces of the whole or 
what we call positive rational numbers such as 1/2 , 1 ¥2, 5%,.. ., we obtain: 

Positive Rational Numbers = {#'s > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are Whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 
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Tunnel of Positive Rational Numbers: 




At this point we are going to ignore the concepts of infinite 'largeness' and infinite 'smallness'. 
Instead we are simply going to consider the concept of size of infiniteness as being simply forms 
of infinity whose concept of infiniteness alone is what it is we wish to consider. By doing so we 
eliminate the complexity of + I/00 as compared to + oo/l. 

This graphic leads to the termination regarding ever-expanding concepts of numbers unless we do 
something regarding nothing. Is doing something about nothing a paradox? Doing something 
about nothing is only a paradox if we continue our past actions of thinking that nothing has no 
functionality. 

To eliminate the paradox of nothingness having no functionality while remaining what it is, 
nothing, we must revisit the concept of nothingness and continually remind ourselves that, within 
the realm of abstraction, all abstractions including nothingness have a function. The continual 
need to revisit the functionality of nothingness, leads one towards gaining an intuitive sense that 
nothingness is an important concept of abstraction. 

Reintroduction of nothingness into the graphic gives us: 

Positive Rational Numbers = {# > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are Whole 
numbers and where b ■£ 0 } 
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Tunnel of Positive Rational numbers now becomes: 



Zero 




Now what? 

Now we move into the abstract realm of the negative. The question becomes: Is this process of 
diagramming leading us anywhere? The diagrams are leading us to individuality, the individual. 
The diagrams are leading us to an understanding regarding the concept of nothingness itself. 
Lastly, the graphics may lead us to the very concept of the concrete, being - action, 
process/reality. 

To advance our understanding regarding our present perception of the 'real' illusion of physical 
reality we next need to deal with the concept of negativity. We need to examine the negative in 
relationship to the positive. 

This leads us to the concept of Rational numbers as opposed to positive Rational numbers. First 
however there is one more correction, which needs to take place. As the diagram presently exists, 
each unique number blends with another. Each number can only be diagramed as a number 
because of the circle we have drawn 'between' them. For example we can see the number one is 
separate from the number two because it has a boundary, the circle. 

However, a physical boundary takes up 'space', takes up 'distance', and as we shall see, takes up 
'time', takes in time, and incorporates time. 
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The tractate regarding Zeno showed us there is another alternative to concrete distance. There is a 
concept of abstract distance, which in effect takes up no 'space' for it is abstraction. Zeno showed 
us distance has two aspects to it. Distance has the aspect of physical ness and the aspect of 
abstraction. Both are real. One is reality when one is immersed within it. From this viewpoint the 
other becomes a real illusion, but does not 'go away', does not become unimportant, does not 
become 'just' an illusion. One can erase the picture of a flower but the flower remains and the 
concept of the flower remains as well. Both are real and both remain. Which, the flower itself or 
the concept of the flower itself, is 'real' is not the question for they are both 'real'. One is 'real' 
when the other is a 'real illusion' and the 'real illusion' becomes what is 'real' when the 'real' 
becomes the 'real illusion' . The 'real' and the 'real illusion' go back and forth depending upon 
where it is one is located when one examines one or the other, as one experiences one or the other, 
as one finds oneself immersed 'within' one or the other. 

Once 'within' the concrete, it is the reality of abstraction which takes on the appearance of being 
an illusion but which in fact is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion, Once 'within' the abstract, 
it is the reality of the concrete which takes on the appearance of being an illusion but which in fact 
is a 'real illusion', a 'functional' illusion. The real and the 'real illusion' do not become 
unimportant to the whole for the whole cannot exist without the two for the two are integrated as 
one. Each is dependent upon the other. The one, the Cartesian, the concrete, is the engine of the 
other, the non-Cartesian, the abstract. And the other, the non-Cartesian, the abstract is the 'creator' 
of the other, is the 'creator' of its own engine, is the 'creator' of its means to 'grow' as opposed to 
stagnating or decaying away. 

What do the boundaries of zero dimensions, the means of separation, have to do with the concepts 
of abstraction and the physical? The boundaries are what they are. What are these black circles? 
The black circles are just what they were said to be. The black circles are, in essence, nothingness. 
The black circles are 'something', they are nothing and as something have functionality as 
nothingness. The black circles, nothingnesses, are the means by which unique individuality 
expresses itself. The circles are a means of individuality retaining its individuality through the 
existence of the somethingness of nothingness itself. 

With the black circles of 'nothingness' one obtains an understanding of individuality, one obtains 
an understanding of unique and distinct individuality: 

Positive Rational Numbers = {#'s > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 
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Tunnel of Positive Rational Numbers: 



'nothingness 



Zero 




Without the separation of individuality created by the boundaries of 'nothingness', one loses 
order, distinctiveness, individuality and the diagram becomes: 



'nothingness' 



Zero 
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So? So chaos reigns and becomes seemingly meaningless but as we shall see as we proceed, what 
seems to appear 'to be' need not 'be' what is. This paradox of chaos and lack of order evolving out 
of order is simply what all paradoxes are. This paradox is simply a lack of perceptual 
understanding and as such the paradox disappears with the infusion of perceptual understanding, 
abstract understanding. 

Ok, ok, once again, now what? 

Now we return to our task of understanding abstractual functionality through expanding upon our 
understanding of numbers, which is but one of many infinities to the infinite power forms of 
abstractual potentiality. 

Positive Rational Numbers = {# > 0 which can be expressed as a/b where a and b are Whole 
numbers and where b * 0} 

Tunnel of Positive Rational numbers: 

Now becomes: 

Rational Numbers = {#'s which can be expressed as a/b where b ■£ 0 and where a and b are 
integers (as opposed to being Whole numbers)} 
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Tunnel of Rational Numbers: 




The tunnel is gaining greater depth as we look down the tunnel from our position within the 
tunnel. It appears to be gaining the dimension of depth through the process of 'moving' in one 
'direction' so lets gain a better understanding of this 'expanding dimension' by turning around and 
looking in the other 'direction' . 
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Now several characteristics emerge: 

1 . The tunnel retains its division of individuality through the use of 'nothingness' . 

2. Another aspect emerges which demonstrates the need for our previous apparent 
digression regarding the concept of Zeno and nothingness, which is that nothingness: 

a. takes up no space 

b. does not exist within the reality of the concrete 

c. does exist 'within' the realm of the abstract 

d. is the only 'thing', which retains its same characteristics 'within' both realities, 
'within' the reality of the concrete, and 'within' the reality of the abstract. 

e. is, within both the reality of the concrete/physical and the reality of the abstract, 
'nothing' . 

3. It, 'nothingness' is not negation for as we see in the above diagrams negation is as real as 
the positive. 'Nothingness' is not just a concept of a lack of a concept, it 'is' and as such 
it has a function just as significant to the realm of abstraction as the significance of the 
lack of 'nothingness' has to the realm of the concrete/the physical. 

4. 'Nothingness' finds NO location for itself as its own unique individuality. Individuality 
can be seen as beginning at the black circle of zero and as individuality expands, takes on 
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the characteristics of Vi its experience, % its experience, 7/8 its experience etc. until it 
finally emerges as 'one', emerges as individuality, emerges as an individual. 

Now you will notice the individual does not begin at one and move to two. Rather the individual 
begins at zero, what is called a 'virgin' consciousness and moves on to become 'one'. The whole 
of a unit of multiplicity of individuality never becomes 'one' however until the entity's journey 
has ended, until the entity's experiencing has ended. The second individual, two, does not 
necessarily begin after one has ended its journey, rather the second 'one' begins at zero, at its 
virgin consciousness, just as the first 'one' began at zero. 

In terms of individuality, our graphic now becomes: 



'nothingness' 




In this diagram the totality of the number, the totality of the individual number, the totality of 
individuality is composed of all its experiencing. Thus 1/2 becomes a part of what makes up one 
and 1 1/2 becomes a part of what makes up the second individual. 
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Zero, 'Nothingness' remains just that nothingness. The characteristic of nothingness exists as itself 
whether nothingness exists in the realm of the negative numbers, the positive numbers, 
abstraction, or the concrete. 

To move forward with understanding we need to expand our concepts of numbers to include the 
Irrational numbers. The Irrational numbers combined with the Rational numbers would give us the 
set of Real numbers. 

Ironically, it was mathematicians not metaphysicians or philosophers who named real numbers: 
Real numbers. The significance of the name Real numbers will become apparent when we 
examine Imaginary numbers in the next section of this tractate. Real numbers are, in essence, all 
forms of numbers, both positive and negative, which fit between the circles of nothingness, which 
in turn separate our units of individual numbers. We have seen this set from the inside. 

Now lets step outside the set and get a look at what we have: 
Tunnel of Real Numbers - outside view: 



Keep in mind; the circles divide individual number from each other. These partitions are actually 
zero, nothing, yet they allow the uniqueness of each number to exist independent one form the 
other. Each number in turn is simply one unique number beyond the next and each number 
emanates from the point of its virgin origination and proceeds to its point of termination of 
experience which for numbers moves from the point zero to the point of being a whole unit. For 
numbers, what falls between these two points, zero and wholeness, are the concepts of Rational 
and Irrational. 

It is interesting that mathematicians have named these sets independent of metaphysical thought. 
Surely, one has to wonder about the concept of 'pure coincidence', serendipity. Not only do the 
names, Rational, Irrational, Real, Imaginary, etc have huge implications for metaphysical thought 
but so to do the concepts the names metaphysically imply in terms of the new metaphysical 
system of the individual acting within God. The simultaneous correlations seem to be too 'purely 
coincidental' to be ignored. Perhaps this in itself is a testimony regarding the application of 
Ockham's Razor 'across' subject matter boundaries. 





28 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

If we expand the 'length of the tunnel of numbers we obtain what appears to be an endless 
division-less tunnel. We 'know' however that the tunnel is composed of unique elements of 
individuality of numbers. As such the 'endless' division-less tunnel is not what exists, rather what 
exists is an endless tunnel comprised of unique units of individuality. 

+ 00 




Imaginary Numbers 

We have reached the outer limits of the Real numbers. Mathematicians at this point discovered 
they have a problem. There are mathematical operations we cannot perform with the existence of 
this set alone. 

The square root of the number one can be found within the tunnel. The square root of one is plus 
or minus one since: +1 x +1 = 1 and -1 x -1 = 1. One cannot, however, find the square root of a 
-lwithin the tunnel. In order to establish a solution to the square root of a -1, one must create a 
new set of numbers. Having established such a set, one must then name the new set. Appropriately 
enough, mathematicians, after having established the new set, named the new set of numbers: 
Imaginary numbers. 

The solution to the problem, the square root of a -1, now becomes +/- i. 'i' represents what we 
call the imaginary number of. . . It is the task of mathematicians to determine if this set has a one to 
one correspondence to the set of Real Numbers. The task of metaphysics is to determine how the 
concept of imaginary numbers relates to metaphysical systems and in particular to the new 
metaphysical system of the individual acting within God. The question for metaphysicians 
regarding the individual acting within God becomes: How does the concept of imaginary numbers, 
imaginary things, fit into a system of non-Cartesianism powered by Cartesianism, the individual 
acting within God? 

It is graphics and in particular the graphics we have already established that will help us 
understand the answer to the stated question. 
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With a simplistic understanding of imaginary numbers in place we now find our tunnel of numbers 
looking more like the following: 




We now have two tunnels of numbers. Keep in mind that numbers are but one abstract concept 
existing within the realm of abstraction. The tunnel of numbers are composed of numbers which 
give an appearance of repelling each other since they line up in a straight line form. Applying the 
principle of repulsion to the two tunnels of numbers we would get a configuration similar to the 
structure of an organic molecule of methane - one carbon atom and four hydrogen atoms. In our 
present analogy carbon would be zero and the four sets ( '+1V, '-l's', '+li's', '-li's') would be 
hydrogen. Chemist or physicist will have no difficulty picturing the configuration. The rest of us 
will have little choice but to proceed as best we can. 



30 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



This formation begins to take on the following resemblance: 




The two sets appear to pass through each other. In terms of the two dimensional plane within 
which we are working, the two sets appear to be at right angles to each other. Mathematicians with 
an organic chemistry background can begin to think of this as the existence of four sets of 
hyperbolas representing the set of numbers which are not members represented by sets 0+1's', '- 
IV, '+li's', '-li's') symmetrically placed within the realm of three dimensions. Inside each of the 
hyperbolic sets of numbers, numbers which are not members of themselves would be found, 
wrapped within 'nothingness', the sets of number which are members of themselves represented 
once again by the symbolic sets C+l's', '-l's', '+li's', '-li's'). 

So it is simplicity begins to yield to complexity within the metaphysical system of the individual 
acting within God. 
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To simplify the complexity, lets simply illustrate the diagram as follows: 



A 



A A A 



v U 



U— \> 



A 



A 



A 



U- 



A 



A 



I 



The diagram presents a problem. The two tunnels intersect at the zero point but they do not do so 
in a clean fashion. So lets insert a concept into our tunnels. Let's insert time into the tunnels. As 
we can see from the second diagram of this tractate, time is what we call the fourth dimension; 
therefore as we insert time into the graphic, we will simultaneously insert the three dimensions of 
length, height, and depth represented by the first diagram of this chapter. 
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Appling the two actions give us the following tunnels that intersect at zero. 




The tunnels are now square prisms through which time flows. Time flows in both the tunnel of the 
Real and the tunnel of the Imaginary. 

At his point, we are going to stop referring to what the mathematicians call the 'Imaginary' and 
start referring to the concept of the 'Imaginary' as a 'real illusion'. Now we have the Real and the 
'real illusion' . In addition we will stop referring to the Real as the 'Real' and refer to 'Real' as the 
'real'. This may appear to be insignificant but the upper case 'R' implies the Real is more real than 
the 'real illusion' and within the realm of the abstract no one abstraction is more real than another. 

We now have two sets of numbers represented by tunnels incorporating time. It is critical we not 
lose track of the concept that the tunnels intersect at zero, have their individual unit numbers begin 
at zero, begin at nothing. From this location of nothingness the individual unit numbers develop. 
Each individual, each individual unit number, individuality/multiplicity develops from this lack of 
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'all', develops from the lack of all experience which in turn is represented by the complexity 
immerging from the set of all numbers found between the origination of the number as an 
individual number and proceeding to and through the full development of the number being a total 
unit. The development of the complete number brings the graphic up to and through the point of 
virgin beginning from which the next number, unique individual not only begins but also includes 
as a part of itself. 

The graphic gains a more stylistics appearance if one reduces the graphic to: 



However, we are not attempting to understand stylistic methods but rather we are attempting to 
conceptually understand metaphysical ideas such as individuality, virgin beginnings, real, real 
illusions, time within..., time throughout..., through the study of mathematical symbolism. 

Ironically, the next step in understanding the concept of individuality of numbers is to erase 
individuality itself through the process of eliminating the bonding element of zero found within 
the tunnel of the real and the tunnel of the real illusion. Once having erased all the partitions of 
zero, we obtain what might be termed: The incoherency of individuality within which time is 
immersed 
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Look familiar? Now we are going to reproduce this four times and name them. 
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length, height, depth, time 
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Depth 
Time / 
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Individuality 
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Name 



+ li 



Name 



- li 
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If we think of each tunnel as a fusion of infinite numbers of unique individual numbers and then 
surgically cut them apart at exactly the boundaries which separate them from each other, which of 
course is of zero thickness and represented by a partition of nothingness itself we obtain: 



The tunnel of 
positive real numbers 



+ 1 



+1 



+1 



+1 



+1 



+1 



The tunnel of negative imaginary numbers 
The tunnel of the 'real negative illusionary' numbers 



The tunnel of negative real numbers 



+li 



+li 



+li 



+li 



+li 



+li 



The tunnel of positive imaginary numbers 
The tunnel of the 'real positive illusionary' numbers 



Which in turn begin randomly floating throughout space-less-ness taking segments of time with 
them, taking segments of individuality of time, taking segments of what one might label pieces of 
unique individuality. 
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We then have randomness of time and individuality. 



+1 



+li 



+ 1 



+1 



-1 



+li 



+ 1 



+ li 



+li 



+li 



+ 1 



+1 



+li 



-1 



We then have randomness of time found within the randomness of individuality as well as 'room' 
for the potential of random motion, random movement, random experiencing of the individual in 
the lack of multidimensional time and the lack of multidimensional distance located 'outside' the 
individual and outside the physical. In a sense we have the ability to experience an almost infinite 
number of experiential permutations independent of time other than the time found 'within the 
individual itself. 

The graphic thus becomes: 



+li 




+li 



The degree of motion, the variety of experiential permutations becomes increasingly large as the 
number of unique pieces of individuality increase. It would appear, as individuality increases to 
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infinity, the number of experiential permutations would take an infinite amount of time to 
experience all the possible sequential permutations possible. Remember, however, that time is 
found within the pieces of individuality not 'outside' the pieces of individuality and as such the 
experiencing of each possible permutation takes no time but rather becomes an experience of time 
itself occurring within timelessness itself. 

The Constancy of time verses the Variability of time 

In terms of the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God: 

The concept of time we experience while traveling through what we call the real, the concrete, the 
physical universe is something different than what one would experience while traveling through 
the real illusion of the abstract, the region 'outside' the sequential cause and effect aspect of time. 
The concept of individuality encapsulating time capable of experiencing within what we call the 
real illusion, experiencing what we call the abstract, experiencing what lies 'outside' the 
boundaries of our universe would experience void the sequential cause and effect limitations time 
and space place upon 'things' immersed 'within' time and space. 

Sequential time exists in the physical universe and due to its very nature of being sequential has a 
sense of constancy. This constancy is not one of relative constancy from one location to another, 
or relative constancy 'between' objects, but rather a constancy of sequentiality. Within the 
universe, for any particular piece of awareness, there is a constancy of beginning at zero 
awareness; there is a constancy of beginning at virgin consciousness and ending at the summation, 
totality of awareness in terms of that unique individual. 

On the other hand, within the realm of the abstract, the constancy of time can only be found 
'within' the unique piece of individuality 'floating about' . As such time is not relative to the unit 
of individuality /multiplicity found 'within' the purity of abstraction since time is not a universal 
fabric of existence of the abstract. 

Pieces of individuality found within the purity of abstraction can therefore experience all forms of 
experiential permutations capable of being composed from the infinite number of multiplicity 
found 'within' the abstract. Once all permutations of experiences for a unique entity of 
individuality is complete, then all has been experienced for that packet of individuality in terms of 
that packet's experiencing what physicality has to offer regarding 'what was', 'what is', and 'what 
will be'. Since experiencing 'all' takes place within the purity of abstraction, how does boredom 
generated by Nietzsche's 'eternal recurrence' of action through experience become circumvented 
for abstractual existence and how is uniqueness of individuality preserved? Wouldn't each unique 
individual simply 'become' the same as another? The only way presently conceivable for 
abstraction to circumvent 'eternal recurrence' and homogeneity is for the totality of abstraction to 
develop, create, and implement a means to continue generating new, unique pieces of individuality 
capable of perceiving uniquely based upon unique perceptual outlooks in turn based upon unique 
experiencing which uniquely perceive. 

But wouldn't the very process of developing, creating, and implementing take time and thus 
wouldn't time be a component of abstraction itself as opposed to being locked within individuality 
found within abstraction? By definition time and space would be a universal fabric of abstractual 
totality itself since time and space are factors of mass and energy ( E = mc(2), E = m (d squared/ 
t squared ) and thus 'belong' by mathematical definition to the 'universal fabric' of the concrete, 
physical reality. Thus limited one-dimensional time sequentiality is only a function of the 
individual's perception and only found within the beam of time known to us as a form of our 
unique universe, the physical universe. 
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Wouldn't the above paragraph imply the potential exists regarding the existence of 'other' 
universes existing based upon other universal fabrics other than time. That is exactly the type of 
creative thinking which is capable of emerging as a form of scientific speculation initiated by the 
new metaphysical perception of non-Cartesianism powered by Cartesian, the individual acting 
within God. That, amongst a host of other implications, is exactly why this metaphysical 
perception propels metaphysic once again into the forefront of both science and religion where it 
belongs. 

In terms of the metaphysical model of the individual acting within God, how is time, found within 
physical reality, assembled in an orderly fashion, assembled in a coherent fashion, as opposed to 
existing in the form of incoherency of time found within abstraction located 'outside' the 
physical? 

The key to assembling time in a coherent fashion may lie in the concept known as light 
amplification by stimulated emissions of radiation. The concept of light amplification by 
stimulated emissions of radiation is generically known as 'laser'. The 'laser' tool takes incoherent 
packets of energy and restructures their relative random cohabitation into a form of coherent 
reinforcing orderliness. In short order emerges from chaos. 

Replace T with't' and one gets the concept of taser: time amplification by stimulated emissions of 
radiation. The radiation in this case is a form of incoherent time, a form of incoherent packets of 
time, beginning-end sequentiality within which abstraction itself can experience, undergo the 
sequence of virgin consciousness to completion of the unit of individuality. 

What then becomes of this newly formed unit of individuality? The unit of unique experiential 
individuality adds to the summation of the totality of endless packets of unique experiential 
individuality and increases the resultant possibilities of permutations available to both the 
whole/singularity of abstraction/knowing and individuality/multiplicity of abstraction/knowing in 
an exponential manner. 

In essence one obtains a non-Cartesian system of knowing/knowings powered by a Cartesian 
system generating 'newness/growth' of new knowing, one obtains the individual acting within 
God, one obtains symbiotic panentheism. 

Is this then what we mean by the concept of Einstein and 'i'? Actually no it isn't. The previous 
discussions 'mean' nothing, rather what the examination of all this 'stuff did was lay the 
groundwork for understanding both the concept of Einstein and 'i' as well as understanding the 
implications the concepts Einstein and T generate for science, religion, and philosophy through 
the field of metaphysics.. 

Before we move into the concepts of Einstein and 'i', we will need to understand the concepts of 
Newton and 'i'. However, before we examine the concepts of Newton and T it will help to 
summarize the progress we have made through a graphic format. 
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In essence we have been exploring the difference between the constancy of time and the 
variability of time. The constancy of time vs. the variability of time can be demonstrated as 
follows: 
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* Note: The following sections of the Einstein Tractate do not seem to lend themselves to an Adobe 
Acrobat conversion, therefore I would suggest one: 

a. go to the Library of this web site 

b. go to The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

c. download the Einstein tractate - Volume II, Tractate 8 

d. use the Microsoft Word 'find' tool located within the 'Edit' column at the top of the page 

e. Find and replace: 

i. 'Being' (quotes and upper case 'b') With 'God' 

ii. 'being' (quotes and lower case 'b') with 'the individual/the soul 

iii. being (no quotes and italicized) with 'acting within' 

iv. being (no quotes and non-italicized) with 'existence' 
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Time 



Resolving the following issues with a new metaphysical perception 

God 
Einstein 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
And 

Imaginary Numbers 

m 

The Paradox Of: 
The Square Root of '-n ' 
The Abstract Equals the Physical 
E/m = c(2) where c = d/t (distance/time) 



Part Ha: The Newtonian 'i' - Velocity Equals Distance Divided by Time 

Introduction: 

Expanding knowing revisited 
The constant (k) variable 

a. The 'constant' factor of variability 

b. The 'constant' variable of physicality 

1 . Hegel introduces the first mirror: Inverse physicality 

2. Einstein introduces the second mirror: The 'i' inversion 

d = t 

1 

0 

Introduction to oo / 1 and 1 / oo 
oo/ 1 
1 /oo 
1 = 0/0 



1 = oo / oo 

0 / oo versus oo / 0 

0 = 0 

Time and distance both divided by 1 
Knowledge: The universal building block 
The tunnel of perception 

Part lib: The Einsteinian 'i' - The Constant Variable Equals the Square Root of the Distance 
Divided by the Square Root of the Time 

Introduction 

The square root of Einstein's equations: T 

Einstein's mirror revisited 

Illusion 

The 'real' and the 'real' illusion 
The real 

1 . Coherency of time 

2. Variability of time 
The 'real illusion' 

1 . Incoherency of time 

2. Constancy of time 
The 'Taser' 

What does it mean 
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Russell helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how non-members of a set could 
exist within God without causing God to be composed of parts. 




The Whole 



The void of members of a 
set/parts of a whole 

Symbiotic Panentheism 
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1 1970 AD Russell -The Error of: 
Separation Through Exclusion 



The Universe 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Humanity Loses Its Concept of Being the Center - 

Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 

The Void of Time and Space - Kant 

The void of First Cause - Hegel 

Time and Space - Einstein/Science 

Separation Through Exclusion - Russell/Religion 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 


The Omni-s 


- Leibniz 


i 1. 


Omnipresence 


\ 2. 


Omnipotence 


: 3. 


Omniscience 


i 4. 


Omnibenevolence 


: ?99??99??9 . Hegel 





The error: The paradox: The system is filled with isolationism 

The perception: Russell and religions move our perceptual understanding of the system being a 
coherent system into a system being filled with exclusionism accomplished through the process of 
separation. As such, with the help of Russell, we now understand how isolation becomes the 
norm in a densely packed society. However, the understanding regarding the role of 
'inclusionism' and the role of 'exclusionism' as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'inclusionism' and 'exclusionism' not only remain in a state of 
confusion but even more disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not 
recognized as a significant aspect of the 'larger' system. 

It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Part I: The Paradox of seamlessness and multiplicity 

Introduction: 'Nothingness' is an integral part of it all 
The Wittgensteining of Russell: 
Understanding Russell's paradox: 



Part II: Resolving the issue with a new metaphysical perception 

An alternative solution to Russell's Paradox: 

The significance of Russell's paradox as discussed in a simulated conversation between Russell 
and Wittgenstein: 

Simplicity itself: The end of the beginning 

Caution #1: This section is intended only for the mathematically and scientifically inclined 
Caution #2: This section is intended only for the religiously inclined. 
Caution #3: This section is intended only for the philosophically inclined 

Terms/concepts 

Abstract 

Abstract Functionality 
Concrete 

Concrete Functionality 

Incrementalism 

Illusion 

Multiplicity 

Real 

Real Illusion 
Seamlessness 

Silent conspiracy of collusion 
Singularity of location 
Totality/Whole 
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Tractate 9 

Russell - The Error of 
Understanding nothing leads us to understanding everything 

Introduction: 'Nothingness' is an integral part of it all 

In the end, the individual acting within God, is simple to understand. Go to the end first if you 
wish for this is not a mystery story. This is an essay dealing with the understanding of life and to 
go to the end in order to understand the beginning is no more a paradox than the famous paradox 
Russell put forth to philosophers and mathematicians. 

This essay will begin where we, humankind, have lead ourselves as we attempted to slash our way 
through the jungle of life's seemingly endless paradoxes. These paradoxes, which life has 
persistently thrown across our path, are signposts for us. They are indicators that we do not have 
all the answers. They warn us to beware. They warn us there is something wrong with our 
perception of life; there is something wrong with our thinking. They have a function of their own, 
they direct us towards a state of understanding where we are, what we are, and why it is we exist. 

In this essay, we will be attempting to understand the likes of Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege, 
Plotinus, and back again to Russell as we attempt to move past parts of Heidegger. Our objective 
will be to step back in time in order to get back to today. What is the point of going to all this 
trouble just to get back to where we started? The point is to bring back with us a new perception 
regarding a simpler solution to Russell's paradox. 

Why is this important? Presently we have a solution to Russell's paradox, which involves a 
complex understanding of 'separation through exclusionism', which in turn represents what we do 
to people in society. We separate individuals and groups from our own groups and ourselves. 
Once having separated them from ourselves we exclude them from ourselves through a process of 
rejection, exclusionism, and separation. 

It is Russell's paradox, which provides the key to rectifying these constant actions of rejection. 
For this reason we will accompany Russell as he travels eighteen hundred years back in time. This 
trip will allow us to bring back with us a different solution to Russell's paradox. This trip will 
allow us to bring back a process known as 'separation through inclusion'. Now the name would 
seem to imply our creating a paradox to act as a solution to Russell's paradox but as we shall see it 
does nothing of the kind. What it does is allow us to find a much simpler solution to Russell's 
paradox. 

'But what does this concept of 'separation through exclusion' as opposed to 'separation through 
inclusion' have to do with me?' you may ask. The process provides an alternative means to 
resolving a fundamental paradox of mathematics, which in turn can be applied directly to the 
process of understanding life. 

It is the simplistic resolution of complex paradoxes, which provides us with a simplistic 
understanding of life. It is through this process that we shall see 'Ockham's razor 1 not only cuts 
away the complexity of science but becomes the primary tool for Husserl's bracketing . Ockham's 
Razor now becomes not only a principle axiom for science but now moves on to become a 
principle axiom of philosophy. 

This is an essay beginning in complexity and ending in simplicity. Why is it that we must begin in 
complexity rather than begin at the logical point of origin, the point of simplicity? We begin in 
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complexity for it is through complexity that we presently have begun to understand Russell's 
paradox 3 . Presently we have solved Russell's paradox in a complex fashion. This has led us to 
understanding life in a complex manner. We cannot understand the simplicity of life as long as the 
basics remain complex. The solution to this problem lies in the understanding of Russell's 
paradox. 

If you are thoroughly confused, may I suggest you go to the ending of this essay, this mystery, to 
find the solution. Then, when you understand, the ending you may find it easier to follow this 
essay regarding the journey through life we have made as a specie. Once you understand the end 
of this essay, you will begin to understand why it is that we must go back and make a correctional 
adjustment to our journey as individuals and as specie. 

The question becomes, 'How far back in time must we travel to do all this?' We must go back 
1700 years. Who will lead us on this backtracking expedition? The honors will go to Bertrand 
Russell himself. Russell verbalized the paradox in 1901. As such, it is Russell's paradox. 
Therefore, it will be Russell who will lead our backtracking expedition, which will lead us to an 
understanding of life. 

'What will an understanding of life do for us?' It will lead us to understanding our purpose for 
existing while at the same time confront us with an even greater question to which we will sorely 
want an answer. But more regarding what this question is later. 'And what good will all this 
'understanding' do us?' you may ask. Why it will move us one step further along the path of 
perceptual understanding we have always traversed as individuals and as a specie. 

So where do we begin? Oddly enough we do not begin at the beginning, rather we begin at the 
end. We begin where we have taken ourselves up to today. We begin with what we have in place, 
the complex as opposed to the simple, for it is the complex we have established and the simple we 
have overlooked. 

So what was Russell's Paradox? 

Russell determined there is a set (groups of items) made up of sets whose members 
(elements) ARE members of themselves. He then concluded there must be a set made up 
of sets whose members ARE NOT members of themselves. 

Russell could not explain how a set could exist that is a set of sets whose members ARE 
NOT members of themselves while at the same time have a set of sets that are members 
of themselves. The paradox becomes: If these two sets exist, then is the set composed of 
sets whose elements are not members of themselves a member of itself or not? If it is not 
a member of itself then by definition, it must be a member of itself . On the other hand, if 
it is a member of itself, then it cannot be a member of itself. 

This paradox is said to provide devastating evidence that logic cannot fully be squared 
with math. As such, this paradox became a major obstacle for philosophy. A 

The only way math appeared to be able to resolve this paradox was through a means of 
'separation through exclusivism'. This solution in turn reinforces the concept of 'separation' and 
'exclusivism' in our society. This has lead to the concept of separation, isolation, and rejection 
within our society, which has lead to an emotional sense of hostility, antagonism, and anger 
seething beneath the surface of these very groups and individuals being separated, excluded, and 
rejected within our society today. This in turn has initiated violent and angry anti-social acts to 
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erupt throughout the social fabric our society (i.e. Littleton, Ireland, Sudan, Afghanistan, and 
Kosovo). 

Separation through exclusion establishes a complex solution to Russell's complex paradox. There 
is, however, another means of resolving Russell's paradox. This second solution, separation 
through inclusion, lies in simplicity not in complexity and anyone aware of the concept of 
Ockham's Razor knows exactly what means for the complex solution. 

With a new solution to Russell's paradox, comes a new understanding regarding the resolution of 
exclusionism, separation, and rejection as a concept in and of itself. In essence, Russell's paradox 
is a model of life as we presently view it, as we presently live it. As such, a new solution, a new 
understanding to Russell's paradox leads us to a new understanding regarding life in general, the 
purpose of life in particular. With a simplistic understanding of the purpose of life comes a 
simplistic solution to most of our seemingly complex social paradoxes. 

Russell's paradox is a great analogy for understanding why life appears so complex when in fact it 
is so simple. It is the understanding of a more simplistic solution to Russell paradox, which leads 
us directly to a different but simpler understanding of life. It is the understanding of Russell's 
paradox, which leads us to a completely new perspective of life. 

It is for this reason, that solving Russell's paradox has such positive potential for us as individuals 
and for us as a specie. The paradox will be examined in five sections: 

1. The significance of the paradox is addressed in a simulated conversation between Russell 
and Ludwig Wittgenstein. 

2. The understanding of the paradox itself is examined in a simulated conversation between 
Russell and Frege. 

3. Using reason, a simplistic solution to the paradox is explored in a simulated conversation 
between Russell, Frege, and Plotinus. 

4. The solution to the paradox is examined more extensively in a simulated conversation 
between Russell and Himself. 

5. Russell revisits Wittgenstein for one last simulated conversation regarding the 
significance of this alternative solution to his own paradox. 

The body of the article is then summarized in four summations. The four summations are given 
beginning with the most complex and ending up with the most simplistic. 

Russell's paradox is a complex paradox, which can be understood only if one is willing to take the 
time to do so. Once one understands the paradox, one can understand the solution. Once one 
understands the solution, one can understand the significance. 

Why does this preface precede the heart of the essay? This preface, preceding the understanding 
of Russell's paradox, was included because as philosophers we must understand, it is not the 
paradox that is significant but rather it is the lesson the paradox offers us that is important. The 
paradox is much like the relationship, which exists between the canary and the miner. The canary 
alerted miners of dangerous odorless fumes in the mineshafts. The miners knew that to ignore the 
warnings of the canary could lead to major injuries if not death. As such, when the canary 
appeared weak and falling into a state of unconsciousness, the miners would stop what they are 
doing, evacuate the mine, and begin a process of preventative maintenance. 

Russell's paradox does exactly the same thing for us as individuals and as specie. The 
philosophers need to repair the danger to which the very existence of the paradox alerts us. This 
essay not only suggests but offers a more simplistic alternative to our present day resolution to 
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Russell's paradox. More importantly, this chapter explores the lesson this more simplistic solution 
teaches us regarding life. It is important that we as philosophers and individuals learn this lesson 
in order that we as individuals and as a specie not fall into the same behavior patterns we have 
generated in the past. 

The most significant lesson Russell's paradox appears to offer us appears to lie in understanding 
that our perceptions lead to actions, which lead to reactions, which lead to an ambiance which 
descends upon all of us. Perceptions descend upon us either as a dense, damp, bone chilling fog, 
or as a warm embracing light. It is this lesson, brought out in the fifth and last step of this essay, 
where the significance of Russell's paradox lies. 

We, our specie, you and I, are on a journey. We travel in a smaller sense as individuals. In a larger 
sense, we travel as the specie, Homo sapiens. In an even greater sense, we travel as one of but 
many forms of awareness within the universe. Beyond that, who knows, but we are beginning to 
speculate as to that concept also. Our journey is one taken in time. It leads from point A to point 
B. Philosophers are the point people in our journey. Philosophers develop perceptions regarding 
our journey. 

Our journey began a long, long time ago. It is a journey, which has many twists and turns. Our 
pilots, philosophers, not hearing anything to the contrary, took many wrong turns. It was not 
entirely the fault of the philosophers for making these wrong turns. The pilots had little 
information to direct them other than gut instinct derived from the information on hand and the 
information on hand was primitive relative to today's understanding of the universe. There is no 
doubt, however, that it was the pilots, philosophers, with the aid of their two navigators, religion 
and science, who need to identify at what juncture we made the wrong turn. It is religious leaders, 
scientists, and philosophers together who need to adjust our course and get us headed in the 
correct direction. Russell's paradox provides us with the clue. On our present course, Russell's 
dilemma erupts into a paradox. On a different course, it does not evolve into a paradox. As such, it 
is Russell's paradox which acts as the signpost for our specie regarding where it is our perceptions 
of life have gone astray. The point is, the course we take is our choice and we can change 
directions if we can determine where it was we took the wrong fork in the road. 

The juncture at which we took the wrong turn was during the age of Plotinus (AD 204 - 70). 
Perceptions reaffirmed during the age of Plotinus generated actions, which in turn generated 
reactions. It was these reactions which generated social ambiance. It was this ambience, which 
washed over every one of us throughout the centuries, which were to follow Plotinus. It was a 
perception reinforced during the age of Plotinus, which was to wash over us and penetrate every 
aspect of our society for thousands of years to come. It was a perception culminating during the 
time of Plotinus that was to climax in a crescendo of moans emitted from the lips of millions upon 
millions, hundreds of millions of souls who were to travel from point A, AD 1900, to point B, AD 
2000. 

This perception was to take on the appearance of being unstoppable until Russell came along with 
his paradox. But we did not listen to what the paradox had to tell us. Russell did not listen to what 
the paradox had to tell him. We, philosophers, turned our heads and humanity paid the price. It is 
time to go back to Russell and reexamine his paradox for it has much to teach us and we cannot 
afford to ignore the lesson any longer. 

Shortly before one hundred million people were to die violently during the 1900's at the hand of 
man, Gottlob Frege (AD 1879 - Concept-notation) emerged as a lone voice in the field of 
philosophy. Frege showed us how to resolve the issues, which were to explode upon the scene of 
the twentieth century. Frege, through his development of mathematical logic, accelerated the 
development of analytical philosophy. Frege demonstrated that mathematics had the potential to 
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reshape our perceptions regarding who we are and thus avoid the inhumane calamities, which 
were to consume our century. 

Wittgenstein (AD 1889 - 1951) came along soon after Frege and established the idea that 
philosophy was inept due to language. Wittgenstein introduced the idea of putting all the energy 
of philosophy into finding a perfect language. Wittgenstein suggested philosophers should place 
their energies into finding this language rather than examining how philosophers could improve 
society through perceptual changes. 

Then, in 1901 Russell found his famous paradox, which drove home the final nail in the coffin of 
optimism for our century. The coffin, filled with the hopes of over one hundred million souls, was 
lowered into the ground and covered up by none other than Heidegger himself. 

There are events in history, which prove to be turning points, pivotal points, junctures where we 
humans can decide to go one way or another. Although they may appear to center around one 
person, they usually center upon a small group of people. Heidegger, Russell, Wittgenstein, Frege, 
and Plotinus are just such a case. These five men proved to hold the fate of millions of men in 
their hands. 

The events, surrounding these five men, represent the key points in history upon which the fate of 
millions of souls depended. Ironically, Russell's paradox proved to be the last bastion of hope for 
the hundred million souls who were to be violently violated in the twentieth century. As innocent 
as Russell's paradox may have been perceived when elucidated by Russell in 1901, it proved to be 
the last hope for hundreds and hundreds of millions of souls. Souls who were to find themselves 
emotionally scarred during the most technologically advanced century in the history of 
humankind. 

Russell's paradox was perceived to be a paradox but Russell's paradox is not a paradox. Russell's 
paradox is instead the unrecognized Rosetta stone of metaphysics. Russell's paradox is the key as 
to how philosophy got off on the wrong path regarding the essence of life and its relationship to 
the whole. Russell's paradox holds the key as to why we moved down the path of violence and 
subjugation for the eighteen hundred years following the observations of Plotinus. Resolving 
Russell's paradox can show us how to reverse this trend and move onto the path of tolerance and 
respect for the individual. 

The past is the past. We must not look at the past and fall into despair. Rather we need to examine 
the past and learn from it. We must not study the past in order to learn how to prevent repeating 
the past. Rather we must study the past in order to learn how to change the future. As such, if we 
are willing to take a fresh look at Russell's paradox we can enter a new age of philosophical 
rejuvenation. We can enter an age, which will rescue philosophy from its present path of 
stagnation and futile attempts at generating new and exciting ideas. We can propel philosophy into 
an age of positive potentiality, an age capable of dramatically changing the future. 

To do this, however, takes the willingness to admit that something is wrong. It takes the 
willingness to admit that we went wrong somehow, somewhere. It takes the willingness to retrace 
our steps and take an honest look at the journey we have made. 

Keep in mind, this process of retracing our steps is vital if we are to reevaluate where it is we went 
wrong in philosophy. The error does not have to be a big error. The spaceship Challenger, a 
multibillion-dollar space ship, was destroyed in flight because of a 'small' error. It exploded 
because of a simple devise known as an 'O' ring. The 'O' ring would have been ok except for a 
slight variance of a few degrees of atmospheric temperature. Had the air temperature been a few 
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degrees warmer, the 'O' ring would not have malfunctioned. Had the 'O' ring not malfunctioned 
the Saturn rocket would not have exploded. Had the rocket not exploded, the space ship, 
Challenger would have completed its mission. Had the space ship Challenger completed its 
mission, the seven astronauts would not have died. Had the seven astronauts not died, the 
exploration of space would not have been set back several years. This is known as the 'butterfly' 
effect. 

If you do not believe the butterfly effect applies to philosophy, think again, for as we shall see, the 
butterfly effect pertains even more dramatically to philosophy than it does to science. In addition, 
science has learned from experience, that some of the greatest experiments are the ones that are 
failures for they show us what not to do. This same concept applies equally as well to philosophy 
as it does to science. Some of the greatest experiments of science have shown us what 
perceptions were in error. These 'failed' experiments demonstrated what perceptions we were to 
relegate to the annals of history in order to move on and explore a more realistic perception of 
reality. The Michelson-Morly experiment was one such experiment, and with it, 'ether' became a 
concept not forgotten but rather simply a part of history. 

Science has much to teach us. However, we, philosophers, are a rather vain creature. We are a 
little slow on the uptake when it comes to admitting that the other fields of perception, observation 
and belief, have significant lessons to offer us, we the supposed experts in the field of reason. 

With this having been said, we are now ready to back track through time and look at an alternative 
trail of events Russell could have taken as opposed to the trail of events he did take. 



The Wittgensteining of Russell 

An alternative simulated conversation between Russell and Wittgenstein as opposed to what was: 
The players: 

Bertrand Russell, 1872 - 1970 - was an English born British philosopher. Russell was a very 
intelligent thinker and knew it. Russell was a philosopher of world wide renown. He was an 
atheist not because he did not believe in God but rather because he could not rationalize a reason 
for the universe having no beginning as opposed to God having no beginning. 5 

Ludwig Wittgenstein, 1889 - 1951 - was an Austrian born, British philosopher. Wittgenstein was 
a protege of Russell's. Like Russell, he was a very intelligent thinker and a philosopher of world 
renown. Like Russell, he was also aware of his notoriety. Wittgenstein believed in the concept 
that language was the weak link of philosophy and it was here where the energies of philosophy 
should concentrate for a chain is only as strong as its weakest link. 6 

Russell, thinking to himself: So where does this philosophical debating lead us? It leads us along 
a path, humanity 's path. It leads us along a path beaten into existence by the countless footsteps 
of philosophers retracing the footsteps of those that came before them. It leads us to a path taken 
to be 'the ' path one is to follow in order to reach 'the end' of the trail. The end of the trail, why is 
it we continually rush to the 'end' of the trail? We rush to get 'there' because it is 'there' one may 
launch new expeditions in the search for knowledge, truth, and perceptions. 

We are so blind. We think the only new ideas are the ones found at the end of the trail. Believing 
this to be a 'true' perception, we march blindly to the end of the trail before we begin our work. 
As we march along the trail, we ignore the possibilities of new ideas awaiting us if we only had 
the courage to retrace our steps and branch out in a different direction. 
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What does this all have to do with Russell? At the end of the path beaten down by the 
philosophers of the past, Russell bumped into a wall. At the end of the path, Russell found what 
appeared to be a wall but turned out to be a mountain blocking the path leading to new knowledge 
and perceptions. 

Having hit this rock wall composed of a seemingly insolvable mathematical paradox, Russell 
stepped back, looked at Wittgenstein, and said, 'You 're right, Ludwig, mathematics is inadequate. 
Its time we work on language. The paradox I have discovered clearly demonstrates that Frege is 
wrong. Mathematics is not the purest of languages we have at our disposal. We surely can do 
better than mathematics. We need to continue our search for purity in language because the 
process of demonstrating philosophical perceptions, using the 'universal' language of 
mathematics, has come as far as possible. We humans have finally evolved beyond the potential of 
mathematics. You know, Ludwig, I think you may have had a stroke of genius. Until we come up 
with this new communications tool, we will be unable, as philosophers, to develop any new ideas. 
We are at a dead end. We must begin to concentrate on your concept of developing and 
understanding language. ' 

Wittgenstein of course was quite pleased with himself, and simply replied, "You know Bertrand, I 
really believe, "The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis of language. " 

However, simplicity is often misleading. In this case, it was a simple statement but it had the full 
weight of one of the most respected philosophers of our time. 

Thus Wittgenstein's perception: ' The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis of 
language. ' became Russell's shortfall and a major distracting concept of our century. 

Rather than think, 'Where has philosophy gone wrong?' Russell thought, 'Wittgenstein is right, 
there must be something wrong with mathematics. ' 

Russell refused to recognize the inability to solve his paradox arose due to his personal limitations 
and the limitations of philosophers in general. Under the influence of Wittgenstein, Russell came 
to believe the inability of mathematics to resolve his paradox demonstrated the limitations of 
mathematics. 

However, mathematics is what Wittgenstein had been pursuing all along. Mathematics is the 
purest universal language we presently have at our disposal as a specie. It is a language, which 
takes the commonality of action and, using letters, numbers, and various other symbols, removes 
the emotionality of the event in order to portray the essence of the event. Mathematics pictorially 
demonstrates the event, which the individual so uniquely experiences. Mathematics defines the 
event upon which the emotion and the senses are to be built. Mathematics removes all the 
distracting side affects of 'action' and gets to the heart of the concept, the perception. 
Mathematics is the language of commonality, which describes the action without the sensation. 
Mathematics is what is cold and heartless for mathematics is the existence without the distracting 
side affects, which incessantly work upon the senses. 

Wittgenstein did not see mathematics this way. Wittgenstein saw language as being the means of 
communications and mathematics being simply a tool of language. Wittgenstein did not see 
mathematics as a universal visual language capable of transcending human experiences and 
sensual perceptions. Wittgenstein thought he had discovered that the spoken/written language is 
the primary means we have for communicating. He believed it was mathematics, which 
complimented the spoken/written language. Wittgenstein refused to accept mathematics as the 



12 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

primary universal language of communication. He refused to accept that it is spoken/written 
language, which compliments the universal language of mathematics rather than the other way 
around. 

On the eve of the twentieth century two mathematicians, Gottlob Frege with his 'concept notation 
ideas' and John Venn with his concepts of 'set notation' and 'Venn diagrams', were on the verge 
of bringing philosophy into a new age. They along with Husserl and his concepts 'of bracketing, 
reduction, and intentionality' were poised to initiate a whole new perceptual outlook for our 
specie. The last remaining piece of the puzzle fell into place with Russell's discovery of his 
famous paradox. All that remained to do was analysis the significance of the events. 

It was at this point that Wittgenstein entered the equation and through the process of relegating 
mathematics to the status of a secondary language, the most simplistic mathematical interpretation 
of Russell's paradox was to be set back a hundred years. In the span of geological time, this does 
not appear to be very significant but to the hundreds of millions of souls who were to be violently 
traumatized during this century, it was very significant. 

Wittgenstein encouraged Russell to look at his paradox as proof of the concept that it is 
mathematics, which is fundamentally flawed as a universal language, not the spoken/written 
language. Wittgenstein encouraged Russell to believe his paradox must find its solution in the 
spoken and written language. 

With Wittgenstein's encouragement, Russell proceeded to leave things as they were. This left 
philosophy dangling aimlessly. Philosophy became obsessed with the concept of exploring 
language. Philosophy became entrenched in the perception that more was better and thus 
language, spoken and written, became judged more by the eloquence of the word and less by the 
significance of the ideas. 

The Wittgenstein's influence over Russell played a major role in terms of philosophy. Through 
Wittgenstein's influence, Russell's paradox begged a language solution rather than a mathematical 
one. Russell's paradox found a solution in complexity rather than simplicity. As such, Ockham's 
razor became a concept relegated to the annals of history for philosophy rather than become a 
sacred axiom of philosophy as it had for science. 

Understanding Russell's paradox 

Initiating the beginning of a solution as discussed in a simulated conversation between Russell 
and Frege: 

The players: 

Russell: 

Frege Frege, 1848 - 1925 - was a German born German philosopher. Frege was the founder of 
modern mathematical logi and a, major source of twentieth-century analytical philosophy, 
published 'Begriffsschrift' (Concept-notation). 7 

Russell looking at Wittgenstein, said, 'Since mathematics cannot resolve my paradox, it must be 
inadequate as the universal language which you believe philosophers must develop in order to 
express themselves clearly. ' 
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Russell could have taken another path. Russell could have retraced the path philosophers have 
beaten through the jungle of life. Russell could have walked back on the path and continued past 
Wittgenstein until he came to Frege and said, 'Hey, Frege, I have this mathematical problem. I 
need some ideas. ' 

Frege, being totally absorbed by mathematical problem solving, would have simply said, 'So 
what's the problem, Russell. ' 

Russell, loving to bask in the limelight, would have said: 'Well, the way I see it. . . ' 

Now Frege, at this point would have interrupted Russell and said: 'Wait a minute, Russell, you are 
a philosopher not a mathematician. You people are always spouting hot air, so lets make up a 
rule here (mathematicians are always so precise). In order to avoid confusion, allow me the 
latitude to define terms as you explain the paradox to be sure we are talking about the same 
things, ok?' 

This would have proved a little annoying to Russell, but having had many conversations with 
Wittgenstein, the language perfectionist, Russell would have had no choice but to grant Frege this 
request. After all, how could Frege be any worse regarding definitions and language than the king 
of semantics, Russell's own compadre', Wittgenstein? 

Russell: 'Ok, ok Frege, since the paradox is short and to the point, I guess there will be no need 
for you to interject too often. ' 

Now whether Russell knew it or not, this was a big mistake for although mathematicians are not 
long winded like philosophers, they have their own idiosyncrasies. They are extremely precise. 
Nothing, not even a comma, gets away from a mathematician and Frege was a mathematician's 
mathematician, double trouble in other words. 

Russell began: 'If we take sets that are not sets of themselves, is this set a member of itself or not. 
If it is not a member of itself then by definition it must not be a member of itself and conversely, if 
it is a member of itself by definition it cannot be a member of itself. ' 

Frege: 'Hold it, sets represent a picture of one or more designated objects of something or other, 
right?' 

Russell: 'Correct. ' 

Frege: 'Well if something is something then how can it not be a set of itself?' 

Russell: 'You have a point, but let's just say something exists which is not a member of itself. Let's 
assume this can be true. ' 

Frege: 'Well how can it be true if it doesn't fit the definition of being something?' 
Russell: 'It could be true if it existed. ' 
Frege: 'Well now it doesn 't exist does it. ' 
Russell: 'Yes it does. ' 

Frege: 'You'd better explain because I don't understand how it could exist if it doesn't exist. ' 
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Russell: 'It exists because we identified its existence, and therefore it exists in the form of an idea. 
Although I cannot point such a set out to you because it exists in the form of an abstraction, I can 
give you an example or two. Love is an abstraction. Joy, hate, sorrow, happiness, and compassion 
are abstractions. 

Frege: 'Sorry Russell but you have already lost me. I am ok with the idea that if something exists, 
then it exists. I am also ok with the idea that things that exist are members of themselves, have 
their own identity. I'm even ok with the idea of putting these things that exist into a set, a 
container, which is to hold all these things into a set which holds everything that is a member of 
itself. The things that exist, these entities, are to belong within a set containing only items that are 
members of them. 

After all these things are placed into a set, in other words after placing everything we can name, 
like chairs, tables, people, trees. . . into this set you want me to make up another set. Now this is 
where I get confused. After having made up this set of all things that are members of themselves, 
you want me to accept the idea of there being entities that are not members of themselves. You 
want me to accept this based upon the theory that if we are able to conceive of a concept, then it 
may possibly exists. In other words, you also want me to except the idea that something can exist 
that is not a part of itself and therefore is not a member of itself. 

Russell: Correct. 

Frege: This could be stated another way. You want me to accept the idea that there is such a thing 
existing that does not exist. You want me to accept the idea that there are objects that are not 
members of themselves and that because they exist but do not exist, we can therefore contain them 
within a second set. 

Now, after I accept the idea, that there are 'things ' that are not members of themselves, you want 
me to make a second set with these things in it. In other words you want me to put the first set we 
made, the set of objects that are members of themselves, like yourself, myself, this table, these 
chairs, and this glass, off to the side. Then you want me to make up a separate set comprised of 
objects that are not members of themselves such as love, joy, compassion, etc. Of course, this set 
is to include objects we know nothing other than what we sense to be. This set is to include entities 
that are not entities unto themselves. 

This sounds a little too hypothetical to me. It's not possible ' 

Russell: 'Why isn't it possible? You mathematicians recognize 'nothing' as 'something' don't 
you?' 

Frege: 'True, that's called the empty set. Venn calls it the 'null' set' 

Russell: 'That's the point Frege, that's why this particular case is called a paradox, it's runs 
contrary to common sense yet it is perhaps true. ' 

Frege: 'Ok, so you want me to explain how your paradox could be resolved mathematically. ' 

Russell, 'Yes, I've been thinking about it and I can't think of anyway mathematically that would 
make it true. ' 

Frege: 'What's so important about this idea that you came all the way back in time to see me?' 
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Russell: 'Wittgenstein and I have been discussing this issue and he believes this paradox 
demonstrates a fundamental flaw in mathematics. He believes we need to find a universal 
language, which we can use to discuss philosophy. This may be a pivotal point for philosophy. If 
we listen to Wittgenstein, we will divert philosophy from its course of seeking the meaning of life, 
and direct it instead towards seeking a means of dialoguing. This diversion will have major 
repercussion for hundreds of millions of people in the twentieth century. ' 

Frege: 'What you are saying to me is, this philosopher Wittgenstein, believes mathematics is 
inadequate as a language. Now that's a challenge I can understand. Hmmm, well, lets see, what if 
we combined a little of John 's work with my work on concept notation. ' 

Russell: 'Who was John?' 

Frege: 'Oh, John Venn, he came up with a new mathematical idea, something called Venn 
Diagrams. Hmmm, What would happen if you had a set X and placed objects in it, say all sets that 
are members of themselves. Then we open a hole in this set, a big hole containing nothing. If we 
then put a set in the middle of this hole and filled it up with all the sets that are not sets of 
themselves. Then wouldn 't this set be a set containing all sets that are not sets of themselves yet 
be a set within the set of sets that are members of themselves?' 

Russell: 7 don 't get it. ' 

Frege: 'Ok, let me use John's concept of drawing Venn Diagrams to draw both situations. Lets 
start by first drawing a diagram of 'separation through exclusion' and then draw a solution using 
a drawing a diagram of 'separation through inclusion '. 

Let's begin by first drawing a rectangle representing all 'things'. 



all things 



Then we separate all things into two sets: the set of all things that are members of themselves and 
the set of things that are not members of themselves. 



16 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



'Separation through exclusion' 




Setx: 
All things 
that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Setz: 
All things 
that 
are not 
members 
of 

themselves 



Now the question becomes, is set z a member of itself or not. If set z is a member of itself it is not 
in the correct place. If set z is a member of itself it should be inside set x and it is not. If we put 
set z inside set x then set z would be where it belongs but the items in set z would be part of set x 
and therefore would have to be members of themselves which they aren 't. Therefore, we cannot 
put set z inside set x. 



The following diagram shows us what this dilemma would look like: 



Setx: 
All things 
that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Setz: 
All things 
that 
are not 
members 
of 

themselves 



Now if this cannot be then set z must be outside set x: 
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'Separation through exclusion' 



all things 




Russell: That's what the paradox is Frege, this presents a dilemma because what can we say 
about set z? Set z is a set that is itself. Set z in this case is a set which belongs in set x but cannot 
physically be inside set x because what is inside set z cannot be inside set x. In other words we 
have a paradox. It appears the only way to resolve this is to allow set z to remain separate from 
set x. The only way to do this is to create a principle of separateness. This is easy to do but it also 
opens the door to complexity, which goes against the concept of Ockham's razor. 

Frege: Hmmmm, interesting. You know Russell we could try something a little unconventional. We 
could make a set of everything that is a member of itself and put it into the rectangle of all things 
and separate the two by nothingness. 
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all things 
that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Russell: 'I don 't think so Frege. That doesn 't even make sense. How could something be a set 
within something but separated from it by nothingness. How could that 'nothingness ' still be 
'nothingness' if it was in a set of all things? And even it this were possible it doesn't look right. ' 

Frege: 'Well, it was just a thought. Maybe the philosophical ideas need some work in order to fall 
into place. Why don 't you get a little help ? ' 

Russell: 'Any suggestions?' 

Frege: 'Why don't you go back to the basics. You might try having a talk with Plotinus. He was a 
long way back in time but he did have some very basic perceptions regarding the three concepts: 
One, Nous, and soul. I know the drawing we have been looking at involves different concepts but 
there is a certain commonality involved. 

Russell: 7 don 't see any commonality at all. ' 

Frege: ' Well, for one thing, we all appear to be talking about three concepts and for another we 
all appear to be concerned with a universal set, the set of all things, Oneness as Plotinus would 
say. ' 

Russell: 'That's a major stretch, Frege. ' 

Frege: 'Maybe, but Plotinus was a major figure in the field of philosophy and you both might 
enjoy each other's company anyway, so why not give it a try?' 

Russell: 'I suppose. Ok, thanks for the insights. ' 

Frege: 'Mind if I accompany you? Fm starting to find this interesting and who knows, the problem 
may have something to offer my ideas regarding concept notation. I might even be of some help. ' 



19 



The Error of Russell 



Russell: 'I'd like that. ' 

At this point Russell would have had the beginning of two insights, which could have helped him 
resolve his paradox. First, Russell would have had a sense that Wittgenstein was in error 
regarding the incompetence of mathematics being the universal language of philosophy. Second, 
Russell would have had a faint inkling regarding the importance of nothingness not only for 
mathematics but also for philosophy. 

An alternative solution to Russell's Paradox 

A simulated conversation between Russell, Frege, and Plotinus: 

The players: 

Russell 
Frege 

Plotinus, A.D. 204 - 70, Greco-Roman philosopher, born in Egypt, Greek ancestry, studied in 
Alexandria, - very intelligent thinker, principle figure of Neoplatonism - the philosophy of 
Plotinus with its three great levels of the One, the Nous, and the World Soul, leading down from 
pure being through the world of life, and finally down to matter at the lowest end of the hierachial 
scale. 8 

Russell: 'Hey, Plotinus, we were wondering about a problem we have in mathematics and Frege 
has this hunch it may have something to do with you. ' 

Plotinus: 'So what's the problem?' 

Russell: 'The problem orients around a mathematical paradox I formulated in AD 1901. ' 

Plotinus: 'Oh, I see you have traveled quite a distance through time, unfortunately mathematics is 
not my specialty. ' 

Russell: 7 understand, but you developed the concept of order regarding One, Nous, and soul. 
These are rather all encompassing ideas that have been handed down through the centuries. 
Frege thought they might provide me with some insight to my problem. Would you mind giving us 
a little time and discuss them with us?' 

Plotinus: I'm a little busy but since you came all this way, ok. Would you like a glass of wine to go 
with our conversation ? 

Russell: Yes, that sounds very refreshing. 

Plotinus leaves to get the wine 

Frege to Russell: / forgot to tell you, Plotinus has this theory regarding life that has been very 
influential upon philosophers but it has taken its toll upon Plotinus. 

Russell: It smells as if Plotinus has not bathed in months. Did you see those sores on his hands 
and feet? Why has he done this to himself? Why has he let his body become so infested and rank? 
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How do his students tolerate the smell? Aren 't they afraid to get near him? I think we should go. I 
don't know if I can drink from any cup he hands me. What could this man possibly have to offer? 

Frege: I'm not sure. I just have this feeling we should be here. Let's be patient and see where this 
takes us. 

Plotinus returns and hands a cup of wine to Russell and Frege. 
Plotinus: Now what would you like to know? 

Frege: Perhaps you could start by explaining the basics of your theory of existence. ' 
Plotinus: 'Ok, let me state the essence of it: One, Nous, Soul. 
There is a long silence. 
Finally, Frege says: And? 

Plotinus: And what? That's the essence of my theory of existence. From there, it is simply a 
process of interrelationships. 

Frege: Can you help us with that? We can't perceive it as fully as you obviously do. 

Plotinus begins to move into a state of deep thought as he talks: Well it takes patience and study. 
One exists and the rest emanates from the One. The One is all. The One is. The One allows 
separateness, individuality, to occur. The One is where truth, goodness, and beauty reside. It is 
from here the three emanate. The material world is not real. The material world is only an 
illusion. We, our essence, our soul, is trapped in a prison of a material body within which we 
sense form, truth, beauty. We long to reconnect with... 

Russell quietly to Frege: This is old stuff Frege. Philosophy has come a long way since this guy. 
Come on let's go. I can't stomach the smell here and I sure don't want to catch whatever it is 
Plotinus has. 

Frege quietly to Russell: / understand, but listen to him. This sound like the diagram I gave you of 
your paradox. Plotinus is saying there is the all and from it comes an emanation of truth, beauty, 
and goodness, in other words Plotinus is talking about things that are not things. Plotinus is 
saying there is the opposite of this. The two exist. They are different from each other. These 
things can be separated from, isolated, outside of. . . 

Russell whispers to Frege: This idea of the material universe being illusionary has been disproved 
long ago. This is an ancient philosophy. We don't have time to rehash all of philosophical history 
here. 

Frege whispering to Russell: That's not what I'm trying to do. I'm just saying there seems to be a 
similarity here. 

Russell whispers: Well I don't see it, come on, let's go. 

Frege whispers: Give me a minute. I want to hear a little more. 

Plotinus: 9 ...every soul in this lower sphere has come thence. ... 
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The entity, therefore, described as "consisting of the undivided soul and of the soul divided 
among bodies, contains a soul which is at once above and below, attached to the Supreme. . . 

Frege quietly: Listen Russell, listen. Did you hear that? Plotinus is talking about a soul undivided 
and divided. You were talking about a set of things that are and a set of things that are not. 

Plotinus: No doubt we make a very positive statement about it when we declare it to belong to the 
Intellectual Kind, to be the divine order, but. . . 
... it is poised over all beings at once. . . 

...it is like the circle's centre to which all the radii are attached while leaving it unbrokenly in 
possession of itself, . . . 

Frege whispering: Hear that Russell? Plotinus is talking of a basic concept of emanation and 
transcendence. He is referring to the concept of separation, just what we were discussing with 
your paradox. 

Plotinus: So far we have the primarily indivisible - supreme among the Intellectual and 
Authentically Existent - and we have its contrary, the Kind definitely divisible in things of sense: 
but there is.... 

The Essence, very near to the impartible, which we assert to belong to the Kind we are now 
dealing with, is at once an Essence and an entrant into body: upon embodiment, it experiences a 
partition unknown before it thus bestowed itself. . . 

Frege to Russell: Did you get that? Partition and separation... 

Plotinus: To have penetrated this idea is to know the greatness of the soul and its power, the 
divinity and wonder of its being, as a nature transcending the sphere of Things... 

Frege to Russell: There it is again, transcendence. 

Plotinus: What can justify this assigning of parts to the soul, the distinguishing one part from 
another? 

...if the soul is a perfect unity... then, no whole taken up into it can ever be ensouled: soul will 
stand as circle-centre to every object.... 

...there must be a Kind which encircles and supports all and conducts all with wisdom... 

Frege quietly to Russell: The idea of encircling is exactly how Venn diagrams sets. 

Plotinus: In the case of things not endowed with intelligence, the "leading-principle" is their mere 
unity - a lower reproduction of the soul's efficiency.... 

...it is not easy to explain how, in the case of the soul described as separate among bodies, such 
differentiated souls can still remain one thing. 

A possible solution may be offered: 

The unit soul holds aloof, not actually falling into body... much as light is a divided thing upon 
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earth, shining in this house, and that, and yet remains uninterruptedly one identical substance. 
The All-Soul would always remain above. . . 

The one, the lowest soul in the total of the All-Soul - would correspond... Our own lowest soul 
might be compared to the insect life in some rotted part of the growth, for this is the ration of the 
animated body to the universe - while the other soul in us, of one ideal nature with the higher 
parts of the All-Soul... 

Russell, quietly to Frege: Listen to how negative he sounds. 

Plotinus: ...May be supposed the soul to be appropriated on the lower ranges to some individual, 
but to belong on the higher to that other sphere ? ... 

But it is safer to account for the creative act by nearer connection with the over-world: the souls 
whose tendency is exercised within the Supreme have the greater power:... .only that they have 
deserted towards the abyss: a main phase in them is drawn downward and pull them nigh it in the 
desire towards the lower. 

Russell: Excuse me Plotinus. I've read your work in something that has been widely read for 
centuries by philosophers. You know you had a major impact upon the future, the two thousand 
years, which were to follow your teachings. I recognize the work from which you quote. It is taken 
from a book called the 'Ennead'. You have really made a significant impact upon society. 

I appreciate your help and insights. I must tell you it has been a wonderful experience to see and 
hear you, to converse with you. Unfortunately, we have to leave. Our time has been seriously 
limited and we must go in order to get back to the time from which we came. Thank you for the 
wine and hospitality. 

With that, Russell and Frege separated from Plotinus' company and began their journey back to 
the present. As they did so they began to discuss Plotinus. 

Russell: You know Frege, It may not have looked like I was not listening to Plotinus but I was. I 
just could not stand the smell of the man. 

His conversation was interesting, not so much from what he said but rather in terms of his ideas 
of separation and negativism. 

Frege: What do you mean? 

Russell: Well first he kept referring to One being All yet he constantly contradicted this idea with 
the idea of emanation. I mean something cannot emanate out of something that is 'AW. 

Frege: Why not. We did it with the set of all things. We created a set outside of it that was the set 
of items that were members of themselves and then a set of things that were not members of 
themselves. 

Russell: Well that only worked when we separated the two using a process of separation. This 
allowed the two sets to remain separate with the assistance of nothingness keeping the two apart. 
In addition we assumed there was an 'outside' to the set of all things, but this contradicts the 
concept of the set of all things being what it is suppose to be. 

Frege: What do you mean? 
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Russell: Well if the set of all things was just that, then there could be no outside, for the outside 
would be something, it would be a place to put our two new sets. 

Frege: That's true, but it was a means of creating the separation. We separated the two sets 
though exclusion. The two sets were allowed to exist through the process of separating them from 
each other and since all things were in one set or the other, then the thing separating them had to 
be nothingness. 

Russell: Exactly and if nothingness is nothing then technically they weren 't separated unless 
nothingness is something in which case nothingness belonged in one set or the other since both 
sets contained the total of what was in the original set of all things. 

Frege: This is getting complicated Russell. Nevertheless, don't forget that we discussed another 
possibility. I suggested to you that we could place the set of things that are not members of 
themselves inside the set of things that were members of themselves if we separated the two with a 
buffer of nothingness. 

Russell: Actually Frege, that is a great idea. In this case nothingness could be considered as 
something. It would be nothingness. This would also allow for the set z, as you called it, to be a 
part of set x while not having its members be members of set x. In this way, the paradox could be 
resolved in a very different fashion. 

You know Frege; we have an expression in my time where we call unusual creative ideas a 
process of 'thinking out of the box'. In your case, however, you created an unusual creative idea 
by thinking in the box while everyone was literally thinking out of the box. 

Frege: What do you mean ? 

Russell: Well everyone over the last two thousand years has been considering soul to be an 
existence emanating from One, All, Being, if you will. Following this comes a sense of 
transcendence. You heard Plotinus specifically speak of this transcendence, this concept of higher 
and lower orders. 

In fact, Plotinus accelerated the use of hierarchical terms such as lower, over, under, below... as 
he spoke. The interesting thing about all this is that the more detailed he became regarding his 
perceptions of existence, the more negative his vocabulary became. The concepts of Intelligence 
existing inside One as well as outside One could only be explained by actually placing the two. 
Oneness had to be placed relative to Intelligence. This process of placing one item relative to the 
other lead to a form of hierarchical placement. Since Intelligence was only a part of Oneness, its 
placement went automatically to a level below Oneness, which allowed One, Being, to transcend 
its lesser, Intelligence. 

This process continues with new levels emanating from and being placed below the next. 

You know, I think Plotinus sees himself as being a very insignificant being, as compared to total 
Being. When I think about it, I think he has a very low sense of self-worth. I think that is why he 
lets his hygiene go like he does. 

It would seem to me that the physical state of Plotinus is itself a beautiful example of the problem 
with 'separation through exclusion'. First, it demeans people and second it isn't logical. 

Frege: What do you mean it demeans people? 
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Russell: For some, it makes them feel worthless. Just look at Plotinus and what his idea of 
hierarchy has done to him and his perception regarding his existence. Look at how little he thinks 
of himself. Look at what a low opinion he appears to have of himself regarding his own value for 
existing. 

Frege: But there are many people who feel they have purpose in life. They feel their life is 
significant. 

Russell True, but many others feel they owe any significance they have to a loftier Being. 
Plotinus' metaphysical system, 'separation through exclusion' and the resultant hierarchy it 
establishes is as demeaning as any system can get. 

Frege: Perhaps, but how is it illogical? 

Russell: Well, tell me Frege, if something is All, how can something, anything, exist outside All. 

Frege: Technically it couldn 't. 

Russell: That is just the point of my paradox. 

Frege: Let me see if I understand you. What you are saying is the first solution we developed for 
your paradox could not be a solution to your paradox because it is not logical? 

Russell: Correct. 

Frege: So the following idea: 
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'Separation through exclusion' 




Setx: 
All things 
that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Setz: 
All things 
that 
are not 
members 
of 

themselves 



...must be thrown out because it is not logical because nothingness is considered to be outside 
the two sets. 



Russell: That's true for even nothing is something; it is the lack of anything. Even nothingness 
could not exist outside All. If nothingness exists outside of All then All does not have everything 
inside it. 



Frege: Hmmm, perhaps, perhaps, well then how about the second option we discussed: 
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If this were the case, we could call it: 'separation through inclusive' 
Russell: No, Frege, something is wrong with this also. 
Frege: Why? 

Russell: Well, nothingness is inside All and yet all has an outside. Not only does All have an 
'outside', the outside is 'filled' with 'something. The 'outside' is filled with 'nothing', filled with 
'nothingness'. How can nothingness be something and thus be inside All while having part of 
itself, having part of nothing, having some nothing remain outside All? 

No, no, something is still wrong. 

At this point in the conversation, Russell and Frege reach Frege' s destination of 1901 AD. Russell 
and Frege pass a few pleasantries and Russell goes on his way. 
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At this point, Russell comes back to Wittgenstein and between the two of them they decide the 
only way to resolve, the issue is to divide All into two sets. One set is the set made up of all sets 
that are members of themselves. The second set is the set made up of all sets that are not members 
of themselves. These two sets would then be kept apart through a principle of separation. 
Complicated but it works. 

At this point Russell lets the paradox go. However, Russell should not have let the paradox go. 
When complexity enters into the solution, when complexity takes on the aspect of being the 
process by which we resolve the paradox, when complexity becomes the means by which we 
resolve the paradox, we should immediately begin to wonder whether this is the 'true' solution. 
When complexity enters the picture, we should begin to question whether our complex solution is 
just a temporary solution intended to allow us a moment of rest while we look for 'the' answer. 

Russell's paradox was close to being resolved. Russell's paradox was on the verge of being 
resolved through the simplistic perception of 'separation through inclusion' as opposed to the 
present complex solution of 'separation through exclusion'. 

There are four concepts involved with Russell's paradox. First we begin with the concept of All, 
the Total, The Whole, One. 'All' is then categorized into subsets. First, there are all things that are 
members of themselves. Second, there are all things that are not members of themselves. Third, 
there is nothingness. 

Now some would say nothingness is not 'something', but it is only through the existence of 
nothingness that we can separate the two sets. Nothingness allows us to separate all things that are 
members of themselves and all sets that are not members of themselves into two unique entities, 
two unique sets. Without nothingness, the two sets cannot be separated into two unique sets. 

Nothingness thus becomes something; nothingness becomes a means be which an abstract idea 
takes on a concrete function. Nothingness becomes the means by which the abstract and the 
concrete separate from each other. Nothingness becomes the means by which the abstract and the 
concrete fuse into oneness, All. 

For those of you who thing nothingness is unimportant because it is nothing, try using the 
language of mathematics without the existence of zero, without 'nothing'. 

But back to Russell, Russell found one solution to the paradox he discovered. Russell resolved the 
paradox through a process, which was later described by philosophers as a process of separation. 
Now there is nothing wrong with the process of separation. What was wrong with the process 
developed was the idea of separation having to occur solely through exclusion. This process was 
indubitable very comforting to philosophers for it fit the mold of society perfectly. The process of 
separation through exclusion fit the mold of human behavior as far back as recorded history takes 
us. Separation through exclusion fits the mold of theoretical human behavior. It embraces the very 
theory of human animalistic behavior evolving over time. 

Separation through exclusion allows us to separate and then classify. Separation through 
exclusion allows us to put into place Plotinus' concepts of value, concepts of: higher order, lower 
order. Separation allows us to move the two sets of Russell and place them in order of priority. 
Separation through exclusion, the process of separating items from each other, allows us to 
separate and then categorize. It allows humans to separate and then place arbitrary values upon 
such groups as whites, yellows, reds, and blacks; male and female; strong and weak; heterosexual 
and homosexual; Serbs and Albanians; Christian and Muslim; Aryan Race and 'the other races'; 
'them' and 'us'. 
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Once having categorized we prioritize. Once having prioritized we react out to each other 
accordingly. 

This idea of placing judgmental values upon various groups of humans is a very simple concept. 
This concept will never be broken as long as we do not find another solution to Russell's paradox. 
Now this does not mean to say that once we find an alternate solution to Russell's paradox we will 
automatically change. It only implies that Russell's paradox is a drawing, a picture, of why it is 
we act as we do. 

There are two ways we can proceed as humans. We can continue as we are or we can change. If 
we wish to change, then change must take place. If we are to change then we can either change 
and then diagram what we have become or diagram what we wish to become and then change to 
become what it is we picture, diagram, ourselves to be. 

In the past we have become what we are and then finally diagramed the result. What we are is 
represented by our present diagram of Russell's paradox. Up to this point we have evolved into 
what we are and finally, with the help of Russell's paradox, we have managed to diagram what we 
are. We perceive ourselves to be made in the image of God. We perceive ourselves to be an 
emanation of the One. We perceive the Whole to transcend the individual. We have prioritized 
ourselves and placed ourselves in the 'lower' state of existence relative to the 'Whole', relative to 
One, relative to Being. Then we moved into the present, use this fundamental process of 
seperation through exclusion, and separate others from ourselves. We have separated others into 
'other' groups and then proceed to categorize these groups into a hierarchical 'pecking order' . 

We can remain as we are and thus Russell's paradox will remain as it is or we can find another 
solution to Russell's paradox and then attempt to become what the new diagram suggests. 

Now changing the picture solution to Russell's paradox and then attempting to conform to this 
new diagram sounds like an impossible task but paradoxically it is easier than remaining as we 
are. All the pieces are in place in our society to conform to a new solution to Russell's paradox. In 
fact, the pieces are so firmly established in our society that it will seem as if we already follow this 
new perception when in fact we accept it with our abstract perceptions but reject it with our 
concrete actions 

Western philosophical thought has become suppressed by western scientific thought. Western 
philosophy observes the concrete and then checks the abstract. This is an incorrect approach for 
philosophy. It is a process of putting the cart before the horse. Philosophy deals with reason, an 
abstract concept, it should, as it had in the far past, deal with the abstract first and then check the 
concrete, the physical. There is a very very significant difference between the two processes. 

Because philosophy now deals with the concrete first and then checks the abstract, Russell's 
paradox was resolved through the process of separation through exclusion and we obtained: 
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'Separation through exclusion' 




Setx: 
All things 
that 
are 
members 
of 

themselves 



Kks) 



Setz: 
All things 
that 
are not 
members 
of 

themselves 
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Philosophers would have said it in a slightly different manner. Philosophers would have said: 
'Separation through exclusion' 



all things 
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Now this does not seem toO impressive but watch what happens when we substitute into the 
picture demonstrating the resolution to Russell's paradox, our perceptions of God and Man: 



'Separation through exclusion' 



all things 
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The two, God and man, become separated. The result: we categorize and prioritize. God is said to 
'transcend' man. God becomes greater than man. Man becomes God's 'servant'. Man is 'lesser' 
than God. Man exists in a vacuum of nothingness. Man has nowhere to go upon death unless he 
is 'allowed' to 'enter' into heaven. Purgatory, hell, fire and damnation become possibilities we 
contrive as rational concepts within the framework of our creative minds. 

As if this is not enough, we then proceed to repeat the process we used when we divided the set of 
'all things' into two sets. "We then proceeded to divide the set of all men into subsets, the 
categories of white, yellow, red, and black and then prioritize them. After prioritizing them, we 
treat them accordingly. Others of us divide the set of all men into subsets of male and female or 
heterosexual and homosexual, or Hindu and Muslim. Regardless of the categories we use, the next 
step we take is to prioritize the categories and then react to the lower levels as just that 'lower' 
levels, 'lesser, entities, the 'scum' of the earth. And what do we use as a bases for such actions? 
We use the philosophical rationality of Russell's paradox. We unwittingly use reason itself to 
generate what we 'sense' to be irrational acts. 

Now for those of you, who do not believe this is a significant process, for those of you who have 
forgotten our initial conversation regarding the butterfly affect, think of it now. The butterfly 
affect lives, and showed its awesome colors on Heidegger's watch. Heidegger was the leading 
philosopher in Germany before, during, and after the Nazi rise and fall. Heidegger turned his back 
on the teachings of his mentor in exchange for fame and glory. Heidegger sold out his abstract 
principles for concrete, materialistic satisfactions. 

If you are able to brush aside the violent deaths of fifty million people, then try minimizing the 
significance of traumatizing hundreds and hundreds of millions of souls. Souls that had to finish 
up their life's journey crying out in pain over the loss of loved ones, crying in pain over the 
crippling effects the twentieth century had upon their Mothers, Fathers, sons, daughters, and life 
mates. Oh, yes, the influence of philosophy is undeniable. 

And what of Heidegger? Why we will deal with him later. 

But enough, back to things that are more pleasant. The question now becomes? How can we 
resolve Russell's paradox differently than we had done before? How can we resolve Russell's 
paradox differently, which will, in turn, allow us to resolve our problems in society differently? 

Both Frege and Wittgenstein were contemporaries of Russell's. Russell consulted with 
Wittgenstein rather than Frege. At this point Russell had a choice. Russell could have listened to 
what Wittgenstein had to say and then discuss it with Frege or Russell could have listened to 
Wittgenstein and then ignored Frege. Russell chose the later. As such, Russell chose to believe he 
had proved mathematics inadequate as a language. As such, Russell left the search for an 
alternative to his paradox. The result, Russell became a genius in the eyes of philosophers. Russell 
became the man who proved mathematics was limited. Russell, in one fell swoop, became the 
giant killer. Russell became the Knight who slew the dragon representing the universality of 
mathematics as the 'universal language'. Russell went on and became perhaps 'the' philosopher 
of the century and Wittgenstein rode Russell's coattails to fame. 

So it was that philosophy was to pass through the next one hundred years looking for 'the' 
language, which would allow philosophy to communicate its ideas to its participants. So it was 
that the 'common person' was to be forgotten by philosophy. So it was, words would speak louder 
than actions throughout the most confusing and violent century in the history of humankind. 
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But what if Russell had not let go of his paradox? What if Russell, after listening to Wittgenstein, 
disregarded the idea that he alone had brought the giant of mathematics to its knees? What if 
Russell would have gone directly to Frege and they had collaborated as demonstrated in the 
previous conversations? Then two possible solutions could have emerged. First, the concept of 
'separation through exclusion' would have been seen as an inadequate means to resolve the 
paradox. Second, the concept of 'separation through inclusion' would have begun brewing in 
Russell's head. 

Russell leaves Frege and moves on. Russell, tired and weary, decides to take a rest beneath an 
apple tree. There Russell is able to 'wait upon' 10 a more detailed understanding of the solution to 
his paradox. It is here we pick up as Russell begins an internal debate with himself regarding the 
concept of 'separation through inclusion': 

Russell thinking to himself: Frege has suggested a second solution, but it just doesn't seem to 
work. I wonder what would happen if I started where Frege left off and worked from that point 
forward? 



'Separation through inclusion' 
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Now if we convert this to philosophical thinking, this becomes: 



'Separation through inclusion' 



^otnuigne^ \ 

( (W) ) 


being 







TTiis idea would allow for the separation of Being and being but it places Being as a subset of 
being. This appears to make Being the lesser of the two.. This does not appear correct. If we 
applied this idea to our present day perceptions of religion, it would take on the appearance of the 
following: 

'Separation through inclusion' 
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This also allows for the separation of man and God but it places God as the subset of man. It 
appears to place God as the lesser of the two This does not seem to fit what religions and 
philosophy have been saying about the interrelationship between Being and being, between God 
and man. 

If we move this idea, this perception into the world of science, into the realm of the 'real' world, 
the physical world, the concrete, present day society, it would take on the appearance of the 
following 

'Separation through inclusion' 




The 
Universe 



Now it is apparent that something is definitely wrong with this diagram. 



Hmmmm, 



What if we switch the placement, and then begin? Now the paradox: 
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'Separation through inclusion' 




...by switching the two sets, becomes: 
'Separation through inclusion' 



/ setx ^ 




/ / all things \. 
/ / that \ 

if 816 1 


| setz 


\ \ members / 

\ \ of / 


I all things 


\ n. themselves 

x^othingnes^y 


/ that 
are not 
members 


of themselves 
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Philosophically: 

'Separation through inclusion' 




...by switching the two, this becomes: 
'Separation through inclusion' 




Thus the individual becomes contained within God just as philosophers have always contended. 
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Religiously. . . 



'Separation through inclusion' 




...by switching the two becomes: 
'Separation through inclusion' 
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Thus 'God' becomes 'Omnipresent' just as religions have always contended. 
Scientifically. . . 

'Separation through inclusion' 



/^Jothingne^\ 


The 

\ Universe 


/ XwhatliesbeyoniTX 
/ / the universe \ 
\ [ bepd J 






\ vtime, matter, enen^/ 




^^othingnes^^ 





.by switching the two, becomes: 
'Separation through inclusion' 




Nothingness 



The 
Universe 



Nothingness 




What lies beyond 
the universe 
bepd 
time, matter, energy... 
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With such a perception in place, science can continue its search for the limits of the universe. Now 
science can begin its search for the 'truth' regarding what lies beyond the universe, beyond all 
universes, beyond time itself. 

After all this introspection, Russell would rest and take a short nap, as all philosophers like to do. 

The concept of 'separation through inclusion' vs. 'separation through exclusion' provides a new 
means to solve Russell's paradox. Philosophically the separation of Being and being still occurs 
BUT rather than God and the individual being separated through 'exclusion', they become 
separated through 'inclusion'. Finally, we are able to understand a more simplistic relationship 
between the two forms of existence. Finally, we are able to grasp the significance of life. Finally, 
we begin to understand why it is so ludicrous to separate and exclude one man from another. 
Finally, we begin to understand why pitting one man against another is sensed to be a negative 
action. Finally, we begin to understand 'the reason' some men could rationalize such irrational 
concepts as 'the ultimate race', 'the ultimate religion', and 'the ultimate...' and as such begin a 
rationale discussion of the validity of such arguments. 

But this is not quite the end of it. At this point Russell would have awoken with a start. Russell 
would have gone back to dialoguing with himself for the Venn diagram of his paradox is 
incomplete. The Venn diagram lacks a subtlety. 

Russell awakening with a start: How can Being, how can God, how can what lies beyond time, 
energy, and matter, interpret into the original set representing the set of sets that are not members 
of themselves? 

I must resolve this point to fully complete the solution of the paradox. Until this point is resolved, 
the abstract solution has no application to the concrete, to the physical world within which we 
appear to exist. The solution to the paradox is incomplete until a solution regarding the 
understanding of the relationship between Being and being, between man and God, between what 
lies outside the universe and what lies inside the universe is modeled. 

It is at this point that Russell could have used a simple technique in mathematics called 'working 
backwards'. If he had, his thinking may have gone along the following line: 
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Russell: Now I personally don 't believe in God but if, if this drawing were correct then according 
to religion God is omnipresent. God has no boundaries, so religiously the diagram should now 
become 



'Separation through inclusion' 
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In other words, the line encompassing God should not be a solid line but rather a broken line. 
This dotted line represents the concept that God has no bounds. 

Philosophically the diagram would then become: 
'Separation through inclusion' 



r 

\ 


r 




\ 
< — / 


/^othingne^ 








\ ► 

) Beng 


< 


Nothingness 






1 


1 X 



In other words, the dotted line represents the concept that Being is All, is One, is Totality, is 'the 
Whole'. 
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Scientifically the diagram would become: 



'Separation through inclusion' 




thingness 



What 

lies 
within 
the 
"universe 



^othingnesg 




What 

lies - 
outside 

the 
physical 



In other words, the dotted line represents the concept that existence may in fact exist beyond the 
universe, beyond the concrete, beyond time, beyond matter, beyond energy... 
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Paradoxically, my paradox would become: 

'Separation through inclusion' 

No Limits - No Boundaries 




A set that is not a member of itself* 
cannot have a boundary 

Looking at this conclusion, several things become clear. First, concrete, physical things are 
members of themselves. We see them all around us. They are the tables at which we sit, the cars 
within which we travel, the pens with which we write, the air we breath, the apples we eat, the 
stars upon which we dream. 

Second, concepts, abstractions appear to be unlimited. They appear to have no boundaries and as 
such appear to be nonentities. These are concepts, these are abstracts such as love, hate, joy, 
sorrow, longing, loneliness, satisfaction, purpose, God, Being. . . 

Third, the set of sets that are not members of themselves, is boundless. This is just what I would 
expect since they are sets that are unlimited in scope, since they are abstractions. 

Fourth, nothingness now not only exists but all of nothingness is contained within the unbounded 
concept of the abstract along with other concepts of abstraction we understand as well as the 
concepts of abstractions of which we have no perceptions. In fact, nothingness is contained within 
the unbounded concepts of abstraction of which we will never be able to perceive due to our being 
limited by the very nature of the physicalness within which our very abstraction temporarily 
resides. 
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This solution, 'separation through inclusion ' would appear to imply that the physical lies within 
abstraction rather than abstraction lying within the physical. This solution appears to imply 
eternity, a concept of limitless existence, does exist. It appears to provide a simpler solution to 
Russell's paradox than does 'separation through exclusion'. It appears the three concepts of 
Being, being, and nothingness exist but in a different relationship than the one Plotinus 
visualized. It appears that nothingness now becomes something. Nothingness becomes a means of 
separating God and man, separating Being and being, separating the inside of the universe from 
the outside. It appears that nothingness becomes a means of separating the set of sets that are 
members of themselves and the set of sets that are not members of themselves. It appears that 
nothingness becomes a means of separating the entity from the nonentity. 

What is truly different here is that the separation does not occur through the process of 
'exclusion' but rather through the process of ' inclusion '. 

Now this process of separation through inclusive provides a completely new perception for us as 
a specie. This form of separation allows us to 'separate' only after we have 'included'. As such, 
we no longer can 'exclude ' one religion from our own. No longer can we 'exclude ' and reject 
other individuals as students did to some of their classmates in Littleton, Colorado. No longer can 
we 'exclude' the Jew, Armenian, Albanian, African Americans, homosexual, female, males, 
children, atheist, Christian, Muslim, Hindu, ...from 'our' exclusive groups. 

Now we must recognize their already being ' in' being 'One' with us and 'they' must be the one's 
who decide to go. Now we must keep the doors open to all and let them decide to leave rather 
than push them out and shut the door upon 'them ' for under this perception there is no 'them ', 
there is only 'us '. 

Ockham 's razor, the concept of accepting the simpler of the solutions, does not apply to just 
science. Ockham 's razor is a basic fundamental for philosophy as well. So it is that 'separation 
through exclusion ' must give way to 'separation through inclusion ' 

For the most part, our religions all profess it: God is omnipresent. 

For the most part, our philosophies all profess it: Being, One, All is all One Being. 

For the most part, our sciences all profess it: seek to know the limits of our universe and what lies 
beyond. 

With this Russell would have finished his dialogue with himself and moved on to discussing the 
issue again with Wittgenstein. 



The significance of Russell's paradox as discussed in a simulated conversation between 
Russell and Wittgenstein 

Russell: Well Ludwig, I have had quite a trip and I must tell you, you are wrong, wrong, wrong. 
The spoken and written languages are not our primary tools for understanding. 

Wittgenstein: Of course, they are. How else are we to understand each other? 

Russell: We must follow the advice of Husserl. We must start by bracketing away all the 
superfluous sensation, reduce it all to the purity of mathematics and then proceed to augment the 
basics with what it is we each individually experience in our own unique way. This uniqueness is 
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what is expressed, as best we are able, through the spoken and written language. This is where 
the talents of the orator, poets, novelists, song writers, short story authors, columnists, etc come 
into play, for they are the ones who splash the paint of vocabulary upon the canvas of paper, 
radio waves, television, CD 's, ... They are the one who allows us to relate to each other through 
the sharing of our experiences of existence, what we call life, what you call the experience of 
sensation. 

Wittgenstein: But I thought you agreed with me. I thought you also sensed the inadequacies of 
mathematics. 

Russell: / did, but I had quite a journey and like you I have learned through the process of 
retracing my steps or should I say through the process of retracing the steps of those that came 
before me. 

Wittgenstein: But what about the inadequacies of mathematics? 

Russell: / have not changed my mind about mathematics having inadequacies; I have changed my 
perception regarding the inadequacies of mathematics as opposed to the inadequacies of 
language. Now I understand they both have their own types of inadequacies. However, it is within 
the arena of mathematics that we are able to apply Husserl's concept of bracketing and reduction 
and understand our intentionality. It is then through the use of the spoken and written language 
that we can share our experiences with one another, separate the individual from God while 
understanding how it is they are both one in the other. 

With this Russell would have introduced a new perception into society, which would have caused 
society to reconsider its actions. Had such an episode occurred in Russell's life journey, society 
may have changed its actions, which in turn may have changed the future, the twentieth century, 
our past. 

With the understanding of this more reasonable solution to Russell's paradox, the 1900's might 
have begun with a new twist. With the understanding of the need to include rather than exclude, 
one and a half million Armenians may not have been rejected as a part of the society within which 
they lived. With the understanding that we all belong to the whole, these Armenians may not have 
been terminated through a process of genocide. With the inclusion of these Armenians rather than 
process of separating and then excluding having taken place, Hitler would not have been able to 
preface his process of global extermination of the Jews, the handicapped, the mentally challenged, 
priests, gypsies, ad nausea, with the statement he made to his generals: 'Who, after all, speaks of 
the annihilation of the Armenians.' With this, the butterfly effect of philosophy may have ended in 
an entirely different scenario. 

But the past is the past and it is to the future we must look. The future we see as we look forward 
will be the same as the past unless we examine the past, not in the hopes of preventing the past 
from reoccurring, but rather with a determination to change the future. The question then 
becomes, 'Can the future change if we do not change?' It would seem not. 

If we are determined to 'change' the future then what must we do? It would appear that to change 
the future we must change ourselves. 

The question then becomes: How do we change ourselves? Because we act according to what we 
perceive ourselves to be, we must change our perceptions of what it is we think we are. 
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The question then becomes: What is the essence of what it is we think we are? For the most part, 
we think we exist. For the most part, we think the universe exists. Scientifically we think 
something exists beyond the universe, religiously we think God exists 'outside' as well as 'inside' 
the universe, philosophically we think God exists and if there is a limit to the universe, Being 
would exist there also. 

Do we need to change this way of thinking? No, rather we may want to reconsider the concept of 
separation through exclusion. We may want to reconsider the concept of the individual not being 
contained within God. We may want to consider the logic of applying an alternative solution to 
Russell's paradox to ourselves. We may want to consider the idea of separation through the 
process of inclusion rather than our historical process of separation through exclusion. 
Our present perception of our being separated through exclusion from what lies beyond the 
universe, God, evolves into actions of genocide, infanticide, euthanasia, capital punishment, social 
outcasts, rejects, retards, Aryan race, we/they, those people, . . . excluding people. 

A new perception of our being separated through inclusion from what lies beyond the universe, 
God, would evolve into accelerating the actions of creating community groups, church 
associations, the united fund, the rainbow connection, habitat for mankind, alcoholics anonymous, 
... including people. 

We can stay as we are and continue to look at Russell's paradox as we have. This will continue 
allowing the future to evolve as it has. The other alternative, we can choose to change and look to 
Russell's paradox for a different solution, in order to change the future. 

So it is we can begin anew now that we are at the end once more. Now we can understand what it 
is to be at the end of the beginning. Now we can understand what it is to have passed through the 
turmoil of puberty for a specie. 

We can leave the agony of the atrocities and the roller coaster ride of the twentieth century as we 
enter the age of our third millennium. We can begin the process of inclusion as opposed to 
exclusion or we can stay our present course. 

We have a choice. We can enter the third millennium understanding our nature and actively 
embrace the individual acting within God and accept the impact it generates. On the other hand, 
we can continue with our present perception of the individual not being God and passively submit 
to the impact this perception has always generated. 

We not only have a choice but the choice is ours to make. 

So it is we find ourselves at the end of the beginning. 

And why is this the end of the beginning? 

It is the end because now we can come to the end of the quest we first began. We can end the 
greatest quest of all. And just what was this quest? It was the seeking of the answer to the 
question: 

What is the individual and why does the individual exist? 

It is the beginning because now we can begin the greatest quest of all. And just what is this quest? 
It is seeking the answer to the question: 
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What is God and why does God exist? 

And so it is we have come to the end of the beginning only to find we are once again at the 
beginning of the end. 

But perception lies in what we perceive truth to be and so it is we have a choice, we have the free 
will to choose which perception we wish to perceive. 

With this said we begin to understand the concept of separation through inclusion and the 
significance of the concept of the individual acting within God 

And finally: 
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Simplicity itself: The end of the beginning 

Applying Ockham's razor, one finally ends up understanding that: 
Nothing is something 

Everything cannot be everything without nothing. 

If you have everything, you have nothing. 

God is not 'God without the individual 

The understanding of the individual acting within God is in essence the understanding of the 
process of 'separation through inclusion'. 

The wonder of solving Russell's paradox is not so much that it is, in itself, a paradox solvable 
through inclusion, but rather that it leads us to the solution of perhaps the greatest paradoxes of 
all. The paradox: 

One cannot have everything unless one has nothing. 
And so it is I leave you with: 

the understanding of Western thought, 

If one understands everything one understands nothing 
the understanding of Eastern thought, 

If one understands nothing, one understands everything 
the understanding of where it is that East meets West 

Everything is not everything without Being, being, and nothing 
and lastly, the simple understanding of ... : 

Nothing. 

Caution #1: This section is intended only for the mathematically and scientifically inclined 

For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only confuse your understanding and cause 
you to become mired within concepts you do not understand. 

For those not mathematically inclined, the result of reading this section, could be the rejection of 
any new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you 
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have the expertise to 
understand the second language of mathematics. 
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Rejection of an idea, any idea, is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through 
understanding. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to confusion and lack of understanding 
is a negative action. 

Therefore, if you do not have some background in the language of mathematics, and if you should 
decide to proceed with this section, do so with caution. 
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In summation - Mathematically and Scientifically: 

Stating the simple in a complex manner: 

Mathematically: 

x is the set {x I x e x } 

z is the set {x I x g x } 

then the question is: 

iszcx 

if so then z e x and the subsets of z <£ z 
if not then zcz 

.'. Z ■£ Z 

Philosophically: 

b = individual being 
U = the universe 
B = the universal set 

E = everything we, beings within this universe, do conceive of 
And 

W = everything we, beings within this universe will ever be able to conceive of 
Then 

U = Eu W 

b = o 
If: b = Z 
b= 1 

Where: 

b = o is the point of entrance into the body, the beginning of awareness, virgin 
conciousness (this may take on other forms of existence for other life in the universe 

b = 1 is the point of exit from the body, the experience from the beginning to the end, 
consciousness of an individual being, the beginning - virgin consciousness through the 
end of consciousness experiencing the physical through the physical itself. 

Then: 

b = 1 
U = Z 

b = oo 

b = oo is the summation awareness of all past, present, and future beings of a universe 
Where: 
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E = everything we, beings within this universe, do conceive 
And 

W = everything we, beings within this universe will ever be able to conceive 

Then: U = E u W 

And if: 

U= 1 
B = Z 

U = oo 

Where: 

B = the summation of all past, present, and future awareness of all universes 
Scientifically speaking: what it is our universe lies within 
Religiously speaking: God 
Philosophically speaking: Being 

And where do parallel universes fall into all this speculation. They would appear to fall into U = X 
b = 1 to b = oo for parallel universes would appear to function under the same laws of science as 
our own and thus the characteristic of parallelism. 

What then of the concept: B = ZU=ltoU = oo? The concept accommodates the existence of 
universes containing entirely different operating systems than our own universe. The concept 
acknowledges the possibility of systems existing which are not presently comprehensible or 
conceivable to us and the concept recognizes the possibility of systems existing which are forever 
both incomprehensible and inconceivable to us. (us refers not to just humanity but all life forms 
found within this universe as well as its parallel companions.) 

Our present perception: 

For Russell's paradox, we use the present means we have of perceiving 'things'. We use a 
perception of separation through exclusion. Therefore sets that are members of themselves, 
individuals, cannot be members of a set that are not members of themselves. Therefore they must 
be separate from, not within, not a part of the set of objects that are not members of themselves. 
To resolve this perception, we separate them from each other through exclusion. B = z but x * cz 
B, .-. x ct z. 

The question then becomes, is z cz z? If it is then 
x is the set {x I x e x } 

our reality, what it is we can conceive of and will ever be able to conceive of 
z is the set {x I x g x } 

a greater Reality, what it is we can never conceive of 
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But what of the set 'z', is it a set or isn't it? Of course it is a set. It is just an unusual type of set in 
that it has the potential for growth. It includes not only the set whose members are sets of 
themselves but other sets as well, including the set of sets that are not sets of themselves. 

The question becomes, are these the only two sets contained within this set 'z' . The answer is we 
don't know at this point in time. A more precise answer is that this is probably not the case since 
we can conceive of the very possibility the potential for such other sets even though we cannot 
actually conceive of what they may in actuality be. 

Would the set x then be a subset of the set z or would the set z be a subset of x? Since our 
universe is composed of the set of sets that are members of themselves, it would then appear that x 
would most probably be a subset of the set z rather than z be a subset of x since set z would 
appear to be equal to or greater than the set x. If set z were equal to set x it could not be a member 
of x since set x would contain other elements other than the set of sets that are not members of 
themselves. If on the other hand set z were greater than set x, then set z could not be a subset of 
set x. Now if set z is separate from set x than it is possible that set x could be a subset of set z if it 
were separated from set z by nothingness, or set x and set z could be independent sets if in fact set 
z were the special set where set z had no size, no dimensions, were contained not by a solid 
boundary as is done when drawing set x but rather if set z were contained by a nonexisting border 
as would be indicated by a dotted line around set z or in terms of set theory, if set z were the 
'universal set'. 

Another way of looking at this in terms of set theory and philosophy is through the concept of the 
sets: being, Being, and the null set 

So it is that if: 

B = Being 
b = being 
And 

0 = nothing 
than if 
0cB 
and if 
bczU 
and if 
Ucz0 

And if: 

m = mass - known to exist 

e = energy - known to exist 

-m = anti-matter - known to exist 

-e = anti-energy - through symmetry 

And if: 

Ul = m + e 
U2 = -m + e 
U3 = m + -e 
U4 = -m + -e 
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Then 

Ul + U2 = (m + e) + (-m + e) = 2e 
U3 + U4 = (m + -e) + (-m + -e) = -2e 

Then 

(Ul +U2) + (U3 + U4) = 2e + -2e = 0 mass and 0 energy = nothing = 

0 

Then: 

U = 0 

Than 

bczB 



Mathematically & Scientifically: 

We are within what lies beyond our universe. We are therefore a piece, a part of what lies beyond 
our universe. Not only does what lies beyond our universe affect us but we affect what lies 
beyond our universe. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect 
what lies beyond our universe. 

As such, we have a responsibility to: 

1. Ourself, for we affect ourself and we, ourself, are a part of what lies beyond our 
universe 

2. The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function 

3. What lies beyond our universe, for what lies beyond our universe is what we are a 
part of 

Caution #2: This section is intended only for the religiously inclined 

For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only irritate you and cause you to become 
mired within concepts you do not understand. 

For those, not religiously inclined, the result of reading this section could be the rejection of any 
new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you 
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have a willingness to 
explore ideas involving terminology, which you may find offensive, involving concepts of 
religion. 

Rejection of an idea, any idea is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through an open 
mind. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to the closing of the mind is a negative action. 

Therefore, if you do not find you are able to discuss religious concepts without falling into an 
internal, external, or internal and external state of defiance, then move on and skip this section. If 
you are not religiously inclined, and if you should decide to proceed with this section, do so with 
caution. 

In summation - Religiously: 
A new perception: 
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the individual acting within God through the process of separation through inclusion 



c 



Now: 



Being 

Including 

being 



What lies beyond the universe 
Including being 



God 

Including 
being 




The universe 
Including being 




Separation 

Through 

Inclusion 



\7 



You have an outside to the universe, which you can explore - science. 
You no longer need the physical for existence to occur - philosophy. 
You no longer are excluded from God's presence. 



V 



As opposed to our perception today of: 

the individual not being God because of the process of separation through exclusion 



Separation 

Through 

Exclusion 
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Where we presently perceive: 

We have no outside to the universe which we can explore - science. 
We have no existence should the universe dissolve - philosophy. 
We can be excluded from God's presence - religion. 

Religiously: 

We are in God. We are therefore a piece, contained within God. Not only does God affect us but 
we affect God. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect God. 

As such, we have a responsibility to: 

1 . Our soul, for we affect our soul and we, our soul, is contained within God 

2. The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function 

3. God, for God is what we are a part of 

Caution #3: This section is intended only for the philosophically inclined 

For those not so inclined, to go beyond this point will only confuse your understanding and cause 
you to become mired within concepts you do not understand. 

For those not philosophically inclined, the result of reading this section, could be the rejection of 
any new ideas you may have gleaned from your readings. The process of rejecting what you 
assimilated at this point could be brought about because you may not have the expertise to 
understand philosophical abstraction. 

Rejection of an idea, any idea, is not a negative action in and of itself if it is done through 
understanding. On the other hand, rejection of an idea due to confusion and lack of understanding 
is a negative action. 

Therefore, if you do not have the ability to rise above religious and scientific perceptions in order 
to immerse yourself within the realm of metaphysics, philosophical abstraction, and if you should 
decide to proceed with this section, do so with caution. 

In summation - Philosophically: 

John Venn, 1834 - 1923, showed us how to use two-dimensional pictures to simplify 
mathematics, Venn Diagrams, as they are called. It is the use of Venn diagrams, which perhaps 
best helps us to understand what is being said here: 
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Today's perception: Resolving Russell's paradox in a complex manner: 



Being 



Nothingnes 




Universe including being 



Nothingness 




The universal set is missing - therein 
lies the error of Russell's paradox. 



© 



The universal set is missing - therein lies the error of Russell's paradox. 

So it is concepts such as hierarchy, hell, submission, one valued over another, ... evolve and 
become rational concepts. 

To resolve the issue of Russell's paradox we presently apply a complex solution of exclusion 
through separation. If, as we initially speculated, paradoxes are signposts to life, then just as we 
might have expected, with a complex solution to Russell's paradox comes a complex solution to 



With the above perception of life, myriad questions begin to fly in the face of reason: 

1. How does one separate nothingness from itself? 

2. How does one get being back into Being? 

3. How is the individual separated from God in the first place? 

4. Is God omnipresent without being in the universe? 

5. Is God omniscient without the knowledge of the individual? 

6. Is God omnipotent without the power (as relatively insignificant as it may appear) of 
the individual? 

7. Where is the individual? 

8. Where is our universe? 

9. What is the individual? 

10. Does the individual have meaning? 

11. Is there such a thing as purpose for the individual? 

12 The questions go on forever. 

These questions no longer become just questions, they become paradoxes unto themselves. So it 
is, we begin to understand that paradoxes are not just paradoxes. They are indicators of the fact 
that we do not yet understand. 



life. 



58 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

We cannot begin to find solutions, understanding, if we are unwilling to look at alternate 
solutions. Russell's paradox has been accepted as a paradox rather than what it truly is. Russell's 
paradox is not a paradox and that in itself is a paradox. We believe paradoxes are just that, 
paradoxes, when in fact they are simply an indicator of complexity. It is Ockham, through the 
establishment of Ockham' s Razor, who implied that complexity is nothing but a lack of 
understanding. 

Applying this concept to the above diagram one then comes up with a simplistic solution to life: 
A new perception: Resolving Russell's paradox in a simplistic manner: 




The universal set exists - therein lies the 
solution to Russell's paradox as applied to life 



With the new perception of life, the myriad questions find answers: 

1. How does one separate nothingness from itself? 

One does not have to separate nothingness from itself because nothingness now has 
a place to be located. It is located within God; God contains nothingness. 

2. How does one get the individual back into God? 

the individual does not have to get back into God because the individual has never 
left God. There is literally 'nothing' separating the two. 

3. How is the individual separated from God in the first place? 

Placing 'nothing' between them separates the individual and God. There is 'nothing' 
between you and God. 

4. Is God omnipresent without being in the universe? 

God is omnipresent for there is 'nothing' between the individual and God. God is 
omnipresent because the distance between God and the individual is zero. God 
remains omnipresent even when the individual is removed from Being. This is done 
through a process of separation but not separation through a process of exclusion. 
Rather the separation is done through a process of inclusion or what might more 
descriptively be called the process of 'separation through inclusion'. 

5. Is God omniscient without the knowledge of the individual? 
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Knowledge of the individual is never removed from God, therefore Being' never 
exists without the presence and knowledge of the individual, and thus it always 
retains its characteristic of omniscience. 

6. Is God omnipotent without the power (as relatively insignificant as it may appear) of 
the individual? 

God retains its omnipotence for it never excludes any form of power, even the power 
of the individual, from itself. 

7. Where is the individual? 

The individual is inside the universe. 

Scientifically speaking, the individual is inside what lies beyond the universe. 
Religiously speaking, the individual is inside God. 
Philosophically speaking, the individual is inside God. 

8. Where is the universe? 

The universe is 'inside' totality, 'inside' the whole, 'inside' the Universal set, 
'inside' God, 'inside'... 

9. What is being? 

Scientifically speaking, the individual is a part of, a piece of what lies beyond the 
universe. Religiously speaking, the individual is a part of, a piece of God. 
Philosophically speaking, the individual is a part of, a piece of God. 

13. Does the individual have meaning? 

the individual has meaning to whatever it is the individual is a part of. 

14. Is there such a thing as purpose for the individual? 

Everything that is a part of something interacts with what it is a part of. Under this 
perception, the individual is a part of, a piece of the larger whole, 'Being.' 
Therefore, not only does God impact the individual but the individual impacts God. 

10 The questions go on forever. 

. . .and so do the answers. 

The myriad questions no longer become paradoxes. The myriad question now simply 
become questions with simplistic answers. 

Philosophically: 

We are in Being. We are therefore a piece, a part of Being. Not only does Being affect us but we 
affect Being. We, each one of us, have purpose. We do not just exist. We actually affect Being. 

As such, we have a responsibility to 

1 . Our being, for we affect our being, and we, our being, is a part of Being 

2. The environment, the universe, for it is our home, our place to function 

3. Being, for Being is what we are a part of 



1 Ockham's razor: William of Ockham (1285 - 1349): Ockham argued that when we are trying to 
explain the nature of something, we should use the fewest ideas of things as possible. 'The 
complete Guide to Philosophy', Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p. 85 

2 Bracketing: To set things straight, Husserl says we should "bracket' all the assumption we have 
about the world when we experience things, so we'll be able to see past all the layers of meaning 
that have built up around them. In other words, we need to set these assumptions to one side in 
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order to try out other assumptions. In doing this, we will be able to appreciate new possibilities. 
'The complete Guide to Philosophy', Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p.201. 

3 Russell's paradox will be explained as the essay progresses 

4 'The complete Guide to Philosophy', Jay Stevenson, Ph.D., Alpha Books, 1998, p. 193. 

5 The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge University 
Press, 1995 

6 The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge University 
Press, 1995 

7 ). The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, General Editor - Robert Audi, Cambridge 
University Press, 1995 

8 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William Reese, Humanities Press, 1996 

9 Conversation of Plotinus from this point forward comes directly from Plotinus' work called: The 
Fourth Ennead. 

10 Martin Heidegger, Discourse On Thinking, Conversations On a Country Path, Harper 
Torchbooks,TB 1459, 1966, p74. 
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Heidegger helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how 'nothingness could exist 
'within' God without causing God a lack of God's omnipresence. 




3 



The Error of Heidegger 



Heidegger/Philosophy - The Error of 

The System built upon a foundation of time and space 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 
Perceptions of Insignificance - Copernicus 
Imperfection - Leibniz 
The Void of Time and Space - Kant 

The Void of First Cause - Hegel 
Time and Space - Einstein/Science 
Separation through Exclsusion - Russell/Religion 
The Void of the Void - Heidegger/Philosophy 



The error: The paradox of a void 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 

The Omni-s - Leibniz 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni-benevolence 



?????????? 



Hegel 



The perception: Understanding nothingness moves our perceptual understanding of the system 
into that of being a system filled with both something and nothing. As such, something and 
nothing now have a location within which they can be found. However, the understanding 
regarding the role of something and nothing as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between something and nothing not only remain in a state of confusion but even 
more disconcerting, the existence of such a interrelationship is not recognized as a significant 
aspect of the 'larger' system. 



It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Nothing 
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Tractate 10 

The Beginning of Time: The Error of 
The Lack of a Void 



Part I: The Paradox of 'the void' 



Introduction 

The void: a concept of absolute nothingness. The void is not a concept of a vacuum for a vacuum 
is something. It is a region of space containing no matter. The void is not a concept of a vacuum 
void of only matter nor is a void a vacuum of only matter and energy for such a 'location' retains 
the concept of being a 'region' of space permeated by time, retains the concept of being 
'something' . 

In terms of the metaphysical question: "Why are there essents rather than nothing?" Martin 
Heidegger states: 

The addition "rather than nothing " is dropped not only because we are striving for a 
strict formulation (metaphysically speaking) of the question but even more because it 
says nothing. For why should we go on to ask about nothing? Nothing is simply nothing. 
Here there is nothing more to inquire about. And above all, in talking about nothing or 
nothingness, we are not making the slightest advance toward the knowledge of essent. 1 

But does 'nothingness' lack existing? The concept of a true void, nothingness, simply existing 
took thousands of years to be accepted in the West as well as the East. Strangely enough, the void 
is still not understood as being 'something' as opposed to existing as nothing. 

Paradoxically the void is 'nothing' and for that very reason it is, it exists, it is 'something'. 
Nothing is nothing. The void is the lack of matter, the lack of energy, the lack of space-time, the 
lack of God, the lack of any 'thing' as well as the lack of any 'abstraction'. 

Understanding the concept of 'nothingness', a perfect void being 'something' while 
simultaneously being what it is, nothingness, is a fairly new concept and as such the discussion of 
such a topic will seem alien at first glance. 

The void, nothingness, is a concept of our perceptions and as such nothingness is abstractual in 
nature. Existence of abstraction is not an uncommon occurrence. There are many abstractions, 
which are purely abstractual versus abstractions, which are abstractual perceptions of the physical. 
An example of a pure abstraction is a 'point'. A geometric point is a location of no size and 
incorporating no time. Although a point technically does not exist, the whole field of geometry is 
built upon this elusive abstraction. Without the concept of a point, geometry would not exist. In 
fact, without the concept of the abstractual, non-existent point, physics itself would not exist. 

The metaphysician deals with what comes before zero and after infinity. The physicists and 
mathematicians deal with what lies between zero and infinity. Since zero and infinity themselves 
are beyond the scope of the mathematicians and physicists at this point in time, it is the 
metaphysicians who must take the lead and lay claim to the discussions regarding zero-ness and 
infinite-ness themselves. 
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The void, zero-ness, nothingness has evolved as the means by which we finally begin to 
understand Zeno's paradox regarding the impossibility of motion for the paradox becomes 
resolved through concepts of calculus and the manipulations of limits in terms of infinity and 
infinite divisions. Analytical geometry and calculus, however, do not deal with zero and infinity 
themselves but deal with what occurs as one approaches zero and infinity. 

It is only through the understanding of zero itself existing that we can examine the concept of 
infinite subdivision of the whole approaching zero. With the aid of the mathematical tool of 
calculus we move 'towards' the perceptual understanding of the 'limit' zero itself as opposed to 
the concept of 'approaching zero'. The movement 'towards' and understanding of the 'limit' zero 
in turn leads us 'towards' understanding what happens to the physical when the physical becomes 
'zero' . 

In addition to not having examined zero-ness itself, Western mathematics has not looked in the 
other direction and examined infinite-ness itself. Western mathematics has not examined what 
happens as we move 'out' infinitely far beyond the endlessness of expansion. Western 
mathematics has not examined the totality of time and timelessness, has not examined the 
summation of time and timelessness. 

This tractate leads to an understanding of 'nothingness', an understanding of how it is 
nothingness, something which does not exist, not only exists but exists dramatically in a dynamic 
active state upon which both the individual - individuality and God - the Whole, depend for their 
very existence. 

The process of understanding 'nothingness' existing in the 'active' state versus a 'passive' state 
requires an understanding of the actual limit of zero-ness/nothingness itself. It is 'nothingness' 
existing as a 'state of action' versus a 'state of passivity' which must be reasoned out before one 
can understand the summation of time and timelessness, before one can understand the summation 
of the physical and the abstract, before one can understand the summation of 'what is' and 
potentiality. 

Are the concepts of zero and infinity in essence simply another name for 'nothingness'? 
Absolutely not! Nothingness is nothingness and zero is zero and infinity is infinity. 

Mathematicians may object to such a statement. It is not mathematics, however, which is lead the 
way regarding our understanding of the functionally of zero, infinity, and nothingness. It is 
Metaphysics, a subset of philosophy, which will lead the way towards understanding the 
functionality of zero, infinity, and nothingness. 

The demise of metaphysics has become starkly apparent beginning with the nineteenth century 
and culminating in the twentieth centuries. The shambles of metaphysics is so apparent its absence 
was noted by one of the great cosmologists of the twentieth century when he stated: 

However, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, science became too technical and 
mathematical for the philosophers, or anyone else except a few specialists. Philosophers 
reduced the scope of their inquiries so much that Wittgenstein, the most famous 
philosopher of the century, said, "The sole remaining task for philosophy is the analysis 
of language. " What a come down from the tradition of philosophy from Aristotle to 
Kant.' 2 

Steven Hawking - A Brief History of Time 

But it is not the technicality of science, which has caused philosophy to draw up short of its 
objective and hesitate. As was expressed so well by Charles Seife in his book, Zero: The 
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Biography of a Dangerous Idea, it was the fear of addressing the issue of 'nothingness', which 
caused philosophy and metaphysics to hesitate. 

Martin Heidegger accentuates this point in his lecture: The Fundamental Question of Metaphysics. 
In this lecture, Heidegger espouses what he claims is the fundamental question of metaphysics. 
Heidegger states the question: 'Why are there essents rather than nothing?' Having stated the 
question, Heidegger then expends thirteen thousand words to explain why the question is stated as 
such rather than being stated as: Why are there essents? 

Throughout the expenditure of his energies to understand why the first question as opposed to the 
second question, Heidegger makes such comments as: 

For why should we go on to ask about nothing? Nothing is simply nothing. 

He who speaks of nothing does not know what he is doing. ...He contradicts himself. ... 
to speak of nothing is illogical. He who speaks and thinks illogically is unscientific. But 
he who goes so far as to speak of nothing in the realm of philosophy, where logic has its 
very home, exposes himself most particularly to the accusation of offending against the 
fundamental rule of all thinking. Such a speaking about nothing consists entirely of 
meaningless propositions. Moreover he who takes the nothing seriously is allying himself 
with nothingness. He is patently promoting the spirit of negation and serving the cause of 
disintegration. Not only is speaking of nothing utterly repellent to thought: it also 
undermines all culture and all faith. What disregards the fundamental law of thought and 
also destroys faith and the will to build is pure nihilism. 3 

One must not conclude from this quote that it was Heidegger who lead us to the point of fearing 
'nothingness' for Heidegger simply verbalized in an eloquent manner what it was humanity has 
always feared to confront and that is the concept of 'nothingness' itself. 

In this tractate we will examine both the existence as well as the 'intra'- and 'inter' - functionality 
of: 

1. Essent - singularity 

2. Essents - multiplicity 

3. Nothingness - singularity 

4. Nothingnesses - multiplicity 

5. Summation - singularity 

Such a task, metaphysically speaking, is horrendous in scope and as such takes eighteen tractates 
to fully develop. 

Innocuously immersed within this list is the concept of nothingness and in spite of the warnings of 
Heidegger it blatantly suggested that: 

1 . Nothingness exists 

2. Nothingness is a 'some' 'thing' 

3. Nothingness is a part of 'every' 'thing' 

4. Nothingness is process and as process, action, nothingness in and of itself, affects the 
two states of existence: individuality and summation. Stated philosophically: 
Nothingness affects the individual and God. Stated religiously from the earth's point 
of view: Nothingness affects man and God. Stated scientifically: Nothingness affects 
consciousness of consciousness and that which lies 'beyond' the universe, infinity, 
itself. 
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In short it will be stated that nothingness does exist. Even more disturbing it will be suggested that 
not only does nothingness exist but that nothingness has an active role to play in the dynamics of 
totality as opposed to the concept of nothingness having a potentially passive role to play in the 
dynamics of totality. 

So if the individual is individuality and God is the Whole, including what lies 'beyond' time, what 
is the universe? The universe 'is' the void. The universe 'is' nothingness itself. The universe is 
action, process/reality, the universe is the potentiality of being and thus the potentiality of God. 

To put it even more concisely: 

the individual - individuality 'immersed' 'within' being 

being - the universe - action, process reality/nothingness/the void 
'immersed' 'within' God 

God - what lies beyond the universe, what the universe lies 
'immersed' 'within' 

In short, the materials of the individual, action, and God generate the metaphysical system of the 
individual acting within God 

And so it is we are about to defy Heidegger's warning that to examine the concept of nothingness 
is to stamp one's own forehead with a letter more feared by philosophers than the scarlet letter 
'A'. We are about to self impose a scarlet letter T upon our brows. We are about to label 
ourselves as 'illogical' . 

Why risk being labeled 'illogical' ? It is only by facing our fears that we can conquer our fears and 
until metaphysicians face their most dreaded fear, the fear of nothingness 4 , we will not be able to 
move metaphysics to the its next level of development. 

Creating the paradox of a Physical System 

Where do we begin the task of challenging the illogical? We begin pre-Zeno. We cannot pin point 
an adequate historical point upon which we can concentrate our effort in terms of addressing the 
issue of 'nothingness'. Such a statement is perhaps more appropriate than it at first glance may 
appear. In essence we are saying the understanding of nothingness had no concrete beginning. The 
origination of nothingness is as illusive as the abstractual concept of nothingness itself. 

Everything, which exists, appears to have a function. 

Matter is 'some-thing'. Matter is functional. 
Energy is 'some-thing' Energy is functional. 

Love is an idea, abstractual and as such 'love' is 'some-thing'. Love is functional. 

Historically over time, we have come to understand what it is we mean by the generic 
philosophical concept we call 'something'. 

Philosophy led the way in this understanding. Philosophy debated the concept of matter and its 
basic form. The debate of matter being solid through and through was led by philosophy and 
resolved by science. Science, following the lead of philosophy, spent copious amounts of time 
understanding the nature of matter and eventually found that rather than be solid through and 
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through, matter was primarily composed of empty space. The empty space was found to be a 
'region' within which atomic particles, sub atomic particles, sub-nuclear particles, sub-? particles 
could 'move around' and perform their function. 

Eventually we understood what we meant when we said: 'Matter' is something and as such matter 
has a function. We then advanced our perception of the universe and began the understanding that 
energy is directly and innately related to matter and matter is directly and innately related to 
energy: 

As this scientific investigation of matter proceeded to resolve the issue of matter being some- 
thing, philosophy began to speculate regarding the concept of energy. Upon completing its 
elementary understanding of matter, science turned its copious theoretical attention upon 
understanding the concept of energy: As such: 

2 

E = mc 

Became a household concept. Science understood that energy was 'some-thing' for matter and 
energy were directly related one to the other. Science now understands that not only is matter 
'some-thing' but energy is 'some' 'thing'. Science now has a relatively advanced understanding 
that not only is energy a 'some' 'thing' but energy has functionality. 

Science, as of yet, does not have a clear understanding if abstraction is 'some' 'thing' let alone if 
abstraction has functionality. 

Philosophically, we are today attempting to resolve the issue: Is knowledge an innate characteristic 
of the physical? This argument consistently emerges in the debate between the monists and the 
dualists. The debate has a long history. It reached a classic peak with Zeno and his bewilderment 
regarding the relationship between multiplicity and seamlessness. Zeno's eloquent depiction of the 
debate culminated with his paradox of space/time and his paradox of space/distance. 

In essence we are attempting to understand whether or not the abstractual concept of 'knowledge 
is 'some-thing' . Intuitively we have a sense abstractual concepts such as love, hate, joy, sorrow, 
etc are innate characteristics of 'things' and as such is 'some-thing' itself. On the other hand we 
have an intuitive sense that abstraction would not be destroyed if one destroyed the physical. 

Historically we started with three independent statements: 

Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 
Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 

And moved to two independent statements: 

Matter and energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 

Heraclitus may be correct: 'Not I, but the whole world says it: All is one.' 

Some would say: Abstractions can be created and destroyed. 'One can fall in love.' But if such is 
the case then love must exist for if it did not there would be no 'love' into which one could fall. 
One might suggest that one can fall in love and then fall out of love. If such were the case, would 
anyone who has fallen into love ever deny the emotions, would anyone who has fallen in love ever 
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suggest that the emotions of having been in love simply became non-existent. One may have 
fallen in love but no one who has done so ever forgets the experience. 

It could be argued that emotions are a 'symptom' of the individual. Conceding such an argument 
allows us to move on and discuss the issue of the general existence of the abstractual emotion 
itself as a form of perfection. Love exists, hate exists, greed exists, compassion exists, perfect 
circles exist, a point exists . . . 

It is in this sense that it is being suggested that iove' cannot be created or destroyed. It is in this 
sense that it is being suggested that the concept of a perfect circle cannot be created or destroyed. 

If abstraction, like matter and energy, cannot be 'created' or destroyed, then it might suggest that 
perhaps we are about to find we have one independent statement: 

Matter, energy, and abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 

But why would the word 'independent' be used here. It is used because the fusion of the 
statements does not begin with three statements fusing into one but rather it begins with four 
statements fusing into one. 

Philosophically we are beginning to examine another concept, which the Greeks refused to 
acknowledge. In fact, it is coming to light that the Greeks recognized the concept but like the 
Church in the time of Copernicus, feared nothingness to the point of intentionally attempting to 
suppress the concept. The attempt to suppress the concept went to the extreme of killing 
intellectuals found both openly or secretly speculating about 'nothingness'. 5 

The concept we are missing in our sequential development of 'All is one.' is 'nothing' itself. Even 
today the concept of 'no-thing' being a 'thing' is philosophically beyond our reach that is until this 
sequence of tractates. 

Immediately one objects. Immediately one states that 'nothing' is just that nothing and as such 
cannot be 'some' -thing. That is true but. . . 

We then state that 'no-thing' as nothing can have no function. And it is this second leap of 
conjecture where we may find our greatest metaphysical error. 

To understand such a concept lets re-examine the development of the three basic concepts through 
expanding their number of three to the number of four: 

We now start with four independent statements: 

Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 
Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 
Nothingness cannot be created or destroyed 

And moved to three independent statements: 

Matter and energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
Abstraction cannot be created or destroyed. 
Nothingness cannot be created or destroyed. 

Heraclitus may be correct: 'Not I, but the whole world says it: All is one.' 
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If such is the case then it would portend that: Perhaps we are about to find we have one 
independent statement: 

Matter, energy, abstraction, and nothingness cannot be created or destroyed. 

Immediately we look back to Heidegger and shy away from the task of addressing the issue of 
nothingness because as Heidegger states: 

And above all, in talking about nothing or nothingness, we are not making the slightest 
advance toward the knowledge of the essent. 6 

So it is we cling to the concrete development of a scientific understanding regarding the physical 
and a theoretical development of the philosophical understanding of the abstract but remain 
abhorrent towards any form of developmental understanding of perhaps the key to understanding 
the whole of reality itself. The key we shun is the understanding of not only the existence of 
nothingness but also the very functionality of nothingness in terms of the big picture, in terms of 
understanding the whole itself. 

Having made such statements regarding our fear of nothingness, what is our next step? Our next 
step is to dive into the fray and begin to clarify what it is we mean by the term of 'nothing', clarify 
what it is we mean by the concept of 'nothingness'. 



What is a void? 

Thesis, antithesis, and synthesis are not a static list of three conditions but rather a description of a 
dynamic process verbalized by Hegel. First one identifies the thesis. Second one develops or 
identifies the antithesis. Third one develops or identifies the synthesis. Metaphysically, 
ontologically, and cosmologically, this is a phenomenally useful tool. 

The redefinition of just where it is metaphysics can be found within this process is one of the 
multiple points of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. Such a 
redefinition will emerge at the conclusion of Part II of this work: A Virgin Consciousness - On the 
individual being. The arguments leading to the logic regarding the conclusion are examined in 
detail in Tractate 7: Hegel. For the present, it can be said: 

1. Metaphysically we have both begun and accept the identification of reality. This 
process identifies reality as 'everything'. 

2. Metaphysically we have begun the identification of the antithesis of reality. This 
process identifies the antithesis of reality as 'nothing'. 

Although we have accepted 'nothing' being the antithesis of 'something', such an acceptance is 
not necessarily accurate nor reasonable. 

It may well be that we need to refine if not redefine our understanding of where it is 'something' 
and 'nothing' fit into the Hegelian process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis. 

The significance of such a refinement, as is the case of all metaphysical definitions, emerges in an 
understanding of how it is we perceive ourselves. The process of perception emerges from the 
metaphysical implications arising out of the answers to three questions all metaphysical 
perceptions generate either directly or indirectly. The three questions are: Where are we? What are 
we? And lastly: Why do we exist? Now whether one uses the term of multiplicity, 'we', or uses 
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the term of singularity, T, is not the issue at this point but an in-depth discussion of such a 
concept will be addressed thoroughly and specifically throughout this work. 

It is the answers to the three previous questions, which initiate fundamental social developments. 
The process: 

1. Perceptions generate action (singularity). 

2. Action generates reactions (multiplicity). 

3. Reactions generate social ambiance. 

It is 'social ambiance' within which all 'knowing' entities are immersed as they journey through 
the process of experiencing. Thus to understand social ambiance one must understand the 
metaphysical foundation of society. If one finds that one's social ambiance is permeated with 
'undesirable' elements of action, as did many great humanists throughout human history, then one 
means of excising such action becomes apparent. To initiate the process of excising 'undesirable' 
elements of action one must begin at the point of origination, one must begin to understand what 
perceptions are generating the 'undesirable' actions. Such a process begins with the examination 
of the most fundamental foundation of one's society. Such a process requires a reexamination of 
one's fundamental understanding of the three questions: Where are we? What are we?, and Why 
do we exist? 

And how does one go about such a fundamental reevaluation? One beg ins the process of 
understanding where it is our metaphysical foundation is flawed if in fact it is flawed. 

It would appear our metaphysical foundation may well be flawed for it appears there are many 
social actions generated which we inherently abhor but rationally cannot reasonably deny other 
than to say: 'Because its 'wrong' that's why.' 'Because' this book or that book says its wrong, 
that's why.' 'Because I was told it's wrong, that's why.' 'Because you wouldn't want someone 
doing that to you would you, that's why.' In short there is no logic, no metaphysical understanding 
of reality to support the arguments made against what we sense to be abhorrent social actions. 

What does such a seemingly off task analysis of social ambiance have to do with the process of 
'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis'? In terms of the process of 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 
'synthesis', we appear to be, metaphysically, at the following point: 

Thesis: reality - everything 

Antithesis ? - nothing 

Synthesis: ? - ? 

Scientifically, religiously, and philosophically we do not understand how 'nothingness' can 
possible exist if it is truly 'nothing' . Cosmologically, ontologically, and metaphysically we do not 
understand how 'nothingness' can possible exist if nothingness is truly the absence of 
omnipresence. If there is an existence which is not measurable - is unobservable, if there is an 
existence in which we have no faith - has no believability, if there is an existence which defies 
rationality - is not reasonable, then how are we to move to the next phase of developing the 
synthesis incorporating this 'unobservable', 'unbelievable', 'unreasonable' existence? 

So it is we find metaphysics to be mired in inaction. So it is we find philosophers to perceive 
metaphysics to be 'dead' . So it is philosophy finds itself discussing how one person can perceive 
the color red differently than another and discussing the uncertainty of truth, rather than discussing 
the significance of life. So it is philosophy and thus society pushes the concept of truth away and 
frantically clutch to their breasts, the concept of 'There is no such thing as truth.' 
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Again what does this have to do with 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis'? It is the lack of 
understanding of 'nothing', the lack of the understanding of a void and thus the lack of a more 
complete understanding of our reality that has brought metaphysics to a complete halt in its 
development. The implication: Social ambiance cannot evolve to its next significant level until 
philosophy rectifies this situation. 

It would seem therefore, that the process of rectifying the lack of an evolving social development 
must begin with the examination of the state of metaphysics. We must reexamine our 
understanding, or lack of understanding, of the 'antithesis' for it appears it is the 'antithesis' where 
metaphysics is mired. 

And what is it we find defined by the 'antithesis'? We find 'nothingness' to be the concept within 
which the metaphysical 'antithesis' of the thesis of 'everything' to be stalled. Metaphysically we 
do not appear to understand the concept of 'nothingness'. 

We don't even know if 'nothing' is the 'antithesis' of 'everything'. 

It is this reevaluation of 'nothingness', which this work addresses. It is the shifting of 'nothing's' 
relationship to 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis', which this work addresses. In fact it is the 
reconfiguring of the process of 'thesis', 'antithesis', and 'synthesis in relationship to the concepts 
of 'everything' and 'nothing' which this work proposes. Such a 'shift' in our perception regarding 
the relationship of 'everything' and 'nothing' requires but one small seemingly insignificant 
action. The action, moving the perceived relationship of 'nothing' as the antithesis of 'everything' 
into 'nothing' being a part of reality and thus we obtain: 

Thesis: reality - everything & nothing 

Antithesis: ? - ? 

Synthesis: ? - ? 

The result of such a transformation is that Heidegger's presumption that the most fundamental 
question of metaphysics is: Why are there essents rather than nothing? Now becomes: Why are 
there essents and nothings? 

Perhaps this is why Heidegger stated: 

But - it is in the very nature of philosophy never to make things easier but only more 
difficult. And this not merely because its language strikes the everyday understanding as 
strange if not insane. 7 

Such a seemingly insignificant change in perception, the inclusion of nothingness into being a part 
of reality as opposed to being excluded from reality, initiates the same process of dynamic change 
in terms of social ambiance as does the process of fusion and fission in terms of energy production 
and as does exponential growth versus geometric growth in terms of mathematical value. 

If nothingness is a part of reality then what is nothingness? Nothingness is the absence of all but 
nothingness itself. Nothingness is the void of matter, energy, time, space, and all forms of 
abstraction. Nothingness is a void in its most perfect form. Nothingness is a 'perfect' void. 

A point is the lack of space and time. A point is, however, an abstraction. As such a point is at 
least 'some' 'thing'. A point is an idea. A point is an abstractual concept. Nothingness, however, is 
not even that. Nothingness is so void of all that nothingness even lacks the substance of embracing 
an abstractual concept 'within' the very confines of its perceptual outer exterior. 
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If we accept such a notion as the existence of this 'thing' we refer to as nothingness, where do we 
begin our understanding of the concept of 'nothing'? We begin with a more in-depth examination 
of just what 'nothing' is. The list of topics seems endless. As such, due to the confinement of time, 
we will concentrate our attention briefly upon the following list: 



1 . What is a lack of a void 

2. Zero 

3. Infinity 

4. Matter/energy 

5. Space and time 

6. The function of something 

7. The function of 'nothing' 

8. The influence of fear 

9. The paradox of nothing having no function 

10. Where one can find a void 

1 1 . Symmetry emerges out of a void 

12. Where one can find a void of time 

13. What the void of time 'means' 

14. Where one can find a void of space 

15. What the void of space 'means' 

16. The void of infinity 

17. The size of an infinite void 

18. 'Something' reducing to a void 

19. Abstraction and the void 

20. Where a void cannot be found (and why it cannot be found there) 

21. Abstract Functionality 

22. The multiplicity of individuality: 

23. 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' 

24. the individual acting within God 

25. 'Nothing' is not a 'thing' 

26. Theoretical metaphysics now evolves into: God acting within the individual versus the 
individual acting within God 



What is a lack of a void? 

To begin to understand the concept of nothingness it will help to understand the concept of 
'everything'. Everything is more than just the summation of 'every' thing. Prior to Einstein's 
development of the General Theory of Relativity, there were two separate and distinct laws 
regarding the relationship of matter and energy. There was: 

1 . The law of the conservation of matter: Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 

2. The law of the conservation of energy: Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 

As such 'things' referred to 'objects' composed of matter. 'Things' referred to matter itself. 
'Every' thing referred to all matter in the universe. A vacuum was thus considered to be a 'void', 
to contain 'nothing', to contain no matter. 

Einstein introduced the concept regarding the direct relationship between matter and energy: 
Energy equals matter times the speed of light in a vacuum (a void) squared. 
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Following the development of such an understanding, the two laws, the law of conservation of 
matter and the law of conservation of energy, became one law, the law of conservation of matter 
and energy. 

The form of matter became interchangeable with the form of energy and the form of energy 
became interchangeable with the form of matter. The result: 'every' thing now expanded to 
include not only matter but also energy. 

A void thus became not just a void of matter but a void became the simultaneous absence of both 
matter and energy. 

Such a perception fell into line with Hegel's metaphysical developmental process of thesis, 
antithesis, and synthesis 

The thesis: 'every' thing, the summation of all matter and energy 
The antithesis: 'no' thing, the lack of matter and energy 
The synthesis: as yet unknown 

Such a perception was taken for granted, was taken to be an absolute and thus, such a perception 
was never brought into question. 

But a question does arise: What then of abstraction? Can abstraction be an element of 'no' thing? 
If 'no' thing is just that 'no' thing then metaphysically it would appear that 'no' thing must also be 
the absence of all abstractual 'things'. The most basic abstractual void in terms of physics would 
be the void of the abstractions of space and time. 

One may contend, if there is no matter or energy in the void then space and time would not be 
present. But is this necessarily the case? 

In the following scenario: 




time and space are found to exist 'within' nothingness if in fact 'nothingness' does exist and thus 
'no' thingness 'contains' space and time. The point is that 'nothingess' when 'found' 'within' the 
universe is not 'no' thingness for it contains abstractions of, at a minimum, space and time. 
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What then is 'no' thingness? Nothing is the complete lack of 'every' thing. 'Things' are not just 
items of matter. 'Things' are not just elements of matter and energy. 'Things' are elements which 
are, be they the old concept of things being items of matter, or the more recent concept of things 
being items of matter and energy, or the future concept of things being items of any form of 
existence be it substances of matter, energy, or abstraction. 

But what then is a void? Wouldn't such a definition automatically lead to the understanding that a 
void is no different than an idea such as the idea of a geometric point? No. A geometric point by 
definition is 'some' thing. A geometric point is an abstractual perception and therefore is a part of 
'every' thing. 

A void contains no time, no space, no matter, no energy, and no abstractions of any form. 

To understand the concept of 'nothingness' existing, we need to elaborate more upon several 
unique concepts. 

Zero 

Zero has functionality in mathematics although for a long time mathematics did not understand the 
concept of zero let alone understand zero having functionality. Mathematics found itself reaching 
a point where it could not advance until it came to understand this concept called zero. 

The same situation is presently confronting metaphysics. Metaphysics has come to a point of 
stagnation in terms of its evolving a higher level of understanding regarding the whole of reality 
and as such metaphysics appears to philosophers to be 'dead' . In actuality however, metaphysics 
has simply reached an impasse in terms of understanding what lies before it. Philosophers 
'believe' metaphysics has reached its ultimate level of development but like mathematicians of the 
past, philosophers do not understand what is actually happening. Philosophers do not 'see' what it 
is that lies undefined before them. What lies undefined is the metaphysical equivalent of the 
mathematical zero. What lies across the path of the metaphysician is nothingness. Like the 
metaphysicians of old, present day metaphysicians are unable to understand 'nothingness' itself let 
alone understand the functionality of 'nothingness'. 

This is not a disparaging statement. It is more logical to perceive nothingness to not exist and to 
perceive nothingness to have no function than to perceive nothingness to exist and to perceive 
nothingness to have a function. 

The reason, however, one perception is perceived to be more logical than the other perception is 
not because the first perception is necessarily truer to what reality is but rather the first perception 
is where we have presently advanced metaphysics. The second perception, that of nothingness 
existing and nothingness having functionality, is were it is metaphysics must now advance before 
it can make the next leap in terms of understanding the totality of reality and understanding how 
reality's most basic elements interact one with other in order to create the perception of the whole 
being a complete entity in its own right. 

Zero represents nothing but mathematically zero has a function and thus zero exists. What of 
nothingness? Does nothingness have a function and thus does nothingness exist? 

If the answer is yes, then what of infinity? Does infinity exist and does infinity have functionality. 
Mathematically infinity appears to be the other extreme of zero and as such does appear to exist 
and does appear to have functionality. The next question becomes: Is there a similar relationship 
within the realm of metaphysics, which replicates the relationship of zero and infinity found 
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within the realm of mathematics? To understand the answer to this question, we must first briefly 
examine the concept of infinity. 

Infinity 

Infinity: 

The set of whole numbers : { 0, 1 , 2, 3 , . . . oo } 

This is not infinity. This simply demonstrates the concept of infinity. The last element represented 
in the sequence is not infinity nor does the last symbol represent infinity. The last symbol, oo, 
simply represents one more than the preceding number however large that number may be. 

In essence, infinity simply 'represents' the concept of a sequence 'going on forever'. But can any 
sequence go on forever? This is only possible if time goes on forever for our understanding of 
infinity is associated with time when we speak of 'physical' things. 

What if we speak of abstractual concepts versus physical concepts? Does infinity then go on 
forever? One could think of infinity 'going on forever' however since 'forever' applies to time and 
time emerges from matter and energy and since we are now referring to the abstractual rather than 
the physical, it would be more accurate to say infinity is a process of non-termination as opposed 
to saying infinity 'goes on forever' . 

Such a perception leads us to understand that the sequence of whole numbers does not go on 
forever but rather is a 'timeless sequence'. 

As such the set of whole numbers is not a sequence 'of ' the universe but rather the set of whole 
numbers 'becomes' understandable, knowable, to the observer while being 'in' the universe, while 
being 'in' the reality of the observer. 

Is infinity a 'thing'? Infinity is not a 'thing' of matter, nor is infinity a 'thing' of energy, space, or 
time. Infinity is a 'thing' of abstraction just as zero, a point, and a perfect circle are 'things' of 
abstraction. Infinity therefore is an element of 'every' 'thing'. As such infinity is not found 
'within' 'nothingness'. Infinity is not a part of 'nothingness'. Infinity is conspicuously absent 
'within' the realm of nothingness. 



Matter/energy 

Matter and energy are two concepts we perceive to both exist and to be functional. Matter and 
energy are perhaps the most easily identifiable elements of 'every' 'thing' . 



Space and time 

Space and time are two concepts we perceive to exist. Whether space and time are innate 
characteristics of the physical or whether the physical is an innate characteristic of space and time 
is not, metaphysically speaking, the critical point. Whether space and time are found 'within' the 
physical and 'outside' the realm of knowing or whether space and time are found 'within' 
knowing and 'outside' the realm of the physical is also, metaphysically speaking, not the critical 
point. The critical point is that we perceive space and time to exist either as forms of the physical 
or as forms of the abstract or as forms of both the physical and the abstract simultaneously. The 
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critical point is that space and time are perceived to exist and space and time are perceived to be 
functional. 



The influence of fear 

The fear of 'nothing' having no function leads to the perception that we also may have no 
function. The fear of a void not existing leads to the perception that we also may not exist. Fear. 
Fear for ourselves, fear of our own potential mortality. 

Such a fear is so fundamental that the Greeks, from whom Western philosophy evolved, sensed it: 

The whole Greek universe rested upon this pillar: There is no void. 8 

Before they could accept zero, philosophers in the West would have to 
destroy their universe. 9 

So it was not ignorance that led the Greeks to reject zero nor was it the 
restrictive Greek number system. It was philosophy. ... for contained 
within zero are two ideas that are poisonous to the Western doctrine. 
... the void and the infinite. 10 

Western religion sensed it: 

There was no infinite. There was no void. There was no infinity; there 
was no zero. 

This line of reasoning had another consequence - and this is why 
Aristotle's philosophy endured for so many years. His system proved 
the existence of God." 

And even modern day theoretical physicists sensed it: 

Later in life, Einstein became disillusioned with the metaphysical ramifications regarding his 
general theory of relativity. 

And what was it about his own mathematical model that so disturbed Einstein? Einstein's model 
led to two and only two possible scenarios for the universe: Either the universe would expand into 
nothingness or the universe would contract into nothingness. The concept of the universe evolving 
into nothingness had Einstein so upset that in his later years he arbitrarily added a 'cosmology 
constant' to his equations to circumvent such a mathematical conclusion. 

Postulating the existence of such a mysterious force was a desperate 
act. "I have. . . again perpetrated something about gravitation theory 
which somewhat exposes me to the danger of being confined to a 
madhouse, " wrote Einstein, but he was so worried about the impending 
destruction of the universe that he was forced to take such a dramatic 
step. 12 

Fear is a horrendous motivating force to action. Absolute fear, however, can have quite the 
opposite effect. Absolute fear can be a paralyzing force so overwhelming it leads to passivity, 
inaction. 
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Fear of nothingness generated absolute fear and alarm within all three realms of our perceptual 
ability, within the belief/religion, within the realm of reason/philosophy, and within the realm of 
observation and measurement/science. How does one overcome such fear? One cannot overcome 
one's fears until one confronts the object of one's fear. Upon doing so one often finds that what it 
is one fears is actually nothing at all. 



The paradox of nothing having no function 

How is it possible the statement, Nothing has no function, can be a paradox? If nothing is truly 
'nothing' it would appear to have 'no' function for if 'nothing' had a function it would appear to 
be 'some'thing rather than being 'nothing'. 

Why is it we perceive nothingness as having no function? We perceive 'nothing' as being 
functionless because we perceiver 'something' to have a function and thus the minimal extreme of 
'something' would appear to have the most minimal function of 'something' and the most 
minimal function we can perceive is 'no' function at all, zero function. 

There is no denying such logic. 

If there is no denying such logic, then we can conclude that 'nothing' has no function. This would 
be an accurate statement if our perception of reality, if our perception of the whole, were the 
correct perception of reality, were the correct perception of the whole. 

The logic regarding nothingness having no function is only consistent 'within' our perceived 
reality of 'things' : 




But what of the functionality of 'nothing' 'outside' the universe as opposed to 'within' the 
universe? This is the realm of metaphysics. This is the focus of this work: The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception - 2000 AD. 

Our present perception regarding the location of 'nothing', is that 'nothing' lies 'outside' the 
universe. We presently perceive 'nothing' to be a non-existent location found 'within' the 
universe. 
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Nothing 



Such a perception evolves to become: 
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Or in essence, we perceive our universe to exist and 'nothing' to exist 'outside' our universe. Such 
a perception leads to three conclusions: 

1. There is no such thing as a 'void', no such thing as 'nothing' 

2. There is 'nothing' 'outside' our universe. 

3. Since 'nothing' does not exist, 'nothing' has no function 

The significance of each statement and an alternative means of perceiving nothingness leads us to 
Part II of this tractate: Resolving the issue of a void with a new metaphysical perception 



22 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Part II: Resolving the issue of a void with a new metaphysical perception 



The function of something 

All 'somethings' as entities appear to both exist in the passive state of being and exist in the active 
state of being. The passive state of being is a form of static state, a state of non-functionality. The 
active state of being is a state of functionality. 

Functionality is an action which can be identified such as walking, running, keeping soil from 
eroding, providing a location from which one can view the world from on high. 

Elements of 'every' 'thing' thus meet two qualifications: 

1. Elements of 'every' 'thing' exist in the passive sense of being. 

2. Elements of 'every' 'thing' exist in the active sense of having functionality. 



The function of 'nothing' 

'Nothing' has a function other than simply the individual. The state of the individual as a form of 
functionality is static, is a passive form of existence. The concept of 'passive existence' applies to 
all that 'exists. As such the characteristic of 'passive state of being' applies to 'nothing' itself. 
Such a state of existence in terms of 'nothing' is the least form of the state of the individual of 
which we can conceive. The least state of existence is a state of existence nevertheless. As such, 
nothingness fulfills the first qualifier listed in the previous section. 

But is nothing the 'least' form of existence? If 'nothing', if a void does exist, wouldn't the void of 
a void be the least form of the state of the individual? Such a state, the void of a void is a double 
negative and as such is semantically simply another way of saying there exists something other 
than 'no-thing'. 

As indicated by qualifier number two, items that exist are assumed to have some functionality 
other than functioning as a 'state of being'. If, therefore a void, 'nothingness', does exist, would it 
also have a dynamic function in addition to the static function of simply existing as a 'state' of 
being? To qualify as being an element of 'every' 'thing' the answer must be yes. 

How could it not? For a void to have no function other than a form of 'static' function would be to 
deny the very existence of a void a purpose for existence and in turn bring into doubt the very 
existence of the element of 'nothingness' itself. 

The inability to understand and rationalize a dynamic form of functionality for nothingness is why 
metaphysicians, cosmologists, and ontologists all question the validity of the very existence of 
'nothingness', the very existence of a void. Philosophers, such as Martin Heidegger, have 
established rational arguments for the very non-existence of an abstractual concept conceived 
through the process of conscious thought. Philosophers have not established rational arguments for 
the existence of nothingness. The process of rationalizing the non-existence of both the passive 
and active state of nothingness leads metaphysician, cosmologists, and ontologists to questioning 
not only the existence of a void but questioning the very existence of the double negative, the void 
of a void. In fact, the process of rationalizing the non-existence of a concept of which we can 
conceive leads philosophers to questioning the individual's very significance as well as 
individual's very existence itself. 
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The conviction that we are capable of perceiving of 'things', which cannot (note: there is a 
significant difference in meaning generated by the term 'cannot' as opposed to 'does not') exist 
leads to the progression of thought, which questions our very existence while elevating our ego to 
the level of irrational grandeur. 

How does one begin to address the issue of not only a void existing as 'some' thing but even more 
perplexing, how does one address the issue regarding the significance of a 'pure' form of a void? 
One begins by making assumptions and then following where such assumptions may lead. Many 
dead ends emerge with such an approach but one need only find one sample 'doorway' at the end 
of an apparent dead end to begin to gain hope that perhaps there is a solution to the paradox of a 
void. If such a solution can be found then the void becomes part of the 'thesis' versus being the 
'antithesis' of 'something'. 

Rather than take the time to practice going down an innumerable number of dead ends, let's start 
at what appears to be a 'dead' end, which leads to a mysterious door. We now have a choice. We 
can go through the door or we can go back to where it is we started. In order to be sure this is not a 
dream, let's backtrack to our original point of origination. Once reaching our original point of 
origination let's reverse directions and return to this mysterious door and open the door. Why open 
the door? 
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We will open the door to see what is on the other side, of course. 

1. Backtracking from the mysterious door to our original point of origination, 
a. Our present location: The present 



The universe: 

Matter 
Energy 
Space 
Time 



b. The past 



The universe: 

Matter and anti-matter = energy 

Energy 

Space 

Time 



c. Simplifying: 



The universe: 

Energy 

Space 

Time 



d. Reaching back further into the past: 



The universe: 



Energy + anti-energy = 'nothing' 

Space 

Time 
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e. Simplifying 



The universe: 

'nothing' 

Space 

Time 



f. Simplifying further 



The universe: 
'nothing' 



(Present day science now believes it is possible that time and 
space are functions of matter and energy and thus without 
matter and energy, time and space would not be) 



g. Simplifying further 'the universe' is no longer what we perceive the 
universe to be but rather the universe which generates perceptual change 
becomes simply 'what is' 

What is 
and 

'nothing' 

This brings us to step two: 

2. Once reaching our original point of origination let's reverse directions and return to 
the present. 
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a. We begin at the point of location regarding 'nothingness' in relationship to 
what is 

What is 
and 

'nothing' 

b. With a 'crack' of a massive implosion of symmetry 'nothingness' becomes 
a perceived location as opposed to 'nothingness' 

What is 
and 

'a' location 

c. 'a' location is composed of perceived space and time and thus we have: 

What is 
and 
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d. Which instantaneously becomes 

What is 
and 




Which for survival purposes becomes: 

What is 
and 
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And then through the continuation of implosion becomes: 



What is 
and 
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Which for survival purposes becomes: 
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And then through the continuation of implosion becomes: 



What is 
and 




And thus 'nothingness' emerges into a functional existence. 

Such a scenario suggests functionality for nothingness itself. The function: Nothingness may act 
as the medium from which physicalness itself emerges. Nothingness may act as the medium 
through which change itself emerges, may act as the medium through which growth itself 
emerges. 

This is not to say such a scenario is 'the' true scenario. Rather this is to say: If we can find one 
possible scenario describing a function of nothing than perhaps we now have a glimmer of hope of 
finding 'the' true significance to a void and if a void can have significance then there is hope that 
we ourselves rather than having zero significance may have infinite significance. 
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We have moved backward through time to an existence void our universe and then proceeded 
back from whence we came. We are once again facing our mysterious door. And what is this 
intriguing door we have intuitively been seeking? 

This mysterious door is the door of hope or one might say this is the door of understanding which 
leads to a perception of hope that we may be able to find the answer to the our most illusive 
question. What is this illusive question? The question is a modification of Heidegger' s question: 

'Why are there essents rather than nothing?' 

The question now becomes: 

Why are there essents and nothing? 

The mysterious door, the door of hope becomes a door of hope for now we understand that if we 
can find a significance to nothingness which if it exists is the least element of everything, than 
how could it be anything other than we also having a significance, which reaches beyond the static 
state of simply the individual. 

This brings us to step three of the process: 

3. Opening the door to see what is on the other side, of course. 

The door - understanding, the other side - the active state of being, the dynamics as to the 
significance of our being able to act verses our simply being. 



Where can one find the void of a void? 

The statement, a void of a void is a double negative. Thus to find the void of a void one must look 
no further than when viewing 'every' 'thing'. The void of a void is what exists in the form of 
matter, energy, space, time, and abstraction. Are there other forms of 'things'? Perhaps. We shall 
leave that to the 'advancement of knowledge' to explore. 

The void of a void is what it is one travels 'though' when experiencing this reality. The void of a 
void is what it is one experiences as one experiences one's knowledge of experience. 

The universe is 'full' of the physical and the abstractual and as such appears to be permeated with 
time, space, matter, and energy. 

We say time and space permeate the universe because it is time and space we perceive to be the 
fabric of the 'region' we call the universe. As such a void cannot be found 'within' the universe 
for there appears to be no location 'within' the universe where energy forces such as gravity let 
alone abstractual concepts such as time and space cannot be found to exist. 

A location of 'nothingness', a void, occupying no space and no time would not appear to exist 
anywhere within a region of physical reality since, if it did exist, it would appear to take up 'space' 
and be immersed in 'time'. We can only conclude that such an existence is either nonexistent or 
exists 'outside' the reality of our universe. 
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Such a presumption gives us the following perception regarding the 'location' of nothingness. 




A more accurate depiction would be: 
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This graphic acknowledges the understanding that if nothingness lies 'outside' the universe it most 
likely has no boundary since a boundary would imply a 'thing' existing which 'contains' 
nothingness and as such this 'thing' containing nothingness should belong within the universe of 
'things'. 

The graphic depicted suggests that 'no' thing is the antithesis of 'every' thing. The graphic 
suggests there is 'nothing' outside the universe. But lets assume for a moment that there is 'some' 
thing outside the universe of 'things'. What then can we say regarding the characteristics of such a 
region? We can say the region is void matter, energy, space, and time. 

If such a region exists we would have the following graphic: 



Nothingness would no longer be the substance of the region 'outside' the universe but rather 
nothingness would be contained within the region 'outside' the universe and as such we would 
have: 




Nothingness 



Containing: 
No matter 
No energy 
No space 
No time 
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Region 'outside' the universe 




Containing: 




No matter 


/ The universe * 


> No energy 


/ containing: 


\ No space 


[ Matter 


\ No time 


1 Energy 




\ Space 




\ Time 






/ Nothingness \ 




/ Containing: \ 




| No matter 1 




\ No energy / 




\ No space / 




\No time / 



But what of the 'boundary' containing the 'nothingness'? Such a boundary would simply be what 
it is which is found to exist 'outside' the universe. In such a scenario, nothingness no longer is the 
antithesis of 'every' thing but rather 'nothingness' is a part of the whole, a part of whatever it is 
which composes the whole. In essence 'nothingness' becomes an element of the whole. 
Nothingness becomes a part of the All. Nothingness, through the redefinition of 'every' thing, 
now becomes a part of the 'thesis' versus being the 'antithesis' of the 'thesis'. 

One cannot find a void 'within' the universe. 

What one finds 'within' the universe is, rather than a void, the void of a void. And what is the void 
of a void? The void of a void, being a double negation, appears to be something. But is it? Such a 
scenario would once again bring us back to Hegel's process of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis 
with one slight twist. Now instead of: 

Scenario I: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 



something 
nothing 



We would have: 

Scenario II: 



Thesis: 

Antithesis: 

Synthesis: 



nothing 
something 



This variance may appear significantly different for now it is not 'nothing' which counterpoints 
'something' but rather it is 'something' which counterpoints 'nothing'. Such a variance is by no 
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means meaningless for the perception the first scenario implies is that 'nothing' emerges out of 
'something' while the second scenario implies 'something' emerges out of 'nothing'. 

Metaphysically, cosmologically, and ontologically such an inversion of perception has horrendous 
implications. But it is not the intent of this work to suggest that one or the other of the scenarios is 
the case but rather it is the intent of this work to suggest that neither of these scenario's is the case. 
If the intent of this work were simply to discredit both scenarios, then the work would have 
emerged from an action of 'destructive criticism' . 

But destructive criticism, destructive anything, is not the intent of this work. This work is intended 
to be completely 'constructive' in nature and thus it is, while the two scenarios are rejected as the 
state of our reality, at the same time a new perception of the state of our reality is suggested. The 
new state of our reality being suggested is: 



Scenario EH: 

Thesis: 'something' and 'nothing' 

Antithesis: ? 

Synthesis ? 



This restructuring would appear to be a step 'backward' in our development and perhaps it would 
be if it were not for the fact that Tractate 17: The End of the Beginning, suggests an alternative 
replacement regarding the antithesis. This is not the time to discuss such an issue, however. The 
discussion of 'nothingness', the discussion of a void is more than enough to tackle in this 
particular tractate. 

How can it be that the Scenario I and Scenario II are not the issue of this tractate when the 
implications regarding the inversion of perceptual significance generated by Scenario II as 
opposed to Scenario I would appear to initiate as great a metaphysical debate as that generated by 
the Kantian metaphysical model as opposed to the Aristotelian metaphysical model? 

In essence the suggestion that it is Scenario II, which replaces Scenario I would lead us back to 
reexamine Hegel's process, we pursued earlier in this tractate. The examination of scenario II 
would do nothing but lead us back through the same arguments we confronted previously. The 
only variations we would encounter in the reexamination would be observing the emerging 
arguments developing in reverse order. 

Where one can find a void 

Since it would appear one cannot find a void within the physical since it may well be that the 
physical is a product of a void itself, where one can find a void? 

The answer would appear that one could find a void within the abstract itself. It would appear one 
can find a void within the total, within the universal set of the whole. 

Can one find a void 'outside' the whole? If such were the case the whole would not be the whole 
but rather the whole would be the whole minus the void and thus the whole would be short of 
being the whole, would be short of being a 'perfect' whole. 
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It could be argued: The exclusion of nothing from the whole does not deplete the whole. But is 
such the case? If the whole is truly the whole it must include all there is including not only the 
physical and the abstractual but it must include nothingness itself for nothingness is just as much a 
part of 'every' 'thing' as are the perfect circle, the perfect square, a point, infinity, zero. 

In addition: To place nothingness outside the whole implies there is limit to the whole and as such 
the whole no longer becomes an open system of inclusion but a closed system of exclusion. To 
exclude nothingness is but the first step in the process of the exclusionary process and thus the 
first step away from pluralism and towards inclusivism, which inevitably leads to exclusionism 
and human history is full of examples of where such an eventuality has lead. 

If, therefore, nothingness does exist then it would appear that the location of such a concept would 
be: 

1. 'Within' abstraction' as opposed to 'outside' abstraction and 

2. 'Outside' the physical as opposed to 'within' the physical 
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Graphically such a depiction would be: 




Symmetry emerges out of a void 



Perfect symmetry appears to emerge only from abstraction. This is not an original perception. 
There are many such analogies. A perfect circle, a perfect square, a perfectly straight line, all 
'appear' to emerge only from abstraction. 

Geometry is not the only realm of perfection emerging from abstraction. Pure, perfect love appears 
to emerge only from abstraction. Perfect pitch, perfect happiness, perfect peace, perfect . . . appear 
to emerge only from abstraction. 

Thus it is only 'within' abstraction that a pure void appears capable of emerging and it is only 
'within' abstraction that 'perfect' symmetry could arise. In fact it 'appears' that it is only within 
the abstractual existence of perfect nothingness that newness has the potential of emerging. It is 
only within nothingness that 'what is not yet' could possible emerge since within the realm of 
'what is', 'what is' is and thus could not be 'what it is not'. 

What then does this have to do with symmetry and nothingness? Out of a perfect form of 
nothingness, it appears that perfect symmetry of 'what is not' could arise. And since the realm 
from which perfect symmetry emerges is the realm of pure abstraction, it is from this realm that 
the physical arises. 
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What one obtains could be graphically depicted as 



The whole 



Becoming: 



The whole 
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Which in turn becomes: 
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Again it must be reiterated that such a graphic does not imply the process depicted is 'the' process 
itself nor does it imply that should the process depicted be discredited by science that our 
understanding of the functionality of nothingness reverts back to step one: total mystification. The 
significance of the graphic rather lies in the implication that there is rationality to the concept that 
nothingness 'could' have functionality and thus nothingness is not a hindrance to philosophy, 
science, and religion but rather nothingness may well be a concept science, religion, and 
philosophy need to embrace before they can resolve their most perplexing paradoxes. Resolving 
the paradoxes simultaneously confronting science, religion, and philosophy may be the key to 
moving onto the next level of understanding regarding the most basic metaphysical questions: 
Where are we? What are we? and Why do we exist? 



Where one can find a void of time 

It appears time is either an innate characteristic of matter and energy or matter and energy are 
innate characteristics of time. If one or the other is the case then time would be found to move 
continually as an unbroken form of continuity within the physical yet remain outside of 
consciousness. 

The net effect: Time as a form of unbroken measure of cause and effect may lie within the region 
of nothingness and alternately lie as a form of 'broken' entities of unit elements found within the 
entity of knowing outside nothingness and inside the region of abstraction. 

The void of time therefore appears to be found in two unique regions, the unique entity of 
knowing and the whole of abstraction. Within the whole of physicality, time would appear to be 
infinite, would appear to have no identifiable beginning or end or would appear to have an 
identifiable beginning and end. Be it the former or the later, time would appear to be a continuous 
form of infinite continuity sandwiched between the identifiable or unidentifiable 'beginning' and 
'end'. 

It is 'outside' 'beyond' the two extremes of 'beginning' and 'end' that time does not exist as a 
form of universal fabric; existing as a continuous form of infinite continuity. 

Within the entity of knowing, time would appear to be finite, would appear to begin and end or 
would appear to have no beginning or ending. 
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What the void of time 'means' 



Time has no universal functionality where it does not exist and thus the potentiality of the future 
does not exist where it is one finds the 'void of time' . But since potentiality is a critical aspect of 
change and change is a critical aspect of the whole if the whole is not to be stagnant, then the 
future must be somewhere else other than inside the whole. 

How can this be if there is no 'outside' to the whole? Such a scenario could only occur through a 
process of separation but rather than separation through exclusion it would need to be a process of 
separation through inclusion and the only way to exclude potentiality of 'what is not' is through 
separation through inclusion versus separation through exclusion. Such a process at first glance 
appears to be illogical, appears to be a paradox until one incorporates this 'thing' called 
'nothingness' into one's model of 'what is'. Once incorporating 'nothingness' into ones model of 
reality, the process of separating the future from 'what is', separating the future from the present, 
becomes a rational process by placing the future within nothingness. 

And what of the past, the past in a location of the void of time becomes the present. 



Where one can find a void of space 

Within the graphically depicted metaphysical model, one would find a void of space outside the 
region where one finds space, outside the physical. 

It appears space is either an innate characteristic of matter and energy or matter and energy are 
innate characteristics of space. If one or the other is the case then space would be found as a 
'location' of continuity, space would be found as an unbroken form of continuity of location 
within the physical yet outside of consciousness. 

The net effect: Space as a form of unbroken 'location' 'within' which the process of cause and 
effect could operate, may lie within the region of nothingness and alternately space could lie as a 
form of 'broken' universal fabric within entities of unit elements found within the entity of 
knowing outside nothingness and inside the region of abstraction. 

The void of space therefore appears to be found in two unique regions, the unique entity of 
knowing and the whole of abstraction. Within the whole of physicality, space would appear to be 
infinite, would appear to have no identifiable beginning or end, or would appear to have an 
identifiable beginning and end. Be it the former or the latter, space would appear to be a 
continuous form of infinite continuity sandwiched between the identifiable or unidentifiable 
'beginning' and 'end'. 

It is 'outside' 'beyond' the two extremes of 'beginning' and 'end' that space does not exist as a 
form of universal fabric; existing as a continuous form of infinite continuity. 

Within the entity of knowing, space would appear to be finite, would appear to begin and end or 
would appear to have no beginning or ending. 
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Graphically this would best be depicted as: 
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What the void of space 'means' 

The void of space means the void of all dimensions. The void of space interprets into infinite room 
for space itself since 'space' would lie 'within' itself and as a whole would 'occupy' no space 
'within' which it is found. 

The void of space has no universal functionality where it does not exist. The potentiality of the 
future does not exist where it is one finds the 'void of space'. Since potentiality is a critical aspect 
of change and change is a critical aspect of the whole if the whole is not to be stagnant/static, then 
the future must be somewhere else other than inside the whole. 

Again we ask: How can this be if there is no 'outside' to the whole? And again it must be said: 
Such a scenario could only occur through a process of separation but rather than separation 
through exclusion it would need to be a process of separation through inclusion and the only way 
to exclude potentiality of 'what is not' is through separation through inclusion versus separation 
through exclusion. Such a process at first glance appears to be illogical, appears to be a paradox 
until one incorporates this 'thing' called 'nothingness' into one's model of 'what is'. Once 
incorporating 'nothingness' into ones model of reality, the process of separating the future from 
'what is', separating the future from the present, becomes a rational process by placing the future 
within nothingness. 

And what of the past, the past in a location void of space becomes the present 



The void of infinity 

The void of infinity can be found within the physical for the physical is limited by both the very 
fact that time exists and space exists. 
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The concept of infinite finiteness is another way of expressing the concept of multiplicity of 
elements existing whose summation becomes the whole itself. Without nothingness such a 
division becomes unexplainable. The creation of the multiplicity of the elements becomes 
dependent upon the very existence of a functionality of nothingness itself. 

Thus it is that nothingness not only takes on the characteristic of existing as an element, takes on 
the characteristic of the passivity of being, but also takes on the characteristic of functionality, 
which in and of itself is a critical characteristic of any element existing as an element of the whole. 

The size of an infinite void 

Infinite spacelessness 

Are an infinite void and infinite spacelessness the same concept? Actually no they are not the 
same concept. An infinite void and an infinite spacelessness are each 'located' within distinctly 
different regions. 

Infinite spacelessness: 



The whole of abstraction 

No physicality of matter only the abstractual understanding of matter 
No physicality of energy only the abstractual understanding of energy 
No physicality of space only the abstractual understanding of space 
No physicality of time only the abstractual understanding of time 

But abstraction nevertheless 
Infinite spacelessness 



48 



49 



The Error of Heidegger 



Now the question becomes where does one 'rest' in relation to the other. Since, in this 
metaphysical model, nothingness is a form of abstraction the relationship becomes one of 
separation through inclusion or: 



The whole of abstraction 

No physicality of matter only the abstractual understanding of matter 
No physicality of energy only the abstractual understanding of energy 
No physicality of space only the abstractual understanding of space 
No physicality of time only the abstractual understanding of time 

But abstraction nevertheless 
Infinite spacelessness 
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To better understand what such a model means in regards to 'infinite size of an infinite void keep 
the previously mentioned concepts in mind as we reexamine the concept of the size of a void. As 
such we begin with: 



The whole of abstraction 






Nothingness: 






A perfect void 






No space, time, matter, or energy 






No abstraction 




\ 

o 



Since the void is located in spacelessness and since space is not found 'within' the void, one can 
expand the void infinitely without 'encroaching' upon, without 'reducing' the available 'region' 
within which the whole of abstraction is found to exist. We can depict such a concept as: 
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The net result: Infinite 'physical location' becomes available for an infinite amount of space, time, 
matter, energy, and abstraction should the concept of infinite space, time, matter, energy, and 
abstraction or any combination or any permutation for that matter of the five prove to be the case. 

Are space and time essential elements of the metaphysical model being proposed? In actuality no 
they are not. Space and time could exist as elements of the model or space and time could exist as 
simply perceived elements of the model. A 'perceived' existence of space and time would take on 
the appearance: 

Infinite spacelessness: 



The whole of abstraction 



Region 1 




Nothingness 'located' 'within' no 
space and no time 



But how can this be? How can the lack of space and time be 'located' 'within' the lack of space 
and time yet remain a separate entity from the 'location' void space and time? Such an occurrence 
can take place because while Region 1 is filled with abstraction, region 2 is void abstraction for it 
is a perfect void. 
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Such a depiction would appear as follows: 




Nothingness 'located' 'within' no 
space and no time 
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And thus we obtain a slightly different perception of a previous graphic: 



The whole of abstraction qq 




Which when acknowledging the multiplicity aspect of abstraction: 
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When combining such a concept with the potential emergence of symmetry arising from a perfect 
void we obtain: 
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Which when eliminating nothing, simplifies to become: 
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'Something' reducing to a void 

The complexity of the diagram can go through a series of simplistic reductions as follows: 
The first reduction gives us: 




Potentiality for unique abstractual knowing 
Potentiality for unique awareness of time and space 
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Which when accounting for the infinite spacelessness of nothing and allowing multiplicity to be 
an innate function of the whole one obtains: 




We will identify the metaphysical model presented shortly, but first we need to touch upon a few 
more pertinent concepts regarding the model incorporating both the existence of nothingness and 
the functionality of nothingness. 

Again and again and again it must be reiterated and reiterated again that the importance of the 
process lies not in whether or not such a process is 'the' process but rather the significance of the 
depicted process lies in the understanding that we have now evolved to the point in our time and 
social development where it is understood that not only could nothingness possible exist but even 
more dramatically it can be rationally demonstrated that nothingness itself could logically have 
functionality. 

The result: metaphysically, cosmologically, and ontologically we now have the ability to both 
verbalize and demonstrate a functionality for nothingness in addition to the mere potential 
existence of nothingness. 

The repercussions of such a development are dramatically demonstrable in all three fields of 
perception we as an entity in reality appear to have available to us: our ability to believe/religion, 
our ability to observe/science, and our ability to reason/philosophy. 

Abstraction and the void 

Two forms of perfection: perfection of what is and perfection of what is not, perfection of the 
whole and perfection of the opposite of the whole 

The previous section of this tractate initiates a demonstration regarding just how it is that the 
interrelationship of the whole - singularity, the elements of the whole - multiplicity, and 
nothingness interact. The appearance initially is one of great complexity but as one progresses 
through the tractate, the appearance reduces to one of great simplicity. Ockham proposed that 
should one have two competing theories from which to choose and should all relevant 



59 



The Error of Heidegger 



considerations regarding the theories, other than complexity, be equal, then the theory which is 
most likely to be correct is the theory of simplicity. Such a perception was supported by the 
Ancient Greeks who not only valued simplicity but also sought out simplicity as the means to 
understanding our reality. 

Ockham's razor would seem to suggest the model initially described is much too complex to be 
taken seriously as an accurate description of a realistic model of reality. Such a perception, 
however, evolves out of a misperception of the previous section for it is not simplicity which 
evolves out of complexity but rather the reverse takes place in reality - complexity evolves out of 
simplicity. 

The order of presentation in the previous section was intended to take one in the direction from 
where we presently are and go 'backwards' to the beginning. The true flow is in actuality the 
reverse. The true flow goes from where we are not, the beginning, to where we currently find 
ourselves to be, the present. Thus the true flow moves from simplicity to complexity. 

The concept of complexity is totally acceptable to Ockham. What was not acceptable to Ockham 
was the concept that a theory emerges out of complexity. . Geometry begins with the simple 
concept of a point and leads to immense complexities. It is therefore not the complexity to which 
Ockham objected but rather Ockham objected to a complex beginning. 

The metaphysical model: 
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Is steeped in simplicity itself and from simplicity evolves complexity: 




The Error of Heidegger 



And what is the point of origination of this metaphysical theory? The point of origination is the 
point before time began and such a point is described as the individual acting within God. 

What then does this have to do with the concept of the void? It is the concept of the void to which 
we must look to begin to understand the 'location' of time and space. It is to the void we must 
look to begin to understand the interrelationship of the individual and God, understand the 
interrelationship of multiplicity and singularity. It is to the void we must look to begin to 
understand the rationality of the whole of reality itself. 

We have not looked to the void to understand reality for we are afraid of what it portends. We 
have not looked to the void to understand reality because we are in space and time and we 
perceive the 'outside' of space and time to be nothingness itself. We have not looked to the void 
because we see the void as the final and ultimate proof that multiplicity, we, have no significance. 
We are afraid. We have come to the edge many times and each time we have stepped back and 
turned away from the void because we see no 'outside' to the void, no outside to nothingness. As 
such nothingness becomes the blackest realm of our most frightening nightmare. The nightmare, 
we have no significance. 

Until we can understand that nothingness exists and as such understand there is a limit to the 
infiniteness of the void, understand there is an 'outside' to the void, understand the void not only 
exists but has functionality, we will continue to shun the void, we will continue to avoid facing our 
greatest fear. 

To better understand where a void can be found it would help to examine, from a slightly different 
perspective, where it is a void cannot be found. 
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Where a void cannot be found 

A void cannot be found 'within' the physical because the physical is filled, at the minimum, with 
the abstract fabric of space and the abstract fabric of time if not also with the physical fabric of 
matter and energy. As we have previously suggested, it may well be that physical reality, what 
Zeno describes as multiplicity, emerges from the void itself. 



Graphically such a concept takes on the form of: 




The realm of singularity 



Until we can 'look' beyond space and time, look beyond the physical (metaphysics), we will 
remain afraid of the void for it is 'within' the void we find multiplicity, 'within multiplicity we 
find the physical, 'within' the physical we find ourselves. It is within the void we find the void 
itself. 
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As the graphic demonstrates: 

1. We do not find the void 'within' the physical but rather it is the physical we 
find 'within' the void. 

2. We do not find the void 'outside' the whole of abstraction for if the void is 
'some'thing and if the whole is the summation of all 'some' things then if the 
void were to be found outside the whole the whole would no longer be whole 
for it would be 'missing' 'some' thing, it would be missing the void. 

The void therefore cannot be found 'outside' the whole' nor inside the physical. 

What then lies 'inside' the physical? Matter, energy, space, and time lie inside the physical. 
Motion or the appearance of motion lies inside the physical. Most importantly, change lies inside 
the physical. 

What then lies 'outside' the whole? What lies outside the whole is a topic for tractate 16 but for 
now we can state that both the physical and the void do not lie 'outside' the whole. 

The multiplicity of individuality 

The credibility of this new metaphysical model, symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting 
within God, is measured by its ability to resolve presently existing paradoxes as established by 
today's perceived metaphysical model of reality. 





What 'is not' . 
Potentiality 'to be' 
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The past: 



What was is 



Thus 'what was' is 'what is' 



The present: 



What is 



The future: 



The potential to be 'what is' 



Thus: 



What is 

What is + what is (the future as it becomes the present) 

Equals 

What is 



Elements of multiplicity comprise the whole: 
The whole is 
The element is 
Change is 



'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' 

Two nouns and a verb is what present themselves in the statement: 'knowing' knowing 
'Knowing'. At first glance, one perceives three verbs in the statement: 'knowing' knowing 
'Knowing'. There are many variations of perceptions, which could emerge from the three words. 
The statement could represent three nouns, two nouns and a verb, three verbs, or perhaps we 
perceive two verbs and a noun. So what perception is the most logical in terms of reality? 

First of all we know it cannot be three verbs or three nouns for two of the words are standard font 
and one is italicized which implies a difference. In addition one needs some form of object as well 
as some form of action, be it a passive state of action or an active form of action, for the words to 
make a complete statement. Therefore, for the statement to have meaning we must have a mix of 
the two, nouns and verbs. 

But why must there be a mix of the two if nouns and verbs exist? What is a noun and what is a 
verb in the metaphysical sense? Metaphysically, a verb is action and a noun is an object. When we 
speak of an 'object', we are not necessarily referring to a physical 'thing'. When we speak of an 
'object, we are referring to what it is that is performing action be it action in the active sense of the 
word or action in the passive sense of the word such as action as a state of being. In short, when 
we speak of a noun metaphysically we are referring to existence itself. 
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So it would seam we have either two verbs separated by a noun or we have two nouns separated 
by a verb. Examining the two non-italicized words we find one begins with an upper case letter. 
An upper case letter depicts a 'proper' noun. This fact clearly defines what we have two nouns 
separated by action. 

'knowing' and 'Knowing' as nouns may more clearly be stated as being: 'knowledge' and 
'Knowledge' . 

As such we now have: 'knowledge' knowing 'Knowledge'. In essence, we have the very definition 
of metaphysics. 

Metaphysics is the examination of the understanding - knowing regarding the interrelationship of 
subunits of 'Knowing's' knowledge - 'knowing' to the whole of 'Knowing' - knowledge. One 
may ask, but what of the reverse? What of 'Knowing' knowing 'knowing'? What of the 
examination of the understanding - knowing regarding the interrelationship of the whole of 
'Knowing's' knowledge - 'Knowing' to the subunits of 'Knowing's' knowledge - 'knowing'? 

The first, 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing', is practical metaphysics the second, 'Knowing' knowing 
'knowing', is theoretical metaphysics. But isn't all metaphysics theoretical? With the completion 
of this work: No it is not. Before this work, from the beginning of the concept of zero entering our 
minds well before the point written history began up to and through Heidegger the concept of all 
metaphysics being theoretical was a valid perception. 

With the initiation of this work, the concept of metaphysics has risen to the level of substantive 
validation through the process of reason/philosophical argument supported by the process of 
observation/scientific confirmations and the process of believability/religious arguments. This is 
not to say the statement will not have its antagonists. Psychology encountered the same era of 
infancy with the writings of Freud but it passed through this state of embryonic development and 
through the passage of time emerged as a complete newborn infant of scientific study. 
Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Russell, Einstein, Husserl, 
Heidegger, Hawking, and thousands of others have led us to the Hegel's summit and beyond. But 
the summits, which exist, are just that, a plural of the word 'summit', a multiplicity of summits, 
each with its own sharp apex. 

It is time to fuse the perceptions into one complete understanding of our fractionalized 
metaphysical understandings and piece the puzzle together. 

The final outcome: 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing', 'knowledge' knowing 'Knowledge' or what 
we shall, generically term 'symbiotic panentheism' and metaphysically term the individual acting 
within God. 



The individual acting within God 

Generically: 

Scientifically: Symbiotic Panentheism 
Religiously: Symbiotic Panentheism 
Philosophically: Symbiotic Panentheism 

Descriptively: 
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Cosmologically: 

The whole is equal to the sum of its parts. The whole void any of its parts is not the 
whole. 

Ontologically: 

And God created individuals in His image and in the image of God created He 
individuals 

Metaphysically: 

An open non-Cartesian system powered by a closed Cartesian system found 'within' the 
open non-Cartesian system. 

Technically: 

Cosmologically: 

The individual exists within the universe. The physical, nothingness, and the abstract 
exist within the whole. 

Ontologically: 

The soul exists within the universe, which exists within God. 
Metaphysically: 

The individual acting within God 



'Nothing' is not a 'thing' 

'Nothing' is not a 'thing" would appear to contradict the premise that nothing is part of 'every' 
thing. Such is not the case, however. Although nothing may not be a 'thing' in terms of our 
present perceptual process, it is being suggested that nothingness is an element of the whole and as 
such is an element of 'every' thing and has functionality to the whole. In this case the 'thing' is the 
least quantity possible for a 'thing' and the least quantity is zero, nothing, but just because it is the 
'least' does not mean it does not exist nor does it mean nothingness does not have functionality. In 
fact it would be the most difficult 'thing' to 'create' within the whole of 'every' thing. In fact the 
very concept of nothingness having functionality gives rise to the concept of nothingness existing. 

A little mathematics might help underscore the point here. 

One cannot divide by zero because: 

1 . Zero is nothing and it is not possible to divide by nothing since one is then in essence not 
dividing at all. 

2. Mathematically as one divides by smaller and smaller numbers, the answer, quotient, 
becomes larger and larger, approaches infinity. 

Such a concept however, assumes: 

1. 'nothingness' itself does not exist since it is just what we profess it to be, nothing at all 

2. 'nothingness' has no function 

But what if assumption #2, which follows #1, is not correct? What if our assumption that 'no'- 
thingness has no function is incorrect. 
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At first glance the very thought of nothingness having functionality would appear to be 
contradictory. But is it? If 'nothingness' exists and after all we can conceive of it as the least of all 
somethings, then why wouldn't it have a function. After all, all elements of the whole appear to 
have a function to the whole, in every system of which we conceive. 

An interesting aspect of nothingness having functionality leads to examining what the 
functionality of nothingness would imply for mathematics: 



0 
0 



We examined these five concepts in detail in tractate eight but for now let us just say: 
If we begin with: 



oo 
oo 



(anything divided by itself is one, the whole) 
We move to: 



oo 
0 

(Individual potential divided by nothing) 



oo 



oo 



oo 



0 



oo 
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And then to: 



0 

oo 



(Nothing divdided by individuality) 
And finally the ultimate extreme: 



0 
0 

The functionality of nothing-ness 

Nothing-ness being literally nothing and itself having functionality provides meaning to all four 
suggested scenarios. 

Nothing being the source of all 'things' 



Theoretical metaphysics now evolves into: God acting within the individual versus the 
individual acting within God 

The series, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, will lead us into understanding 
a model regarding the 'intra' as well as inter-relationships of the three concepts: 

1. the individual: Individuality 

2. being: Action/process, reality, the universe 

3. God: The whole 

Once understanding the 'intra' as well as 'inter' relationship of the individual, being, and God, we 
will better be able to understand how it is the further examination of the individual acting within 
God becomes the realm of practical metaphysics and the manipulation of the individual acting 
within God becomes the realm of metaphysical engineering. 
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But what then of God acting within the individual? God acting within the individual now becomes 
theoretical metaphysics for we can only broadly (verses narrowly) speculate regarding the 
relationship of God to the individual. Such speculation remains the realm of ontology for the time 
being. 

And what of the following 'inter'- and - intra-relationships of the individual and God? Within 
which realm of metaphysics would the 'intra'- and 'inter' -relationship of the individual and God 
now be located: 

1. the individual to God: Practical Metaphysics & Metaphysical engineering 

2. God to God: Theoretical Metaphysics 

3. God to '?': Theoretical ????? 

So where does the discussion regarding nothingness lead us? It leads us to Zeno. 

Greek philosophy would never quite defeat Zeno - for Zeno had a paradox, a logical 
puzzle that seemed intractable to Greek philosophers. It was the most troubling argument 
in Greece. Zeno had proved the impossible. 13 

Today we believe we have mastered Zeno's paradox with the mathematical tool of Calculus, but 
have we or have we merely glossed over the paradox regarding the existence of multiplicity and 
seamlessness with the wallpaper of mathematical symbols? This question is what will lead us to 
reexamine Zeno's paradox and meditate upon Shakespeare's most notorious statement: 'To be or 
not to be that is the question.' 



Zeno Himself Says It 

As we shall see upon our first examination of metaphysical paradoxes, Zeno himself alludes to 
just such a scenario as is being advocated within this tractate, Tractate 10. The concept being 
suggested: 

1 . Nothingness exists 

2. Nothingness has functionality 

The in-depth examination of these two concepts is what emerges from the body of this work. 

Heidegger suggested the question was: 'Why are there essents rather than nothing'. We can now 
understand that an alternative to the question is: Why are there essents and nothings. 

Such a realignment of the question opens metaphysics to an innumerable number of new 
questions: 

1. Why is there essent (singularity)? 

2. Why are there essents (multiplicity)? 

3. Why is there nothingness (singularity)? 

4. Why are there nothingnesses (multiplicity)? 

5. What lies outside the whole? 
Etc. 
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Answers to the new series of questions becomes intuitively obvious once we look nothingness in 
the eye and resolve our lack of understanding regarding what has proved to be most perplexing 
questions of metaphysics: Where is nothingness? What is nothingness? And: Why does 
nothingness exist? 

We have explored answers to these three questions and have found the answers to be: 
Should nothingness indeed exist: 

1. Where does Nothingness exist? Nothingness is found 'within' the whole. 

2. What is Nothingness? Nothingness is an element of the whole. 

3. Why does Nothingness exist? Nothingness has functionality. 

And so it is we have placed a scarlet letter T upon our brow for we have metaphysically 
embraced not only the concept that nothingness exists but that nothingness has functionality. 

At first glance, it would appear we have established two concepts: 

1 . Nothingness exists and 

2. Nothingness has functionality. 

But such a quick conclusion proves to be incorrect for obscured between the two concepts is the 
understanding of 'what' nothingness itself is. So it is we have statements 1-3 rather than merely 
having statements 1-2. 

Even more surprising we have established the rationale for all three statements. We can now 
verbalize where nothingness exists. We have identified that nothingness exists 'within' the whole, 
that nothingness does not exist 'outside' the whole, that nothingness is an element of the whole, 
that nothingness 'is' rather than 'is not'. We have established the understanding that nothingness 
has significance to the whole. 

Nothingness having significance to the whole has huge implications to ourselves as individuals for 
if nothingness has significance than how is it conceivably possible that we, 'mere mortals', have 
anything less than significance to scientifically - the whole, religiously - God, and philosophically 
-God. 

We have seen that there is no choice where to place nothingness other than 'within' the whole for 
to do so diminishes the whole of being the whole and diminishes the whole's range of action. 
Imposing either action, diminishing the whole or diminishing the whole's range of action, or for 
that matter imposing both actions simultaneously is to reduce one's concept of the whole to be less 
than the whole. 

Having laid the groundwork for this portion of the work, The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, by examining the 'least' yet perhaps the 'most' significant element of 
the whole, we can now move on and examine the question: Why are there essents? 

This is an exciting question for we are essents and we have always yearned to know: Why? 

1 . Why do we exist? 

2. What are we? 

3. Where are we? 
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As we shall see the questions presented are presented in reverse order to what we will examine for 
it is through the specific reverse order of these questions that we can come to understand the 
answers to the questions: 

1. Where are we? 

2. What are we? 

3. Why do we exist? 

It is only through order we can begin to understand the ultimate of questions we have sought to 
answer: Why do we exist? 

But why focus upon the question: Why are there essents, we, (multiplicity) rather than: Why is 
there essent, I, (singularity)? We do so because it is the concept of multiplicity with which we are 
most familiar and thus it is through the concept of multiplicity that we can most easily understand 
singularity. 

The process is going to be difficult enough without making it even more so. Therefore we will 
take the path of least resistance in hopes of having enough energy to complete the task placed 
before us. 

Will we answer the three basic metaphysical questions? 

1. Where is essent (singularity)? 

2. What is essent (singularity)? 

3. Why does essent (singularity) exist? 

The answers to these three questions will emerge in Tractate 17: The End of the Beginning. 

Singularity and multiplicity are two concepts continually emerging in this last section regarding 
nothing. A question arises: Are the concepts of singularity and multiplicity leading us somewhere? 
Yes they are. Singularity and multiplicity led us to Tractate 1 of this work addressing Zeno and his 
metaphysical paradoxes regarding seamlessness and multiplicity. 



We now understand that 

The void is a vital link in moving our perceptual understanding forward regarding the 'system' 
being filled with something, into that of being 'the' system filled with both the void and the lack 
of a void. As such, both the void and the lack of a void, with the help of a new metaphysical 
perception, now have a location within which each dominates. As such, the understanding 
regarding the role of void and the lack of a void as well as the understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between the void and the lack of a void no longer remain in a state of confusion. 
Even more interestingly, the existence of such an interrelationship is not only recognized, as a 
significant aspect of the 'larger' system but it is now understood how the void and the lack of a 
void interact one with the other. 



1 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p233. 

2 Stephen Hawking, A Brief History of Time, Bantam Books, 1988, pl74. 

3 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p233. 

4 Question: Is "nothingness" their most dreaded fear? Support your claim with some examples. 
Answer: Obtain examples from the book Zero. 

5 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, pp 26 - 40. 
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6 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p233. 

7 Philosophy in the Twentieth Century, Volume 3, Martin Heidegger: The Fundamental Question 
of Metaphysics, Random House, 1962, p225. 

8 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p25. 

9 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p25. 

10 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, pl9. 

11 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p46. 

12 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p201. 

13 Charles Seife, Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea, Viking, 2000, p40. 
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Philosophy helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how the physical could exist 
'within' God without causing God to be physical in nature. 
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1999 AD: Contemporary Philosophy - The Error of: 

If there are two and only two possibilities, then if it is not one then it must 

be the other 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



The Universe: 
Is a System Filled with: 
The Abstract - Zeno 
The Physical - Aristotle 

Free Will Immersed Within Determinism - Boethius 

Humanity Loses Its Concept of Being the Center - Copernicus 

Imperfection - Leibniz 

The Void of Time and Space - Kant 

The void of First Cause - Hegel 

Time and Space - Einstein 

Separation Through Exclusion - Russell 

Either/Or Perceptions - Philosophy 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



Nothingness 

Heidegger 



The error: The paradox of either/or 



Perfection exists: - Leibniz 
The Omni-s - Leibniz 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omnibenevolence 



?????????? . 



Hegel 



The perception: Understanding monism and dualism moves our perceptual understanding of the 
system into that of being a system filled with both. As such, monism and dualism now have a 
location within which each can be found to exist. However, the understanding regarding the role 
of monism and the role of dualism as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between the monism and dualism not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such an interrelationship is not recognized as a significant aspect of 
the 'larger' system. 



It is this state of confusion which will be specifically addressed within this tractate. 
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Terms/concepts 

Complete consciousness 

Consciousness 

Disadvantage 

Diversity 

Dualist 

Homogeneity 

Illness 

Incomplete consciousness 
Individual multiplicity 
Individual singularity 
Innate 
Monist 



Multiplicity 
Quagmire of perception 
Singularity 
Virgin Conscious 
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Tractate 11 

Contemporary Philosophy: The Error of 

Either/Or 

Introduction 

Philosophy, both Eastern and Western, can be reduced to one of two forms of metaphysical 
systems: 

Either 

The Aristotelian metaphysical system - Cartesianism: A closed passive system wherein 
the whole of the closed system is passive. 

Or 

The Kant/Hegel metaphysical system - non-Cartesianism: An open active system 
wherein the whole of the open system is active. 

The names do not indicate Eastern philosophy has emerged from the thoughts of the West. Rather 
the names applied to the metaphysical systems are simply names best personified by the thinkers 
Aristotle, Kant, and Hegel. Why use the works of Aristotle as the personification of the closed 
passive system and the works of Kant/Hegel as the personification of the open active system? 
Since this work, the War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, examines the time frame 
beginning with 500 BC and ending with 2003 AD, it is from the thinkers existing within this time 
frame from which such a choice was to be made. General consensus would appear to agree that 
these three thinkers were the most original, rational, and complete thinkers of this time period to 
discuss the issues of metaphysical systems. 

Both the Aristotelian and the Kant/Hegelian systems have been unsuccessful in resolving simple 
paradoxes, paradoxes that have existed for eons. In addition, both systems appear to be incapable 
of resolving newer paradoxes such as Russell's paradox as well as newer paradoxes emerging 
from more recent scientific concepts such as Einstein's Theory of Relativity. 

Stating the obvious is not the point of this work. The point of this work is constructive criticism 
not obstructionism. This work suggests replacing the two present metaphysical systems with a 
blend of the two. Blending the two metaphysical systems is not a process of using thesis and 
antithesis to obtain a totally new metaphysical system but rather the process becomes using thesis 
and antithesis to obtain a blended synthesis. 

The result of blending the two systems is the creation of a symbiotic relationship between 
Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism. The result is the construction of the first new metaphysical 
model to evolve in the new millennium - the third millennium. 
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The new metaphysical system: 

a. An open passive system powered by a closed active system wherein 
the whole of the closed system is itself passive and the whole of the 
open system is active. 

b. An open active system 'containing' a totally independent closed 
passive system wherein elements of the open active system found 
'within' the closed passive system are generated independent of the 
open active system 

As complicated as such statements may appear, the system itself is actually quite simple: 



The Cartesian abstract 


The Cartesian/the physical 










▲ 


/ ^ 1 

( * 





The non-Cartesian abstract 



The Aristotelian metaphysical system evolved in the I s millennium. The Kant/Hegel 
metaphysical system evolved in the 2 nd millennium. Eventually a new all-encompassing 
metaphysical system will evolve in the 3 rd millennium. The development of the metaphysical 
system of the 1 st millennium accompanied us as our specie explored the concept of geographical 
'rights'. The development of the metaphysical system of the 2 nd millennium accompanied us as 
our specie explored the concept of global 'rights'. A new metaphysical perception needs to emerge 
which will dominate our expansion into the vast depths of the universe. Such a system will by 
necessity need to match our advances in both technology and extraterrestrial cultural intrusions 
and intrusiveness. 

If such a metaphysical system does not emerge, history will repeat itself. The time periods 
involving the exploration of the globe and the initial explorations of the Americas, Africa, and the 
East by the West lead to horrific human and environmental trauma supported by perceptions of 
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geographic 'rights'. This trauma was not unique to Western action. The 'inhumanity' imposed 
upon individuals was generated by both the East and the West. 

Human geographical 'rights' are in the process of conceding their status to global 'rights.' Such 
'rights' will have no less a negative impact upon the frontiers of the universe than geographical 
'rights' had upon the frontiers of our planet. 

How do we avoid repeating our species past negative acts? We can do so by establishing a 
universal philosophy based upon a foundation of new metaphysical thought. The result is the 
development of a foundation for action derived from rational thought rather than depending upon a 
foundation for action derived from examination of past actions steeped in horrific negativity. 

How is one to accomplish such a monumental 'leap' in human behavior? One must identify the 
foundation of action which created the past history of human negativity and modify the 
foundation. And what is the foundation of human behavior which initiates human action? The 
foundation for human behavior is metaphysical thought, metaphysical perception. We are what we 
think we are. We are a species which acts based upon what it rationally perceives itself to be, 
believes itself to be, sees itself to be. In short we are what philosophy, religion, and science 
defines us to be. 

If such is the case, then what is it that science, religion, and philosophy have been debating for the 
last twenty-five hundred years? 

Religion, science, and philosophy have been debating the legitimacy of Cartesianism versus non- 
Cartesianism. Simplified the statement becomes: Which is correct, monism or dualism? The 
philosophical debate: Either awareness of awareness, intentionality, knowing is an innate 
characteristic of the physical or it is not. The religious debate: Either there is a soul or there is not. 
The scientific debate: Either awareness, consciousness is an innate characteristic of the physical or 
it is not. 



Innate Characteristics 

The question dominating the debate has been: Is awareness an innate characteristic of the physical. 

The question, however, has become distorted over time. Applying reductionism to the debate, the 
actual question is: Is the physical an innate characteristic of the abstract or is the abstract the 
innate characteristic of the physical. In essence the question becomes: Is the abstract in the 
physical or is the physical in the abstract and if one or the other is the case then why is it true? 

Modern day philosophers lean toward discussing the abstract in terms of the question: Is the 
abstract an innate characteristic of the physical. Modern day philosophers are in essence 
attempting to understand the relationship between the two: the physical and the abstract. 
Contemporary philosophers remain perplexed by Zeno and his identification of multiplicity and 
seamlessness. 

Philosophers, scientists, and theists do not understand how seamlessness can coexist with 
multiplicity and as such are baffled by the concept regarding classification: 
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Classification: 
Innateness: 

Graphic description #1: 
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Graphic description #2: 
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Are we any further than we were since Zeno initiated the debate regarding the duality of the 
physical and the abstract, multiplicity and seamlessness? 

The previous ten tractates examined fundamental paradoxes, which existed as paradoxes in the 
past and continue to exist as paradoxes today. Contemporary philosophy remains steeped in the 
discussions of the past: 

1. Monism: Is consciousness an innate characteristic of the physical? 

Or 

2. Dualism: Are consciousness and physicality separate entities? 

The discussions of contemporary philosophers have advanced the great debate no further then 
Zeno's suggestion that the physical and the abstract are two separate entities. Zeno's classical 
paradoxes initiated the modern debated regarding the very existence of monism and dualism. 

It was Kant's work, which inadvertent suggested that Aristotle's perception regarding passive 
consciousness existing within the universe should in actuality be a passive universe existing within 
the confines of active consciousness. 

It was Hegel's work, which took Kant's work to a higher level and inadvertently suggested Kant's 
passive universe existing within the confines of active consciousness should actually be an active 
universe existing within the confines of active consciousness. 

In essence, it is the examination of all three, Aristotle, Kant, and Hegel, which contemporary 
philosophy must examine in the attempt to bring order to the great debate modern technology 
brings to the discussion of ethics: bioethics, religious ethics, social ethics, judicial ethics, corporate 
ethics, environmental ethics, personal ethics, parental ethics, matrimonial ethics, etc. 

Contemporary philosophy senses ethics to exist in the form of equally important ethical debates 
encompassing their own form of subject matter: biological, religious, social, judicial, corporate, 
environmental, personal, parental, matrimonial, etc.. Such a perception of ethics is in fact simply a 
reformulation of the monist/dualist debate. To view ethics as being divisible is to view the 
consciousness as an innate characteristic of the physical. To view ethics as being indivisible, all 
ethical problems being simply a restatement of the separation of consciousness and the physical, is 
to view consciousness and the physical as separate entities. 

But how can this be? Wouldn't the reverse of each statement be the case? Wouldn't viewing ethics 
as being divisible into an endless array of independent 'situations' evolve from the perception that 
consciousness and the physical are separate one from the other? If the physical is endlessly 
divisible and if the action of intentionality is simply an innate characteristic of 'complex' 
physicality, then ethics can rationally be applied as a 'situational' application appropriately 
applied to the particular sequencing of 'actions' generated by specific complex arrangements of 
atoms, molecules, compounds, cells, tissues, organs, systems, life forms, and social settings. 
Regarding ethics, the scenario of ethics being situational is simplicity, which in turn begets 
complexity. The simplicity of the monist lies in the complexity of both the intra-actions and inter- 
actions emerging from the 'situational' applications listed previously. 

It is the dualist approach, which leads to the simplification of ethics through the perception that 
individual consciousness once formed is independent of the physical. It is the dualists who lay the 
groundwork regarding multiplicity of individuality having equal rights from which emerges the 
uniformity of ethics. Thus the uniformity of ethics emerges from a universal fundamental 
foundation of ethics, a universal philosophy acting as the very foundation from which all ethics 
emerges. 
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It is just such a perception, the understanding regarding the significance of the individual the 
individual to not only the whole but to itself, which initiates the simplicity of ethics. 

On the other hand, the monists view consciousness as an innate characteristic of the physical, and 
the physical, thanks to Einstein, being what it is, being capable of relativistic scientific 
'prioritization,' consequently becomes subject to 'apparent' infinite/eternal sub-sectioning. As 
such the physical becomes capable of being 'prioritized' relativisticly not only in the scientific 
sense but in the ontological and metaphysical sense. Such 'prioritization' leads to the evolution of 
multiple forms of ethics, which take on a 'life' of their own. Such new 'life' forms then begin to 
initiate their own natural process of Darwinian principles of which 'survival of the fittest' becomes 
the leading motivator, much to the detriment of the individual itself. 

But to what 'individual' are we referring? Are we referring to the individual form of ethics such as 
bioethics and environmental ethics or are we referring to a more fundamental form of ethics? 

In the short term, centuries, we are referring to the individual form of ethics: bioethics, 
environmental ethics, corporate ethics, etc. In the more protracted term, millennia, we are in 
actuality referring to the individual itself. Over the span of a millennia we are referring to three 
forms of individuality: 

1. God/the whole/singularity exists 

2. the individual/the part/individuality exists 

3. be;ng/action/process/reality/the universe/action exists 

What viewpoint do ontology, cosmology, and metaphysics take when referring to a model of 
reality upon which their particular form of ethical perceptions emerge? 

There are presently three forms of perceptions in place. The three perceptual models vary for each 
of the three means by which we examine the whole of reality. In spite of the three forms of 
perception of the whole, however, one argument remains in common for all three perceptions. The 
commonality of each perception which remains in place: Each model is divided into two groups: 
The monist and the dualist. 
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Ontologically: 



The Ontological Monist: 
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The Ontological Dualist 



being 



God 
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Cosmologically: 
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Metaphysically: 

The Metaphysical Monist: 
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The commonality, which emerges from the schematics: 

Within the monist models: 

Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as 'the 
individual' is not a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique form of 
individuality. 

Within the dualist models: 

Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as 'the 
individual' is a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique form of 
individuality. 

Within the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God both the 
monist and dualist models are fundamental to the system. Within the new metaphysical 
perceptual model: 

a. Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as 'the 
individual' is not a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique 
form of individuality. 

and 

b. Unique individuality acting as the unique sub-element referred to as the 
individual is a form of permanent reality in terms of its own unique form of 
individuality 

But how is it possible for both to be the case when each statement contradicts the other? 

Contradiction occurs only because the two statements are examined through the understanding of 
two and only two existing metaphysical systems. Elimination of the contradictory clash of the two 
statements occurs only if one reexamines the two statements in light of a new, a third, 
metaphysical model. 
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Part II: Resolving the issue regarding the conflict between homogeneity and diversity 
Introduction 

To understand the simplicity regarding the solution to the perceived complex paradox generated 
by the monist/dualist debate, one must model the third metaphysical system. Once having modeled 
the third metaphysical system, one must reexamine the issues surrounding contemporary 
philosophy, ontology, and cosmology in light of the new system. It is the issues, which are 
important in such a reexamination of the monist/dualist controversy not the philosophers, theists, 
and scientists themselves 

We have spent ample time within tractates one through ten dealing with great thinkers. In terms of 
contemporary thinkers who is to say for certain which contemporary thinkers will be included as 
the 'great thinkers of the past'? Each great thinker, regardless of subject orientation, has failed to 
advance the basic Aristotelian and Kant/Hegelian systems to a higher level of development. 

Therefore, rather than concentrate upon specific contemporary individuals, we will examine the 
concepts of contemporary monists and dualists. We will examine the shortcomings of 
contemporary thought and we will examine how such shortcomings are resolvable through the 
application of the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God. 



Metaphysical System Number Three 

The model: 



A 



Singularity of the whole 
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Singularity of the whole 


Multiplicity of individuality 



18 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Adding universes/realities of the physical or whatever other realities may emerge within which 
virgin awareness may develop into unique entities of individuality: 




Singularity of Multiplicity 

Within the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God, monism or dualism, 
the physical or the abstract, the material or the spiritual, becomes monism and dualism, the 
physical and the abstract, the material and the spiritual. The new, the developing third 
metaphysical model causes the 'either/or' position to be replaced by the 'and' position. 

Such a change could be perceived as a compromise but in fact such a development is not a 
compromise but rather the new outcome is a total fusion of both the monist perception and the 
dualist perception. The concept 'a total' does not apply to every aspect of all debates but rather 
applies to all aspects of the fundamental metaphysical arguments both monists and dualists rely 
upon when taking their more detailed stands. 

Abstractionism (metaphysically speaking), spiritualism (ontologically speaking), dualism 
(cosmologically speaking) is not a function of monism for the model monism relies upon, 
perceives, 'knowing' or 'knowing of knowing' for that matter to be 'innate' characteristics of the 
physical. As such monism proclaims awareness, knowing to emerge from the mystical 
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combination of random Brownian permutation combinations of subatomic, atomic, molecular, and 
systematic forms of physicalness. 

Sensory data awareness may evolve from just such a mystical combinations of random Brownian 
permutation combinations of subatomic, atomic, molecular, and systematic forms of physicalness 
but what of the very knowing of one's knowing? Does awareness of awareness, knowing knowing 
also emerge from permutation combinations of complex physical configurations? The monists 
would say 'Yes' to both questions. The monist would view abstractual knowing as an outcrop of 
physicalness. 

The dualist, on the other hand, perceives a distinct separation of physicalness including all forms 
of innate characteristics physicalness generates from abstractual existence. 

It is the dualists who are ahead of their time for as much as the dualist would like to think they 
understand such a dualistic existence; no fundamental metaphysical 'system' developed through 
1995 explains such a concept. 

Does this work suggest the monists are obstructionist to the concept of understanding reality? 
Quite the contrary, this work suggests the physical exists independent of the abstract yet 
dependent upon the abstract and in conjunction with the abstract. 

Dose this work suggest the dualists are obstructionists to the concept of understanding reality? 
Again, quite the contrary, this work suggests the abstract exists independent of the physical yet 
dependent upon the physical and in conjunction with the abstract. 

The physical, however, is limited by its universal fabric. In the case of our personal universe the 
universal fabric is space and time. The universe therefore is limited by the very infiniteness of 
space and time. As such time is limited by its very self. Our universe is thus limited by the 
endlessness of time itself and may very well dissolve, as the Hindus believe. The physical itself 
may dissolve only to be potentially replaced again by the physical. 

What then of the limits of the abstract? Is the abstract also limited by time and space? The abstract 
is not limited by time and space for time and space are not 'external' universal fabrics of 
abstractual purity; rather time and space are the universal fabrics of the physical, the material. The 
abstract is, however, limited by its universal fabric, the universal fabric of the abstract, knowing. 
Within the new model of a third metaphysical system, duality becomes infinite in its multiplicity 
yet the whole remains the whole and as such it is the whole which lends credence to the validity of 
the singularity of monism. 
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Monastically singularity exists: 




Filled with the extreme of duality: 



1 = The whole = 1 
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Quantity of unique Universes 
Capable of providing unique 
experiencing 



Quantity of unique experiences within a 
Universe 
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Simplified the model becomes: 



Entities of knowing 'becoming' 

Entities of unique abstractual knowing 'becoming' 




The whole of knowing as a whole in 
and of itself 



The question then becomes: Would the abstract then be destined to 'dissolve', dissipate into non- 
existence, as may be the case of the physical? The abstract would not be subjected to dissipation 
into non-existence for time is not an element of the fabric within which knowing lies. What type 
of limit then applies to knowing, if indeed any limit exists at all? Knowing lies within the fabric of 
knowing, awareness, and as such is limited by the whole of what the whole of knowing knows. 

What then of the whole? Does the whole lie within a 'universal fabric' of its own? In a sense the 
whole is the ultimate element to which Russell referred. The whole becomes what Russell referred 
to as the element, which is not a member of the set composed of numbers which are members of a 
set. 



In addition: If the whole did lie in a universal fabric the whole would not be the whole. If the 
whole does not lie in a universal fabric then the whole is the element 'one' in the equation: 
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By definition one cannot divide by zero. Metaphysically it is also irrational to divide by 
zero, however metaphysically one can begin to understand the rationality of the statement 
that although one cannot divide by potentiality, dividing by zero represents a region of the 
whole of reality being able to be divided by itself for the whole of all reality includes 
potentiality: 

1 00/ 1 

The whole = £ + £ +1 

1/00 1 



The implication: 

The whole is greater than the sum of its parts for the whole is equal to the sum of 
its parts plus itself/the whole. 

The whole is an entity in itself as a summation of all its parts. 

Likewise one, a whole part is a summation of its parts unable to be its complete self if any 
part of itself, if any experience of itself is missing. 



*From Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein 



The model implies a need for vast forms of diversity by the whole itself. 

Coming back home to the realm of our physical universe itself and then returning to our home 
planet and our personal species, Homo sapiens: Where does this model lead us in terms of our 
unique species and our selves personally as unique forms of individuality found within our 
species? 



The quagmire of diversity 

Humanity has lost its way in the quagmire of diversity. 
The quagmire of religious diversity: 

1 . Buddhism 

2. Islam 

3 . Hinduism 

4. Judaism 

5. Zorasticism 

6. Christianity 

7. ... 

8. ... 
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The quagmire of cultural diversity: 



The qua; 



1. 


Asian Indian 


2. 


American Indian 


3. 


Incan 


4. 


Eastern 


5. 


Western 


6. 


T pbanp<;p 


7. 


Greek 


8. 


Italian 


9. 


Hispanic 


10. 


African 


11. 


African American 


12. 


Sudanese 


13. 


Egyptian 


14. 




15. 




jmire of biodiversity 


1. 


Male 


2. 


Female 


3. 


Rain Forest 


4. 


Desert 


5. 


Fresh Water 


6. 


Salt 


7. 


Mountainous 


8. 


Tundra 


9. 




10. 





The quagmire of philosophical diversity: 



1. 


Reductive Materialism 


2. 


Functionalism 


3. 


Eliminative Materialism 


4. 


Sense-Data Theory 


5. 


Positivism 


6. 


Neo-Kantianism 


7. 


Dilthey 


8. 


Phenomenology 


9. 


Analytical Philosophy, Logical Positivism/Logical empiricism 


10. 


Pragmatism 


11. 


Popperism 


12. 


Transcendentalism 


13. 


Existentialism 


14. 


Hermeneutics 


15. 


Neo-Thomism 


16. 


Transcendental Thomism 


17. 


Philosophy of Ciphers 


18. 


Philosophy of Transfiguration 


19. 


Philosophy of Disproportion 


20. 


Philosophy of Obedient Potentiality 
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21. Philosophy of Courage To Be 

22. Philosophy of Religious Acts 

23 . Philosophy of Silence 

24. Philosophy of Maturity 

25. Philosophy of the Concrete 

26. Philosophy of Interpretation 

27. Philosophy of Infinity 

28. Neo-Marxism Humanistic Neo-Marxism: Early Manifestations 

29. The Frankfurt School and Neo-Hegelian Marxism 

30. Existential and Phenomenological Marxism 

3 1 . Althusser and Structualist Marxism 

32. French Feminist Philosophy 

33. Post Structuralism 

34. ... 

35. ... 

The quagmire of ethical diversity: 



1. 


Medical ethics 


2. 


Cultural ethics 


3. 


Religious ethics 


4. 


Political ethics 


5. 


Bio ethics 


6. 


Ecological ethics 


7. 


Moral ethics 


8. 


Social ethics 


9. 


Corporate ethics 


10. 


Business ethics 


11. 


Historical ethics 


12. 


Pragmatic ethics 


13. 


Marxist ethics 


14. 


Liberal ethics 


15. 


Conservative ethics 


16. 


Classical ethics 


17. 


Contemporary ethics 


18. 


Mainstream ethics 


19. 


Biotechnoco ethics 


20. 


Ethics of the Radical Right 


21. 


Ethics of the Radical Left 


22. 


Ethics of the Living 


23. 


Ethics of the Dying 


24. 




25. 





Ad Infinitum 

At first glance it may appear diversity is a negative aspect of human perception, which generates 
conflict from the close proximity acquired through the increase of our species' population density. 
Such is not the case, however. 

Diversity, whether it be religious, cultural, genetic, geographical, perceptual, philosophical, or 
ethical is what protects our specie from the onslaughts of annihilation which homogeneity imposes 
upon any entity. 
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In addition, diversity exists, exists for a reason. Diversity exists as a process by which the very 
expansion of the whole becomes the whole from existing solely in a passive state of existence into 
the whole existing in both the passive state and existing in the active state simultaneously. 

Humanity has found itself in a bitter and vicious conflict since humanity's history first began. The 
conflict has been intense between those seeking to impose the conformity of homogeneity upon 
our species and those attempting to impose diversity upon our species. The conflict is a war 
wherein the principles of homogeneity act as the foundation motivating those supporting racism, 
elitism, sexism, generationalism, culturalism ...and the principles of diversity act as the 
foundation motivating those supporting civil rights, equal opportunity, equal justice for all . . . 

The desire to generate homogeneity was perhaps the greatest internal threat Nazism placed before 
our species. Nazism attempted to establish conformity, the perfect race, as the 'sole' representative 
of the human race. 

If Nazism represents the zenith in humanity's monistic attempt to establish homogeneity as 'the' 
characteristic of the human specie, then doesn't 'a' universal philosophy fall into the same 
classification as Nazism in terms of attempting to create 'a' single form of metaphysical 
perception, homogeneity of perceptual understanding? The answer to the question is: Yes a 
universal philosophy is a means of creating homogeneity of metaphysical perception if the 
metaphysical perception embraces only monism or if the metaphysical perception embraces only 
dualism. That is the very reason monism and dualism are at odds with each other. Monism refuses 
to give itself, allow itself to be eradicated for the good of dualism. Likewise dualism refuses to 
give itself, allow itself to be eradicated for the good of monism. The result has been the long and 
traumatic conflict to determine who will win the battle for 'survival of the fittest', monism or 
dualism, homogeneity or diversity. 

The battle between monism and dualism has been waging for over twenty five hundred years and 
continues today. The battle will not end if the battle solution remains an either/or scenario. 

A universal philosophy embracing either the physical as its foundation or the abstract as its 
foundation will find itself eternally at odds with its counterpart. Resolution to the conflict between 
monism and dualism thus appears to lie in the establishment of a universal philosophy, which 
embraces both the monist and the dualist perception. 

But how can such a foundation exist? One cannot simply decide to embrace both monism and 
dualism simultaneously. A foundation is a foundation and as such must be defensible by all three 
means of developing perceptions: What we see - science/measurability, what we believe - 
religion/faith, and what we reason - philosophy/rationality. 

The new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God, is immersed within the 
concepts of monism and dualism in the form of 'and' rather than rather than in the form 
'either/or'. The new metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism/the individual acting within 
God embraces diversity over homogeneity. 

The relative ugliness of monistic homogeneity does not give the edge to dualism. Dualism is as 
susceptible to perceived inhumane actions as monism. 

While a universal philosophy of monistic homogeneity may lead to actions epitomized by the Nazi 
Master Race and the Japanese Unit 731, a universal philosophy of dualistic homogeneity leads to 
actions epitomized by the Spanish Inquisition and genocide of the North and South American 
Native Indians. 
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Dualism would seem to imply diversity for dualism implies more than one, dualism implies two or 
more, diversification. Dualism, however, applies relativistic value to the parts and as such it is the 
apex of a value system wherein one level takes on a 'greater' significance than the lower tiers. The 
result of such a ladder, a ladder of value based upon relativism, is that the top of the tier becomes 
what it is the rest of the tiers strive to emulate. The result of such emulation is the same as that of 
the monistic homogeneity represented by a Master Race. 

A truly 'universal' philosophy is not the attempt to create conformity through homogeneity and 
thus the elimination of its counterparts but rather a universal philosophy is an attempt to preserve 
diversity beginning with an understanding that philosophical universality lies not in the 'choice', 
lies not in the either/or scenario, but rather a universal philosophy builds a rationality for diversity 
itself and as such provides the rationale concerning the validity regarding the concept of equal 
application to all, lies in the application of the term 'and' rather than the term 'or'. 

It is not 'x', which exists as opposed to 'y', but rather both exist: 

With the metaphysical model of the individual acting within God: 

1. A 1 st truth does not exist but rather three 1 st truths exist simultaneously: I/you exist, the 
universe/universes exist, the whole/singularity and individuality/multiplicity exists. 

2. There is not either an 'outside' to the universe or no outside to the universe but rather 
both exist. 

3. It is not morally wrong to kill or not morally wrong to kill but both positions are correct. 

4. It is not either the physical or the abstract but both simultaneously. 

5. It is not either a closed system or an open system but both simultaneously. 

6. It is not a case of Centricism or non-Centricism but both 

7. It is not a case of free will reigns or determinism reigns but both. 

8. It is not either monism or dualism but both simultaneously. 

The question then evolves from being 'which' to becoming 'when' and 'where'. When does one 
become perceptually, morally, culturally, ethically, ontologically, medically, politically, 
metaphysically, correct and when does the other become correct. Actually the process becomes a 
case of establishing a model which rationally accounts for the significance of diversity, embraces 
diversity itself. 

Such a pluralistically system would appear to be nearly impossible to establish for such a system 
must not only rationally embrace human diversity but it must rationally, consistently, honestly, . . . 
embrace all diversity in a manner which reinforces said diversities. That's not, however, why such 
a model is called a universal philosophy. If the universal philosophy embraced human diversity 
alone it would be labeled 'human philosophy'. A universal philosophy is called a universal 
philosophy because it applies equally throughout the universe. Actually the last statement is also 
incorrect. A universal philosophy is universal because it applies universally to all universes. 

A universal philosophy is a philosophical perception that develops intra and inter universal ties. 
To develop inter and intra universal ties the universal perceptions must reach 'through' what lies 
between universes and thus must respect the very 'region' it passes through as it leaves one 
universe and proceeds to enter another universe. In short a universal philosophy must address the 
issues regarding the physical and the non-physical. 
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Either/or 

Black is black white is white, and gray is gray becomes black or white is an 'either/or' scenario 
and gray is an 'and' scenario. How can two apparently opposite scenarios both be 'right'? On a 
black and white printing scale, black is the absence of white and white is the absence of black. 
Gray on the other hand is a blend of black dots and white dots. Gray is both. Gray is the 'and' 
scenario. 

To clarify the issue, let's take an apparent black and white situation and examine how the gray 
emerges as the acceptance of both scenarios. Perhaps the starkest example we can use deals with 
the extermination of life, deals with life and death. Does society have the 'right', have the moral 
obligation, to end a life if life is metaphysically speaking a piece of total experiencing, 
ontologically speaking a piece of total omniscience, cosmologically speaking a piece of total 
consciousness? 

Within the metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God the answer to the question 
is both yes and no. In tractate 6: The Error of Kant, the 1 st and 2 nd categorical imperatives emerged 
from the metaphysical model the individual acting within God as: 

Let us never forget, it is, probability speaking, inevitable that we shall someday be the 
'weaker of the two'. Therefore, it is inevitable that we would one day be the beneficiaries 
of having established just such an unselfish metaphysical system. 

We can now begin to understand 'why' the two categorical imperatives are listed as they 
are: 

1. The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and 
others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 
To journey unimpeded 

As such the moral obligation of society becomes: 

Within certain scenarios, it is not only the 'right' of society and the individual to 'kill' but 
it becomes the 'moral' obligation of society and the individual to kill. 

And 

Within certain scenarios, society and the individual have no 'right' to kill and in addition 
society and the individual have no 'moral' foundation to kill. 

How can both be the case? It would appear the 'and' should be 'either/or'. Within the 
metaphysical model of the individual acting within God however it is not 'either/or'. It is 'and'. 

If the individual is a piece of omniscience, a piece of total consciousness, a piece of total 
experiencing the first categorical imperative would mandate the individual and society do all they 
can to protect the journey of each unit experiencing to experience in their own unique manner. The 
result: All journeys must be protected equally. Such protection may be the extreme action of 
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termination if there is no other means of protecting said journey than to terminate 'a' (singular) 
journey attempting to 'end' the journey of others. 

The desire for Homogeneity 

There is an endless array of seemingly 'righteous', 'reasonable', and 'observable' reasons to 
impose one's own perception upon another. Religious, economic, cultural, ethical, and sexual 
reasons appear to dominate contemporary arguments to impose homogeneity upon others. But 
perhaps the most fundamental tool used to impose homogeneity upon others is guilt. 

The role of guilt 

I have money and I think you should also have money. Now I don't want to give you all 'my' 
money so will alleviate my guilt by giving you a little of my money and to further alleviate my 
guilt, I will take some money from others and give you their money. 

The end result is an attempt to establish a form of financial homogeneity. 

If I'm this way, I 'owe' you being the same. It's my duty to make you as 'happy' or unhappy, as I 
am - homogeneity. 

I am heterosexual so you should be heterosexual also - homogeneity. 
I am 'saved' and I have the obligation to 'save' you - homogeneity. 

Within the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God what is 'owed' is equality of 
opportunity to reach all levels, all forms of diversity whether it be sexual diversity or religious 
diversity. 

This does not imply discussions and debates should not take place between individuals and groups 
within society. Quite the contrary, debate and discussion is a process of educating. Actions 
imposing the 'an' result, is, however, a violation of the 1 st categorical imperative: 

1. The first (categorical imperative) responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and 
others equally) to journey unimpeded 



A gift of reforming someone into being what they are not is not a gift given 'to' that individual 
but rather making someone what they are not is a gift to yourself given by yourself in the attempt 
to alleviate one's own guilt. Such action actually leads to the destruction of the very individuality 
of the recipient. 

Imposing your journey upon the journey of another is the simple transposition of your journey 
upon the independent journey of another and as such imposing your journey upon the journey of 
another is nothing other than a form of abuse. 
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Being 'right' 

Which is right and which is wrong. 'Right' and 'wrong' are measured by 'infringement' upon the 
three 1 st truths: Individuality /I/you exist, Singularity/the whole of society/the whole of 
government/ the whole of the nation/the whole of the whole exists, Action/process/reality/the 
universe/the planet exists. 

But society is not an entity; society is the summation of individual entity actions. The same applies 
for governments, cultures, religions, .... 

So what is it that is termed a 'quagmire' when we refer to the 'quagmire of diversity'? Our present 
day perception that 'diversity is a quagmire' exists because we are bogged down in trying to 
resolve the differences when we should be attempting to respect the differences since differences 
create the very advantages we profess to acknowledge: Diversity begets a greater degree of 
security regarding the preservation of our specie, regarding the preservation of all species be they 
terrestrial or extraterrestrial. 



Homogeneity 

Understanding the danger regarding homogeneity begins with the concept of the 'master race'. 
The understanding regarding the significance of WWII cannot be reached without applying 
Husserl's reductionism to this traumatic event in human history, an event which lead to the death 
of over fifty million individual humans and lead to the emotional scarring of countless more 
individual journeys. 

The metaphysical system supporting the concept of 'a' perfect race leads to the natural outcrop of 
action facilitating the establishment of 'a' race labeled 'the' race whose purity would most 
efficiently be protected from contamination through the elimination of potential sources of 
contamination and corruption. 

The process of eliminating the contamination and corruption begins at the far extreme and works 
towards the other extreme. The process begins with the elimination of perceived defective sources 
be they mental, physical, or both. The Nazi process began with the handicapped and the mentally 
retarded. Identification of said corruption and contamination must then be defined in order to gain 
the confidence of the masses. Definition lulls the masses into believing they are not the targets and 
more importantly gaining the confidence of the masses requires convincing the masses they will 
never be the targets. 

The mental contamination barrier is thus logically established as all 'profoundly retarded', anyone 
with the IQs less than 20, and all cases of Hydrocephalus. The goal is to eliminate the extreme 
fringe. Once accomplished the next step is to move the bar of definition for once the first objective 
is reached no one is left beneath the bar. Thus once all people with IQs less than 20 are eliminated 

the extreme fringe becomes those with IQs less than 30 and those who may have some other 
extreme form of physical appearance, religious belief, and/or cultural uniqueness. 

Eventually the IQ bar is raised to the level of definition desired but capable of being manipulated 
by those in 'power', the man made 'gods' of perception. In the case of the Nazis the ultimate goal 
was healthy, well-formed, uncircumcised bodies sporting blue eyes and blond hair and the 
Japanese ultimate goal was geographical purity, racial purity. 
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Was such a goal 'wrong', immoral, unethical? The Nazis had put into place a metaphysical system 
which provided the foundation for such action. Metaphysical systems by definition do not deal 
with concepts of 'moral verses immoral, ethical verses unethical, good versus evil. Metaphysical 
systems simply model the whole of reality and it is humankind which moves such a discussion 
into the realm of moral and immoral, ethical and unethical, good and evil. 

As such the metaphysical goal of the Nazis was not 'wrong', immoral, or unethical, it simply was. 
Metaphysical systems act as the foundation and the rationale for action. One cannot condemn the 
metaphysical system for the results of WWII for just as the Nazis had the system they used to 
justify their acts, the rest of the world had its own metaphysical system which it used as the 
rationale for countering the Nazi goals. 

Once reduced to its ultimate simplicity, the Axis' metaphysical system reduces to the concept of 
homogeneity. The system based upon homogeneity was symbolically represented by the Axis' 
two main armies, the Germans in the West and the Japanese in the East. 

Once reduced to its ultimate simplicity, the Allies' metaphysical system reduced to diversity. The 
system itself was symbolically represented by the vast diversity of races, cultures, and religions, 
etc. represented by the vast diversity observable within the single united army of the Allies. 

The Axis fought for the superiority of homogeneity. The Allies fought for superiority of diversity. 

But is one 'right' and the other 'wrong'? Metaphysically the answer is: Neither is 'right' and 
neither is 'wrong'. How then are we to 'decide' which position to take, which action to initiate? 
Are we to initiate the action of 'preserving the 'superiority' of individual diversity or are we to 
initiate the action of preserving the superiority of homogeneity. 

In essence that is the very argument of the past twenty-five hundred years found within the 
metaphysical debate begun by Zeno himself. Zeno elucidated the paradox regarding the physical 
and the abstract and the debate exploded in an exponential manner from there. 

Today's debate regarding monism and dualism is no less than an extenuation of Zeno's paradox. 
Zeno suggests the existence of two forms of existence, the physical and the abstract. The monists 
suggest one existence, physical existence/homogeneity, exists. The dualists suggest two 
existences, the physical exists and the abstract exists, diversity exists. 

This is not to say that all monists are Nazis nor is it to say that all monists would take the same 
form of extreme action as did the Axis powers. Rather what is being suggested is that the Nazis 
were in essence advocating the advantages of homogeneity and acting upon their beliefs while the 
Allies were in essence advocating the advantage of diversity and acting upon their beliefs. 

But is bio-homogeneity a 'positive' for the human race. Examination of Tower' life forms 
suggests such is not the case. The book, 'The Coming Plague', gives an excellent overview of the 
world of the microorganism. The world of the microorganism is filled with diversity and the 
organisms, which find themselves mired in the purity of homogeneity, find themselves unable to 
'adapt' to natural changes that occur within the world of nature and thus find themselves 
eventually confronted with a change, which leads to their annihilation as an organism, as a specie. 

What does the examination of the world of microorganisms have to do with our species, Homo 
sapiens? There is only one form of our specie left upon this planet. That is the specie, Homo 
sapiens. If we insist upon reaching consensus, homogeneity, regarding all issues, which presently 
provide us with a rainbow of biological, religious, and philosophical diversity, we will find 
ourselves in the inevitable position of all entities, which cannot adapt to change. The result of 



31 



The Error of Philosophy 



immutable homogeneity is the same for all physical objects be they a star, a mountain, or a 
biological species: eventual eradication. 

Again the question surfaces: What of the development of a universal philosophy? Wouldn't the 
development of 'a' universal philosophy be simply another form of homogeneity? 

The historical conflict expanded 

Homogeneity does not apply to just world conflict as epitomized by the event of WWII. Genocide, 
slavery, exclusionism, domination, ... all exemplify the concept of homogeneity. 

Perhaps one of the least understood forms of homogeneity lies in the form of slavery. Slavery is 
not an issue of color. Slavery is not an issue of simple physical enslavement of one person by 
another, but slavery reaches into the realm of psychological dependence, intimidation, addiction, 
stalking, etc. Slavery is an issue of monistic perception. Slavery, regardless of the 'color' of the 
enslaved, at first glance, may be perceived as a form of dualism, a 'we and they' scenario. Slavery, 
however, is a monistic scenario for slavery like genocide aims at preserving the 'elite', the 
'owner', as the viable entity. The purpose of the slave is to preserve the 'elite' status of the 
'master'. The only reason the slave is allowed to 'exist' by the owner is for the owner's personal 
status level self-preservation. 

One of the most blatant forms of genocide emerging from the latter part of the second millennium 
was the desecration of the American Indians by the European Colonialists. The Native Americans 
were not sold into slavery by their own brothers as was the case of the Africans nor were the 
Native Americans forced into slavery as was done by the European Colonialist to the Africans. 
The Native Americans were not needed for the self-preservation of the European Colonials. The 
European Colonials perceived themselves needing the natural resources and the land itself. The 
process of obtaining the perceived needed resources was the process of genocide. 

The means of rationalizing the morality regarding the genocide of North American Indians lay in 
the metaphysical perception of monism. The monistic perception in essence allowed the European 
Colonialists to view the Native Americans as, animals, 'heathens', and entities lacking souls. 

True the church viewed the Native Americans as having souls, but the church perceived the souls 
of the American Indians to be predetermined to 'burn in hell' unless they converted to 
Christianity. Although such a rationalization by the church appears to have been an acceptance of 
the concept of dualism, such a perception, in essence, was/is not a form of dualism but is rather a 
modified form of homogeneity, monism. 

How can the religious perception of a soul existing separate from the body be a form of 
homogeneity, be a form of monism? It is not the church's concept of soul and body existing as 
separate entities which is a form of homogeneity but rather it is the church's perception that all 
souls must act, believe, rationalize in a specific fashion which is the fundamental form of 
homogeneity. Religious homogeneity is not unique to Christianity. Religious conformity is an 
expectation most major human religions impose upon their converts and attempt to impose upon 
their desired would be converts. 

Although most religious organizations refuse to grant the soul the independent status of 
uniqueness rising to the level of equality one to another, the religious concepts, fundamentals, 
principles upon which the organizations are founded do set the foundation for such a principle. 

Philosophical monism views the soul as an innate characteristic of the physical, as an extension of 
the physical. Philosophical dualism views the soul, consciousness of consciousness as a separate 
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entity of the physical, which emerges not from the physical but rather becomes aware of the 
physical through its own ability to sense the physical. 

The monists would say the physical may become 'attained consciousness' through the physical 
itself reaching a complexity capable of conscious action. Monists would declare such a state 
emerges as an innate characteristic of the physical and thus inseparable from the physical, a 
monistic state. 

The dualist would say approximately the same, however, the dualist would say there is an even 
more complex relationship, which can occur. The physical can reach a level of development where 
consciousness of consciousness itself can occur. The dualist, however, would say that 
consciousness of the physical and the conscious ability to respond to stimuli within the physical 
are not the same as knowing consciousness of one's conscious action. Dualists would say the 
conscious knowing of one's conscious actions and desires generated by physical stimuli are 
altogether different concepts from 'conscious' action. The second is physical and the first is non- 
physical or as Zeno would say abstractual. 

The disadvantage working against the dualist arguments, before the Kant/Hegel model was 
established, was that the preponderance of the observable, the measurable, and the preponderance 
of rationalization worked to support the monist position. Thus the Aristotelians and 
phenomenologists appeared to have the stronger argument. 

With the advent of Kant/Hegel, arguments steeped in rationalization began to equalize the 
dualistic arguments with the monistic arguments, however, the observable and the measurable still 
leaned heavily towards the monists. 

The metaphysical understanding of the monist/dualist debate remained intensely ambiguous. 

Again and again war erupted between those striving to develop their personal forms of 
homogeneous purity for our species and those wishing to preserve the uniqueness of individual 
diversity. 

The sins of the father in regards to the son 

Perhaps the most insidious perceptual effect generated by the monist position is the perception that 
future generations must shoulder the burden regarding rectifying the atrocities of previous 
generations. The monistic approach regarding homogeneity shackles future generations to the past 
rather than frees their energies for improving the future. The 'sins of the father' attitude keeps the 
generations operating in the present from concentrating upon changing the future since most their 
efforts must be concentrated upon rectifying the past 

But aren't individual souls, individual entities, obligated to correct the actions of past generations? 

The monist point of view would suggest the' sins of the father' are to be born by the future 
generations because the offspring are in fact nothing other than innate products of the father's loin 
and the mother's womb. The shame of the Nazi genocide machine, the attempt to suppress the 
history of area 731, the desire to suppress the American Indian tragedy, the atrocities of the 
crusades, the Armenian genocide, the exploitation of humanity by humanity, ad infinitum become 
our closeted secretes examined only when there is no other choice but to do so. Rather than learn 
from the past we hide from the past because we are afraid we are responsible for the past. 
Monastically we perceive ourselves as physically tied to the past and thus responsible for the past 
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The contemporary dualist point of view is very similar to the monists point of view regarding 
responsibility for the 'sins of the father' for contemporary dualists are not true dualists. 
Contemporary dualists believe we are responsible to make restitution for the past for just as they 
perceive the parent and society to be responsible for the past, these proclaimed dualist perceive we 
must provide restitution for the past, pay for our father's sins. Contemporary dualists perceive our 
father's sins to be our sins. 

Neither the contemporary monists nor the contemporary dualists are capable of 'letting go' of such 
concepts. 

Within the metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God, we are neither 
monistically nor dualistically responsible for the actions of our fathers for we are separate entities 
from our fathers and as such we are responsible for our personal actions and lack of actions. 

Sociologically 

Sociologically the monistic and dualistic debate comes down to: Who owns the body? Does 
society own the body? Does the entity of singularity/individuality/the knowing element of the 
whole of knowing own the body? Does the entity of singularity/summation of multiplicity/the 
whole itself own the body? 

In essence, does the body belong to the individual or does the body belong to the whole? The 
answer to such a question in more generic terms establishes the concept: Does homogeneity or 
diversity win the war human kind has been conducting since written history began to record 
humanity's actions? 

Some professed monists and professed dualist would suggest the whole owns the body, has the 
right to tell the individual what and how to treat their bodies. For the monist the whole may be 
labeled with names such as 'the' Government, 'the' Judicial System, 'the' Internal Revenue 
Service, 'the' Church, 'the' Teacher, 'the' Police Person, 'the' Priest, 'the' Supreme Court, ... 

Some professed dualists and professed monists would suggest the individual owns the body, has 
the right to tell itself how to treat their personal body. 

The monist and dualist are intertwined in a chaotic debate filled with contradictory positions 
inundating the ranks of both because the monists and dualist are fundamentally both right and 
fundamentally both wrong in their perceptions of reality. 

Where is the monist wrong and where is the dualist wrong in their perceptions? The monist and 
the dualist are both wrong in their perception as to where it is the conflict between them actually 
lies. The conflict between the monistic positions and the dualistic positions lie not in the reality of 
closed Cartesianism, lies not in the physical as defined by contemporary philosophy but rather the 
conflict lies in the in the open non-Cartesianism aspect of the new metaphysical model of reality. 

Where then are the monist and the dualist correct? The monist and the dualist are both correct in 
sensing they, monistic perceptions and dualistic perceptions, have their own unique invaluable 
contribution to make to the system. They are both, monist and dualist, correct in sensing that their 
positions are what makes the system what it is. In short the system cannot be what the system is in 
terms of the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God without the 
simultaneous existence of both the monistic perceptions and the dualistic perceptions. 
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Monism: the sub-element of 
knowing is an innate 
characteristic of the whole of 
knowing 



What could be 




Enlarged view 




What was 
What is 
What will be 



Dualism: the whole of the 
sub-element of unique 
knowing is developed 
through the sensory data 
machine of the physical 



The dualism lies not in the knowing of the individual lying separate from the physical but rather 
dualism lies in the knowing of the individual existing in its separateness from the whole itself. 

In short multiplicity of individuality, multiple existences of unique entities of individuality 
comprising the whole must exist for the whole to have its own distinct individuality from its sub- 
elements. 

Monism on the other hand lies not in the knowing being an innate development of the physical but 
rather monism exists in the knowing of the individual the individual being an essential part of the 
knowing of the whole for without any of the individual entities of knowing, the whole of knowing 
could not be what it is, the whole of the knowing of knowing. 

In short the sub-elements of the whole are innate characteristics of the whole of knowing itself. 



35 



The Error of Philosophy 



The monist is wrong but the monist is right 

The monist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of self- 
preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the monist works 
feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which undermine monistic 
positions. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions of: 





The monistic/dualistic debate: 
Self-Preservation 
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What the third metaphysical system suggests is: 



There exists a 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are innate 
characteristics of the physical 



No 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are 
innate characteristics of the 
physical 



The abstract: 
May become 

Has potentiality to become 
Could become 



The abstract: 
Was 
Is 

Will be 




The Whole 
The Abstract 



The monist is right for reason suggests 
the whole is abstractual in nature and 
the physical is an innate characteristic 
of the abstract 




The universe 
The physical 



The abstract becoming 
through sensory data 
input 



The monist is wrong for reason suggests 
there is a duality of existence here as 
demonstrated in tractates 1-10 



With the advent of the new metaphysical system of the non-Cartesian open system being powered 
by a Cartesian closed system, the individual acting within God, the monists appear to have had the 
concept regarding 'a' whole, intuitively correct. The Monist debated incorrectly regarding the 
singularity of the whole metaphysical picture. 
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The whole appears to be abstractual in nature and as such the physical becomes what is innate 
rather than the whole being physical and the abstractual being innate. 



The dualist is right but the dualist is wrong 

The dualist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of self- 
preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the dualist works 
feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which undermine dualistic 
positions. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions of: 



The monistic/dualistic debate: 
Self-Preservation 



Columbia History of 


Philosophy for Dummies: 1999 


Western Philosophy: 1999 
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What the third metaphysical system suggests is: 



There exists a 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are innate 
characteristics of the physical 



No 'universal' fabric of 
time and space, which are 
innate characteristics of the 
physical 



The abstract: 
May become 

Has potentiality to become 
Could become 



The abstract: 
Was 
Is 

Will be 




The Whole 
The Abstract 



The dualist is wrong, for reason 
suggests the whole is abstractual in 
nature and the physical is an innate 
characteristic of the abstract 




The universe 
The physical 



The abstract becoming 
through sensory data 
input 



The dualist is right for reason suggests 
there is a duality of existence here as 
demonstrated in tractates 1-10 



The whole and its parts exist in a symbiotic relationship of expanding knowledge. The result: A 
permanent existence of a dualistic relationship of the whole to its parts and the parts to the whole. 

The relationship existing between the abstract and the physical maintains a dualistic form only as 
long as the physical can sustain itself. Once the physical dissipates, the relationship only exists as 
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an abstractual existence between, once again, the singularity of the abstractual whole and the 
multiplicity of its abstractual parts 

As such, with the advent of the new metaphysical system of the non-Cartesian open system being 
powered by a Cartesian closed system, the individual acting within God, the dualists appear to 
have had it intuitively correct. The dualists had it incorrect in terms of which aspects of the system 
were dualistic in nature. The dualism exists not in the form of the abstract and the physical, but 
rather the dualism exists in the form the existence of singularity and multiplicity. The error of 
contemporary perception emerged from the incomplete view the dualist had regarding the total 
metaphysical picture. 

It is not the whole of the abstract, which exists 'within' the physical as perceived by contemporary 
dualists, but rather the whole of the physical appears to exist within the whole of the abstract. 



Examination of Contemporary thought 

In the section, 'The monist is wrong but the monist is right', the primal action of the monist was 
stipulated as: 

The monist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of 
self-preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the monist 
works feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which 
undermine its position. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions raging 
between the monist and the dualist. 

In the section, 'The dualist is right but the dualist is wrong', the primal action of the dualist was 
stipulated as: 

The dualist expends their energy in the effort to preserve their position, in the effort of 
self-preservation, in what Darwin would term survival of the fittest. As such the dualist 
works feverishly to validate self-supporting concepts and repudiate concepts, which 
undermine its position. Thus the debates emerge regarding the either/or positions raging 
between the dualist and the monist. 

With the advent of the new metaphysical model regarding an open non-Cartesian system powered 
by a closed Cartesian system located 'within' the open non-Cartesian, the individual acting within 
God, primal action turns from one of self preservation of one as opposed to the other to primal 
action of both oneself and others. 

Within the new metaphysical system, the physical concept of oneself 'and' others as opposed to 
'either/or' moves philosophically to being: one's ideas 'and' the ideas of others as opposed to the 
choice of either this idea or that idea but not both. As such, all contemporary philosophical 
positions become not only viable but critical from the point of view of the new metaphysical 
perception. 
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As such: 



Non-Cartesianism powered by Cartesianism: 
Further verified through the contemporary concepts of: 
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Philosophy of: 


The ontological argument 


Religious Acts, Silence, Mutuality, 


Cosmology and God 


The concrete, Interpretation Infinity 
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Neo Marxism 


Evidentialism 


Feminist philosophy 


Empiricists 


Poststructuralism 


Skipticism 



turns the debate regarding 'which' is correct into the debate being how is it that both positions are 
correct. 

The chart is composed of contemporary philosophical positions obtained from two references. A 
relatively brief demonstration regarding the philosophical validation regarding the pluralistic 
characteristic of the new metaphysical perception as opposed to the exclusionary either/or 
philosophical approach of the two existing metaphysical models of the Aristotelian Cartesianism 
and the Kant/Hegel non-Cartesianism: 

The new approach would proceed as follows: 

Due to limited space the vast array of complex topics mentioned in the chart cannot 
possibly be explored in detail. The examination regarding the vast array of complex 
topics and the impact of the new metaphysical perception has upon such topics of debate 
will need to be restricted by: 

1 . Using extreme reductionism in the discussion 
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2. Using a selective choice of concepts 



> As stated by the text: Columbia History of Western Philosophy: 1999 

Reductive Materialism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Reductive Materialism asserts that mental states are physical states of 
the brain. P 658 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The mental 
state may be a physical state of the brain but awareness of such states 
of awareness, consciousness of one's consciousness is not a state of the 
physical. 

Eliminative Materialism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Eliminative Materialism ... is thus trying to do the impossible, to 
reduce nothing to something. P 662 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The 
perception that the eliminative materialist is attempting to reduce 
nothing to something is a misperception be it on the part of the one 
analyzing the eliminative materialist or the eliminative materialist 
themselves. 

Eliminative materialism is a viable concept if one attempts to reduce 
something to nothing and then begins to understand how, through 
reversing the process, nothing, through symmetry, evolves into 
something. Something, every'thing', can thus logically be reduced to 
nothing, and from nothing, something, every'thing' can emerge. 

The concept of everything being reduced to nothing implies a purity of 
nihilism from the viewpoint of the monist. However, from the point of 
a third and new metaphysical model vying to replace Kant/Hegelian 
non-Cartesianism and Aristotelian Cartesianism, the reduction of 
everything to nothing leaves what is not a 'thing' but rather leaves the 
nonmaterial, leaves the nonphysical intact, leaves knowing, Knowing, 
and knowing intact, leaves the individual, God, and action intact in the 
form of the individual acting within God as well as in the form of God 
acting within the individual the two states which exist in both the active 
form as well as the passive form. 
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Functionalism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Functionalism. . .What do two neuropsychological states have in 
common if they are both the same mental state? His answer (Putnam) 
was that they serve the same function in a human organism. P 659 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: There are 
two forms of consciousness, awareness. There is the consciousness of 
sensory data and there is the consciousness of one's consciousness. 

A computer may be developed which becomes aware of its actions, 
consciousness of action, internationality, may be innately characteristic 
of complex nuclear, atomic, and molecular functions but being fully 
aware of just what that means is another question altogether. 

If one builds a machine capable of conscious action it may in fact 
advance to the next level, that is the machine may eventually 'become' 
accessible to the purity of abstractual understanding of just what the 
machines intentions are. As such man could conceivable create a 
mechanism capable of acting as a conduit for virgin consciousness 
development. In essence abstraction becomes bridged with the 
physical. Awareness thus would find itself capable of 'receiving' 
information from the physical through a form of synoptic connection 
where the two never truly touch in the normal sense of physical 'touch.' 
Such a connection is not a foreign concept to the physical for within the 
realm of the physical itself nothing actually 'touches' but rather 
proximity of location becomes registered through other means. 

Sense Data Theory 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

The issue arises primarily for various forms of realism that hold that 
the world contains mind- independent entities: the question is whether 
visual access to them is mediate or immediate - that is, whether it is 
conditioned by the intervention of mental entities or even by certain 
physical factors. P 663 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The concept 
of mediate or immediate becomes a concept of mediate, immediate, and 
identifiable. 

As such the concept becomes immediate between body and brain, 
mediate between brain and consciousness, and identifiable between 
consciousness and consciousness of consciousness. 
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Nihilism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Nihilism: ... everything that exists - the soul, God, other minds, and 
external objects are dissolved into nothingness. P 522 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: ... 
everything that exists, - may well be reducible to nothingness but 
nothingness itself exists not as a 'the' totality but rather exists as a 
'part' of the whole - God/singularity and the 
individual/individuality/the soul. God and the individual exist as 
abstractual forms and not a 'thing'. Thus the individual and God may 
be a 'part', be 'within' every'thing' but God and the individual are not 
a part of the summation of 'every'thing. 

The result; 'Everything' may be reducible to nothingness but God and 
the individual, not being 'things', would remains as they are, 
abstractions outside the fabric of time and space. 

Hermeneutics 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

... Hermeneutics effectively breaks with the main concerns and 
problems of modern philosophy, in particular with those having to do 
with attempts to explain how an isolated, wordless subject can ever 
break out of itself so as to achieve knowledge of the external world. 

... All of this could be summed up by saying that under philosophical 
hermeneutics to understand is to interpret and to interpret is to 
transform. P 706 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The 
wordless subject exists in a parallel form with the external world. Both 
exist, the wordless subject as a form of active existence and the external 
world as a form of a passive existence. 

The passive exists as a function of time as long as time exists. 

The active exists functionless of time, independent of time but formed 
by the limits of time itself. 

In summary the abstract, the active, evolves from the 'virgin' to being 
what it is through interpretation of the physical, the passive. 

Existentialism 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Significantly, it is our embodied consciousness that affords us this 
evidence. Sartre never was a non-body dualist, even though he sharply 
distinguished between being for-itself (roughly, consciousness) and 
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being in-itself (the non-conscious). The contrast is not between 
substances - only being in-itself is 'substantial' - but between two 
manners or functions of being. Sartre's basic dualism is one of 
spontaneity and inertia. It occurs at ever stage of his thought. P 699. 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: Dualism is 
dualism. Multiplicity of being in-itself is no less dualism than Zeno's 
acknowledgement of multiplicity and seamlessness. 

If, however, dualism recognizes the whole for what it is, the whole, 
than whether the whole is a form of singularity or a form of multiplicity 
composing singularity, singularity of God as the summation of the 
individual becomes a form of monistic entity composed of infinite 
elements of 'beings'. The net result is the incorporation of monism as 
the product of dualism. 

Continental Theistic Philosophers 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

During the twentieth century, many philosophers offered modern ways 
of conceiving our knowledge and understanding of God and our 
relation to the divine. 712 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The sub- 
element, knowing, is a part of the whole of Knowing. The sub-element, 
the individual, is a part of the whole of God. In addition no part exists 
without purpose. In the case of the sub-elements of knowing and the 
sub-elements of existence the function of knowing and existence is to 
make the whole of knowing/the whole of God what it is: the whole of 
Knowing/the whole of God. As such, Knowing/God and sub-elements 
of knowing/the individual take on both the active and passive states of 
the verb - being 

Feminist Philosophy: 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Subjects exercise this freedom through a confrontational imposition of 
meaning upon themselves and their situations, a process which other 
persons become one 's object or Other. Such 'objects ' acquire meaning 
not through their own power but only in relation to the subject who 
observes them. Because a subject is the author of this situation, she or 
he must claim entire and unmitigated responsibility for it. It is, 
however, possible to reject this responsibility. To do so is to live in 
'bad faith, ' knowing one 's freedom and responsibility, yet refusing it in 
favor of being reduced to an Other for other subjects. P 730 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: Feminist 
Philosophy attempts to elevate 'we,' the deemed inferior, to the status 
of 'they', we/they - dualism 
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Feminist Philosophy will never get women and others deemed inferior 
where they want to 'go' for Feminist Philosophy starts from the 
perception of perceived inferiority and attempts to move the position of 
perceived inferiority to the level of equality. The result: The goal is 
therefore to get women and others deemed inferior 'there'. 'There' 
being where others perceive them not to be. 

In addition, Feminist Philosophy begins in the realm of the physical 
and attempts to build physical equality first and then develops 
abstractual equality. 

The only thing that will work to shift women and others deemed 
inferior to the 'there' location is to initiate an entirely new 
metaphysical perception, initiate an entirely new point of perception 
which launches women and others deemed inferior from the 'there' 
location at the outset. 

Such is the result of the new metaphysical perception of the individual 
acting within God. 

In addition, the new metaphysical perception initiates the process 
regarding the understanding of equality in the realm of the abstract and 
then develops the rational for the physical equality arguments. 

Analytical Philosophy: 

> From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

If there is a single feature that characterizes analytical philosophy, it is 
probably its emphasis on trying to articulate clearly the meaning of 
concepts such as 'knowledge, ' 'truth, ' and 'justification. ' This project 
is guided by the assumption that proposed thesis cannot be assessed 
judiciously until it and its constituent concepts are understood plainly. 
P605. 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: The 
articulation regarding the meaning of concepts such as 'knowledge,' 
'truth,' and 'justification' remains in a state of confusion due to the 
inability of philosophy to develop a consensus regarding the resolution 
to the eternal debate regarding the legitimacy of monism versus 
dualism. 

Monism would suggest the terms of abstraction are innate emergences 
of complex physicality. Dualism would suggest the terms of abstraction 
are independent of the physical. 

The new metaphysical perception suggests the simultaneous existence 
of the monistic and the dualistic concepts exist as viable necessities 
emerging from the model of an open non-Cartesian system powered by 
an internal closed Cartesian system. 
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The debate then moves from: Which is correct, monism or dualism? to 
becoming: Why are both a necessity. The debate is initiated, examined, 
and primitively resolved in the three volumes of this work. 

❖ As stated by the text: Philosophies of Dummies: 1999 
Monism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Monists are philosophers who believe that all of reality, everything that 
exists, falls into one and only one basic category of being. There is, 
according to every form of mohnism, only one fundamental sort of 
substance in existence. Everything is therefore somehow a 
configuration of this one substance. P 155 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

the individual acting within God is monism for within this new 
perception, everything can be reduced to the state of knowing, the 
whole of Knowing. 

However, without the physical, the material, the universe, the 
abstractual takes on the verb state of passivity only and thus loses its 
most irreplaceable characteristic, which gives it its own uniqueness, the 
ability to grow, 'active action' versus 'passive action'. 

Thus the new metaphysical perception incorporates the physical and the 
abstractual as vital elements of its being and as such incorporates both 
passive and active action simultaneously. 

Dualism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Dualists believe that there are two basic kinds of substance in 
existence. There are minds as well as bodies, mental properties as well 
as physical properties. There is spiritual stuff as well as material stuff. 
P155 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

the individual acting within God is dualism for within this new 
perception multiplicity of the individual creates God/the 
whole/ singularity. 

Interactionism: 

♦♦♦ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Interactionism is the most common version of mind-body dualism. It is 
the metaphysical view that most people take for granted before they 've 
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ever been introduced to philosophical reasoning and speculation. The 
interactionists holds that minds and bodies exist as separate sorts of 
entities and that they both can and do casually interact with each other. 
Some bodily events cause mental events. And some mental events cause 
bodily events. P 159 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

Interactivism is a part of the new metaphysical system, however, the 
new perception generates the understanding that the physical is only 
temporary and provides the sensory data mechanism by which virgin 
consciousness becomes a completed entity in terms of physical sensory 
input. 

The physical being temporary, limited by the limits of 
time/matter/energy interrelationships in essence is a 'limited' existence 
in terms of physical existence but becomes an 'eternal' existence in 
terms of the abstractual existence. 

Epiphenomenalism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

On this philosophical view, the mind is an epiphenomenon, a byproduct 
of the body and its processes that itself plays no causal role to 
initiating any bodily events whatsoever. According to an 
epiphenomenalism, bodily events can indeed cause mental events, but 
the converse is never true. Mental evens do not and cannot cause 
bodily events, all appearances to the contrary notwithstanding. P 160 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

The physical is an epiphenomenon, a byproduct of the whole of 
Knowing, a byproduct of singularity itself as itself. The physical 
reaches into being the epitome of sub-elements (and perhaps the whole 
of the physical as well) capable of providing a means by which 
abstraction moves from being 'virgin' in terms of what the physical has 
to offer to being 'complete' in terms of what the element of multiplicity 
associated with 'a' particular element of physicality has to offer. 

Parallelism 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

Some few dualists have cut the causal cord more completely. They have 
denied not just that mental events could cause physical events, but that 
physical events can cause mental effects. This highly unusual position 
maintains not only that no thoughts, decisions, or intentions cause 
bodily movements, but also that no physical injuries actually cause 
pain... They allow only that there is a harmony, pre-established by 
God, or concurrently maintained by a divine power, between the 
physical and the mental. The events involving these two different 
substances run in parallel, but never, on this view, interact. P 161 
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• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

Such a view is totally conceivable but not necessarily critical to the 
new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God. 
There is much room for debate regarding the perception of parallelism 
but the new metaphysical perception is neither nullified by parallelism 
nor is the new metaphysical perception supported by such a perception. 

Man-is-an-animal 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

It's a simple set of contentions that, first, we evolutionarily arose from 
animals, and therefore we are animals... Matter gives rise to matter. 
Dust to dust. Ashes to ashes. If anything remotely like evolutionary 
biology is true, we are nothing more than highly evolved biological life 
forms. P 164 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

We may have 'evolved' into highly evolved (relatively speaking) 
biological life forms and then again we may not have evolved at all. 
The argument regarding our 'evolutionary' history is not the point of 
metaphysics. The argument regarding our 'evolutionary' history is an 
internal debate involving the science of biology, genetics, 
anthropology, chemistry, meteorology, astronomy, geology, 
paleontology, etc. 

Metaphysics is only concerned with the question regarding the 
existence of the physical and the abstract, the existence of knowing and 
unknowing, consciousness of the abstract and lack of consciousness of 
the abstract, monism and dualism, Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism, 
and now with the introduction of this new metaphysical perception, the 
existence of Cartesianism located 'within' and powering non- 
Cartesianism located 'beyond'. 

From the point of perspective of the new metaphysical perception: Man 
may be an animal but does such a complex animal have the ability to 
develop units, entities of knowing unique to the whole of knowing? 

From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception, the answer 
is: Most probably. 

Artificial intelligence 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

A closely analogous argument to the man-is-an-animal reasoning goes 
as follows: We are building more and more complex computers, some 
of which are now capable of learning, changing their own 
programming to response to changing information. We can clearly 
imagine a super computer in the future, utilizing the ultimate in 
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parallel processing, along with the right sorts of sensors, mimicking the 
human brain to such an extent that its behavior is indistinguishable 
from a highly intelligent human being with conscious experience. The 
computer will obviously be a merely physical entity. Therefore because 
we exhibit all the same 'mental' traits, we must be merely physical 
entities as well. P 166 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

Until we find a means, establish an understanding, regarding the 
metaphysical inter and intra relationships as well as establishing an 
understanding regarding the passive and active dynamics existing 
between the physical and the abstract, we will remain confused by the 
issue of artificial intelligence. The two metaphysical positions we have 
presently established regarding the physical and the abstract leaves us 
in a precarious position as a species. 

Looking long term: We will inevitably either 'create' a sensory data 
mechanism capable of acting as a mechanism for virgin consciousness 
to develop into its own unique entity of the individual or we will 
encounter such a sensory data mechanism be it 'natural' or 'artificial'. 

Looking even further into the future: If we maintain our present rate of 
technological advancement, we will inevitably either 'create' a sensory 
data mechanism capable of developing into a 'more advanced' form of 
unique entity of the individual than ourselves or we will encounter a 
sensory data mechanism 'more advanced' than ourselves be it 'natural' 
or 'artificial'. 

Presently we are ill equipped to philosophically rationalize why such a 
the individual is morally or ethically obligated to allow us to continue 
as a species rather than replace us as 'the' apex of the intelligence 
pyramid. 

It is only the new metaphysical system being proposed which provides 
the model needed to argue the rationale which favors our personal 
species' survival in face of such a development. 

As such the new metaphysical system must be given serious 
consideration. If that is not to be allowed then at the very least, we as a 
specie need to develop a metaphysical system which will provide us 
with the rationale for such an understanding . 

Brain chemistry argument 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

The brain chemistry argument for materialism contends that our 
increasing knowledge of the brain and its functions leads us to treat 
mental conditions that had once been viewed as purely psychological, 
as rather physiological, states of the brain. We are making inroads 
year after year into the treatment of formerly recalcitrant psychological 
conditions by means of drugs and other physical therapies. If a 
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person 's mood, emotional disposition, and cognitive functions can be 
influenced by the amount of sleep that yet, the food they eat, and 
whether their bodies are producing just the right amounts of various 
hormones and other chemicals, then the materialists conclude, our 
minds themselves must be nothing more than electrochemical systems. 
P 167 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

It is neither the mind, nor the functioning of the mind which the new 
metaphysical perception addresses but rather it is the purity of 
abstraction, seamlessness, itself which becomes the issue. 

Imaginary numbers and the interrelationship existing between 
imaginary numbers and the physical is not a matter of the mind but 
rather is a matter of abstractual understanding, which the brain has the 
ability to grasp. 

Consciousness and consciousness of the abstract, consciousness of 
one's own consciousness, knowing of knowing are what separate the 
monists and the dualist. 

Superfluidity argument 

• From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

This argument alleges that dualism is 'explanatorily superfluous, ' or 
unneeded for a full intellectual explanation and understanding of the 
behavior of human beings. The argument continues on the contention 
that any explanatory theory that is superfluous, or unneeded, is to be 
rejected. It then concludes by rejecting dualism as false. P 168 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

It is not just human abstractualism which needs reconciliation with the 
physical, it is abstractualism itself. The major paradoxes introduced 
over the last twenty-five hundred years by Zeno, Aristotle, Boethius, 
Copernicus, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Einstein, Russell, and Heidegger as 
well as many others, cannot be resolved through the understanding of 
physical monism in spite of the fact that most of these paradoxes do not 
deal with human abstractual understanding but rather deal with 
paradoxical conditions of the physical itself. 

It is therefore not just the dualistic understanding of human beings, 
which needs to be explained, but also the dualistic characteristic of the 
physical itself that needs to be reconciled with physical monism as well 
as with abstractual monism. 

It is only the third metaphysical system introduced as a new 
metaphysical system by this work which addresses the inter and the 
intra relationship and dynamics of the physical, human behavior, 
abstraction, and nothingness. 
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Thus both physical monism and abstractual monism become equally 
important to understanding 'the' 'whole' of 'Reality' versus 
understanding 'the' 'whole'/the universe/'reality. ' 

The mystery objection 

❖ From the perspective of contemporary philosophy: 

The second negative argument presented by the materialist alleges that 
we cannot understand two things about dualism: 

The fundamental dualistic relation whereby one particular body and 
one particular mind together comprise one person. 

Dualistic interaction causation - how things so different as immaterial 
minds and material bodies could possibly interact: How mental things 
can cause physical effects, and physical things cause mental effects. 

And what cannot be understood cannot be believed. Therefore, at the 
heart of dualism is a stubborn chunk of mystery that renders it, 
ultimately, literally incredible. Therefore, it must be rejected. P 170 

• From the perspective of the new metaphysical perception: 

The physical and the abstract exist. The physical provides the means by 
which virgin consciousness can become what it is: conscious of its 
being what it is. As such the conscious of the individual physical being 
controls the physical being through the process of abstractual 
awareness of itself and what it perceives to be 'moral', ethical actions. 

The process is one where the abstract joins with the physical sensory 
data mechanism through the means of the physical having evolved to 
the point of having gained the innate capacity to 'grow' awareness of 
awareness. 

The process may appear to be one of monism but the abstract is as 
distinct from the physical as is the expanse between neurons. Like 
neurons there is no direct contact of the physical to the physical. Unlike 
neurons there is also no contact similar to the contact found existing 
between the physical to forms of energy, space, or time. 

Such a lack of familiar contact between the abstract and the physical is 
not to be unexpected since the abstract, from the perspective of the new 
metaphysical model, is distinctly unique from the physical. 

The connection, however, remains regardless of present day science's 
ability to measure such a connection. The connection is on the edge of 
being 'created' through complexity by science itself in the form of 
'artificial intelligence' via cloning, androids, super computers, etc. 



52 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 
Who owns the body 

If the physical provides 'a' means by which 'virgin' consciousness moves to 'complete' 
consciousness, the question becomes: Who owns the body. This is not a rhetorical question. This 
is a literal question. Is the body, the sensory data machine, 'owned by the individual entity of 
multiplicity or is the body owned by the whole, owned by singularity of purpose, owned by 
ambitions for homogeneity. 

The two 'ifs' 

If the unit of multiplicity owns the body, then the body is a personal possession of the individual 
unit of knowing and as such has a specific function to that unit and must be released by society to 
perform its function as it applies to that unit of knowing. In such a metaphysical model society 
becomes the facilitator of the individual. 

If the body is an implement whose function is the preservation and evolution of society than it is 
society, which has the 'right' to control the body, and it is society, which may dictate the 
parameters regarding the journey of the body. In such a metaphysical model, the individual 
becomes the facilitator of society. 

It may be metaphysically argued that it is the individual entity of knowing which has the rights to 
the body and as such the fetus is to be protected by all means. The question emerging from this 
scenario becomes: When does the unit of knowing becoming knowing entity? Is knowing initiated 
with the advent of the brain wave or is the unit of knowing initiated at the age of one year? Since 
the answers to these questions have not yet been established, one has little choice but to allow the 
unit of knowing to control its own sensory input mechanism if diversity is to be recognized. 
Religion, philosophy, and science may enter the decision making process as sources of perceptual 
enlightenment but the final decision must be left to the entity of knowing which controls the 
sensory data input mechanism, the body. 

The war regarding access to the chemical RU486 is as much the epitome of such logic as is 
abortion. 

What then of Singer's suggestion regarding infanticide up to the age of one year? Since the 
sensory data unit is a potential mechanism of development of virgin consciousness and since we 
have not established when it is knowing itself begins as opposed to neural function, we have little 
choice at this point in time to decide the issue on the side of potentiality of knowing having 
already been initiated, since the unit of knowing cannot speak for itself. 

What then of partial birth abortion? Partial birth abortion, turning the baby in the womb to cause 
the feet to emerge first and then forcing the head to remain in the vaginal canal while a hole is 
created in the base of the skull in order to facilitate the procedure of allowing the brain to be 
suctioned out of the skull through the use of a vacuum pump while the head remains in the vaginal 
canal, would become illogical. 

What then of the viable fetus the mother wishes to abort. So be it, the mother makes the decision 
for the mother's body is owned by the unit of knowing. If, however, the fetus is salvageable with 
no more trauma to the mother than the abortion process then the choice is the same as above. 

What then of the chemical Ru486? The choice to use or not to use the drug Ru486 is the choice of 
the mother, the choice representing diversity of individuality. 
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Where does society then enter the scenario? Society has no choice but to act as the safety net of 
nurturing for the sensory date mechanism and as such provide equal access to opportunity not only 
for the independent entities but for the 'unwanted' viable fetus and the unwanted child. Society 
becomes the facilitator for equal access to opportunity. Society is obligated to become the 
facilitator for equal access to opportunity for all entities for which it has been established. 

Diversity and the disadvantaged 

Material wealth is not an opportunity to eat. Material wealth is 'a' goal. The goal should be 
available to all in equal fashion, obtainable through the process of equal opportunity. Some 
entities may attain the goal through one means of pursuit and other entities may obtain the goal 
through other means of pursuit. 

Happiness, peace, self-acceptance, love... are equal opportunity goals obtainable through one's 
personal pursuit. But happiness, peace, self-acceptance, love are not attained by all. Regardless of 
being attained by all or not abstractual goals remain equal opportunity goals. 

So it is materialism should be an equal opportunity goal. To be an equal opportunity goal requires 
equal access to the means of obtaining such goals. 

Diversity of wellness opportunities, diversity of educational opportunities, diversity of nutritional 
opportunities, diversity of shelter opportunities, and diversity of religious opportunities emerge as 
the product of dualism. Dualism acts as the rational foundation supporting diversity of 
individuality. 

Monistic perceptions, perceptions that consciousness of consciousness is an extension of 
consciousness which in turn is an extension of physicality, provides the rationale for homogeneity. 
Monism acts as the rational foundation supporting homogeneity of the whole 

This is not to say the monists are unethical, nor is it to say the dualists are ethical. It simply says 
both do not recognize the necessity of the other. Without the monistic characteristics of matter, the 
monistic characteristic of the abstract would be significantly different than what it is. 

But just what is 'it'? What is the nature of abstraction itself? That is the true debate for we already 
have an elementary understanding of the physical void the independence of abstraction. And we 
have an elementary understanding of the abstractual without the physical, ontologically speaking. 
What we do not have is the elementary understanding of the abstract independent of the physical 
and we do not have an understanding regarding how the abstract and the physical can interact 
independent of each other while simultaneously being dependent upon each other. It is not 
surprising therefore that we do not have a more complete rationale regarding the ethical and moral 
understanding of such an interrelationship 

It is this work, The War and Peach of a New Metaphysical Perception, which initiates just such a 
discussion and analysis. 
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Minimalism of support 

What does society, a non-knowing entity created by knowing entities 'owe' units of knowing? 
Under the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God, society 'owes' each unit: 

1. Equal access to opportunities to travel unimpeded 

2. Equal access to vast diversities of opportunities 

The diversity of opportunities is limited only by the sensory data mechanism itself. 

Should the entity of knowing occupy a sensory data mechanism with an intelligence quota of 
twenty; the entity of knowing will obviously not be capable of traveling its physical journey as a 
neurosurgeon. Although the entity of knowing may not be 'able' to experience the journey of a 
neurosurgeon, the entity of knowing should not be denied the opportunity to make the attempt to 
become such. 

Should the entity of knowing occupy a sensory data mechanism void established wealth, the entity 
of knowing will obviously not be able to experience instantaneous extreme forms of materialistic 
gratification. Although the entity of knowing may not be able to experience instantaneous forms of 
extreme materialistic gratification, the entity of knowing should not be denied the opportunity to 
attempt to accomplish such a feat. 

Obviously there is a significant difference between being allowed equal access to the opportunity 
and accomplishment of such a feat. 

The responsibility to protect the right of the entity to journey unimpeded lies with the society 
created by entities of knowing. Entities of knowing find themselves immersed within the society 
they created. As such society has the obligation to facilitate equal opportunity as opposed to 
accomplish such opportunities for the entities of knowing society finds immersed within itself. 
Creation of equal access to opportunity is the function of society while accomplishment of the 
accomplishment is the function of the entity of knowing. 

What minimalist obligation other than facilitating equal access to travel unimpeded and facilitating 
equal access to the vast diversity of opportunities does society have regarding the life 'safety net' 
for the knowing entity and the knowing entity's sensory data mechanism? Society has the 
obligation of ensuring a spartan dignified life style from which the entity of knowing may spring 
on its journey towards completion. What that spartan life style may be is as diversified as the 
diversity of cultures, societies, religions, climatic conditions within which entities of knowing may 
find themselves immersed. Such diversities are as specialized as the human species itself has 
allowed itself to become. One society may decide 'spartan' is the type of life style as established 
by the Saudi Arabian Government for its people or as spartan as the Hindu concept of the 
'outcasts'. 



Our point of departure lies 'in' the heart of metaphysics itself 

So what is illness? Illness occurs when entity 'a' is invaded by entity 'b' and 'b' then proceeds to 
use 'a' for its own means which in turn compromises "a's" attempt to reach for its own sense of 
purpose, reason, goal in life. 
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Illness is an extremely important concept and as a concept it's cure cannot be fully integrated into 
society until it is understood metaphysically. Once illness is understood metaphysically it is an 
awesome tool for understanding the ethics of behavior beginning with the individual and 
expanding to the concept of intra-galactic as well as inter-galactic interactions be the interactions 
in the form of individual interactions or whole societal interactions. In fact, once understood 
metaphysically, illness becomes the means for understanding intra-universe as well as inter- 
universe interactions of knowing be it in the form of individual interactions or whole societal 
interactions. 

How can such extremes of universal rationality regarding micro and macro universal ethics 
emerge? Universal, literally universal ethics seems so alien to us, so hugely impossible a task to 
undertake let alone accomplish. Such a development seems alien to us because our direction 
regarding ethical rationalism has been headed in an different direction. Our present direction of 
ethical development has been headed in the direction of ethical metaphysical diversity rather than 
ethical metaphysical homogeneity. The direction of metaphysical diversity of ethics would appear 
to support the embracement of diversity itself. 

Metaphysical diversity generating the diversity of ethics does not support diversity of perceptions. 
Our present trend toward ethical diversity undermines diversity of individuality through the 
fragmentation of rationalization itself. In essence diversity of ethics emerging from our species is 
the product of conflicting metaphysical models we embrace as a specie. As long as the 
metaphysical models we embrace remain in conflict, conflict resolution regarding social issues 
will, by necessity, a process of compromising one's principles, 

Only when the most basic, primal forms of conflicts are brought to a close, metaphysical conflicts, 
will social conflicts be resolvable. 

Society has developed its own form of long standing perceived irresolvable paradox regarding 
social perceptions. Society perceives the accomplishment of developing a universal philosophy as 
a 'huge' task because society views the 'whole' from which a universal philosophy emerges to be 
'enormously' expansive and diverse. It is because of this viewpoint, the perception of enormity, 
which causes us to shy away from the task of developing a third metaphysical system from which 
a universal philosophy emerges. 

The paradox remains a paradox because we have not applied Husserl's reductionism and 
Ockham's Razor to the problem. Once applying such techniques, however, metaphysics will find 
the problem involves three basic concepts: singularity, multiplicity, and nothing. 

This 'fear' of undertaking the seemingly impossible task of 'covering' our universe, 'covering' 
other universes of which we are not even yet aware, with a 'universal' ethic, a universal 
philosophy which generates a 'universal' ethic, keeps us from coming together to work on such a 
project. We will expend enormous quantities of effort to leave our footprint on the moon yet 
relatively no time understanding what it is we are doing ethically or what impact we are about to 
leave when our footprint remains once we have left. 

We will spend countless hours to send our signature into the realm of space no longer 
'significantly' influenced by the sun's gravitational pull, but we shy away from understanding our 
'place', our 'rights' as a conscious the individual existing within the very universe we find 
ourselves 'confined' within. 

We shy away and therein lies the laughable, the full comedy of the situation. The paradox of 
Zeno's distance once again confronts us and we perceive distance to 'be' rather than simply not 
being. 
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As such we view the enormity of space as 'enormity' itself rather than simply being. 

Now what does this seemingly misplaced discussion mean? The apparent misplaced discussion is 
not misplaced but rather a prelude to the understanding that we no longer need be afraid. Even the 
seemingly enormous task of developing a universal philosophy, which covers the whole of the 
universe, covers the totality of all universes, is simply a task of Husserl Reductionism applied to 
metaphysics, ontology, and cosmology. 

So just where is it we begin the development of a universal philosophy from which a universal 
ethic of pluralism evolves. Our point of departure lies in the heart of metaphysics itself. We begin 
with a simplistic model of 'what is' and proceed from there to the concept of understanding the 
error of either/or perceptions. Such a development will naturally lead us to an understanding 
regarding the physical in terms of the inner space of the individual - the inner space of the 
physical body, understanding the whole of the mind itself. Understanding the mind will in turn 
lead us to an understanding regarding the inner space of the mind, understanding the whole of 
individual consciousness of consciousness/the whole of individual knowing 
knowing/understanding the individual soul/understanding a complete unit of multiplicity. 

Not only does the development of a relatively more sophisticated third metaphysical model, as 
opposed to the two metaphysical models presently established, allow us to examine the micro but 
such a model allows us to examine the macro in a new light. This new metaphysical model allows 
us to Took' outward from the physical, the body to understanding the outer space of the 
individual, understanding the universe itself. Understanding the whole of the universe will in turn 
lead us to an understanding regarding the outer 'space' of the universe, understanding the whole of 
summation of consciousness of consciousness/the whole of summation of Knowing 
Knowing/understanding the whole/understanding complete singularity. 

The process not only allows us to look inward but to look outward. The process not only allows us 
to resolve internal conflicts found inside the individual but allows us to resolve external conflicts 
found outside the individual. 

Step one: Expanding metaphysical perceptions into being both the Cartesian and the non- 
Cartesian: 




The diagram leads us back to the beginning of this work, leads us back to Volume I, Tractate 1 : 
The Error of Zeno. 
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Let me buy you a beer 

Having acknowledged the seemingly endless cycle, let us break the cycle with a discussion 
symbolizing commonality. 

Society has a role much like an individual who offers you a beer. Once the offer has been made 
and the gift accepted, it belongs to the new owner. The offer was made with no strings attached. It 
was a gift of friendship, of commonality, an extension of affection, respect, ... It was offered and 
once accepted it no longer belongs to the first party. 

The recipient of the beer now owns the beer. He may decide to do the traditional and drink the 
beer. This pleases the giver. If the recipient, however, does not do what is traditional, if the 
recipient only uses the beer to cool his sweaty hands, uses the beer as an object to manipulate as he 
talks in order to relieve his tensions, uses the beer as a token of friendship, and then leaves the 
beer half drunk, the first party may feel irritation. 

And why is this? No strings were attached to the gift. The gift was a gift. The sense of rejection 
the first party senses comes from the desire to give but with unspoken expectations: If you accept 
this 'gift' you will do what I want you to do with the gift. In short, the giver wants to dominate, 
wants to control the recipient's actions. 

So it is with society. Society does not actually have anything to 'give' for society is not an 
independent entity but rather an entity composed of the powers given to society by the 
collaboration of individuals. These individuals create the entity of society and give society its 
powers. 

In a 'free' society, the ultimate wish of the individuals is said to be the protection of 'free' choice 
as long as it does not interfere with the freedom of others. The statement exemplifying a 'free' 
society': Society's purpose is to 'protect' the 'freedom' of others. But in fact the unexpressed 
desire of the individuals establishing the 'free' society is not 'freedom' but rather 'control' of 
others, dominance of others. It is no different than that of dictatorships. You may live in our 'free' 
society as long as you conform to our opinions, perceptions. 

Now a truly 'free' society would have one rule: You have no right to interfere with the 'freedom' 
of others. 

As such a 'free' society would accept uniqueness within its realms: 
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A truly 'free' society would appear as: 
Graphic I 



Uniqueness 




A Free Society 



Professed 'free' societies existing today: 



Graphic II 




59 



The Error of Philosophy 

So what is it a 'free' society should be considering in terms of a metaphysical model? 
A 'free' society needs a metaphysical understanding regarding the concept of 'location' . . . 



Graphic III 




Contemporary 'free' societies feel more comfortable with Graphic II as opposed to the Graphic I 
since Graphic I implies society should embrace individuals such as Hitler and Vlad the Impaler. 

The discomfort one feels regarding embracing Hitler and Vlad the Impaler arises as a withdrawal 
from the disgust and abhorrence entities in society 'feel' the actions such individuals have 
committed. 

Metaphysically we are unable to rationalize Graphic II because our two existing metaphysical 
systems cannot resolve the abhorrence 's we have for individuals such as Hitler and Vlad. The new 
metaphysical model demonstrated by Graphic III allows us to understand the existence and 
function of Hitler and Vlad within 'a' holistic metaphysical system. Graphic III demonstrates to 
us, how we are to deal with individual entities such as Hitler and Vlad. It is from Graphic III that 
the first two categorical imperatives not only emerge but emerge in order of priority 

We can now begin to understand not only 'why' the two categorical imperatives emerge but why 
they emerge in the order they do: 
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1. The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and 
others equally) to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 
To journey unimpeded 

It is not the actions the individual 'would' commit that are to be embraced but rather the individual 
themselves, the soul itself which is to be embraced. Under the guidance of the third metaphysical 
perception Judas would never have been rejected but rather would have been embraced and joined 
in his moment of sorrow and regret. 

Hitler and Vlad the Impaler would have been resisted beginning with the very first action they 
took which contradicted categorical imperative number one. As such the continuation of their 
actions would never have had the opportunity to accelerate as they did. 

Hitler and Vlad the Impaler succeeded in doing what they did not because we did not embrace 
them but because we had neither the 1 st categorical imperative in place nor believed in the 1 st 
categorical imperative. 

The question becomes: Why didn't we believe in such a principle. Believe in the 1 st categorical 
imperative? We did not have categorical imperative one in place because we as a specie did not 
have a metaphysical model in place which could generate a universal categorical imperative let 
alone generate categorical imperative number one. 

Society can do whatever society wants to do, however, society should consider the bases for its 
action. Society must examine the 'whole' picture and consider how it wants to impact the whole, 
Totality, God. 

Now a truly 'free' society would acknowledge the impact of the individual, ideas, concepts upon 
the development, the progress, of points of multiplicity and upon the seamlessness of the whole. If 
such were to be the case, a 'free society should 'want' points of uniqueness to remain unique and 
to remain unique points of debate, discussion, . . . regarding just how these points would impact the 
Whole. This is what a truly 'free' society does. 

Granted a 'free' society has rules, categorical imperatives one and two, by which it must abide. A 
truly 'free' society has rules not 'because' rules are important but because each and every 
individual is important. In essence it is not the physical individual that is important but rather it is 
the uniqueness of that individual that is important, the unique abstraction of the individual that is 
important and the unique abstraction of the individual cannot complete its unique development as 
a unit of unique abstraction without a 'free' environment within which its sensory data mechanism 
can operate freely. 

The importance of these points of uniqueness can be better understood should one take one or two 
of these points and examine them in detail. 

Expanding upon Zeno's perception of existence: Abstractual existence, through Zeno, appears to 
become a new and elusive concept of the physical - 'multiplicity' 'containing' abstraction - 
'seamless ness.' As such 
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Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
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Becomes: 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 




As such, the 'size' of the universe appears to grow in order to accommodate, make room, for the 
abstract. However, the apparent growth was not growth in actuality, for 'what is' is. Rather the 
apparent growth was growth in 'our' perception of 'what is'. The concept of the abstract became a 
perceptual concept of location for us to contemplate regarding ourselves and just what it is we are 
and why it is we exist. 
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Reversing perceptions - counter view 

The appearance of the 'real' and the 'real illusion': 



The 'real illusion' : 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamless ness 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the physical 




The 'real': 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 



When viewed from 'within' the 
reality of the abstract 



The 'real': 

The Abstract 
Zeno's Seamless ness 



The 'real illusion': 

The concrete 
The universe 
Zeno's Multiplicity 



So it is: The 'real' and the 'real illusion' become the 'real illusion' and the 'real' as one moves 
from one position to another. What is different regarding this sequence of drawing? In this 
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sequence of drawings, the abstract 'contains' the physical, multiplicity finds itself to be 'within', a 
part of, seamless ness' as opposed to 'seamless ness' being 'within', a part of, multiplicity. 

This brings us back to the twentieth century concept of innate characteristics of. . . Is multiplicity, 
the physical, the concrete, a part of, an innate characteristic of the abstract - seamless ness or is 
the abstract, seamless ness, an innate characteristic of the concrete, the physical, multiplicity. 

In essence, this was the concept being put before us, before humanity, by Zeno. In essence, this 
was the concept of: 

'The scholarly confusion regarding Zeon's Paradoxes: 

Scholars disagree about what Zeno himself took his paradoxes to show. There is no 
evidence that he offered any absolutions " to them. One view is that they were part of a 
program to establish that multiplicity is an illusion, and that reality is a seamless whole. 
The argument could be reconstructed like this: if you allow that reality can be 
successively divided into parts, you find yourself with these insupportable paradoxes; so 
you must I think of Reality as a single indivisible One.' (Cambridge Dictionary of 
Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995)' 

Again we appear to find ourselves returning to Zeno, returning to the beginning of this work. 

Now what does all this apparent 'flip-flopping' have to do with Zeno and his famous paradoxes? 
What does this have to do with Zeno's inference as to the existence of 'multiplicity' and the 
existence of 'seamless ness'? This concept of 'location' of one located 'within' the other expands 
upon Zeno's perception of 'one' location of existence. Such an expansion begins to show itself 
through the graphics: 



Physical Distance - Multiplicity 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 



.* The Universe Grows 

The Physical - multiplicity 
The Abstract - seamless ness 



Moves to becoming: a new perception 2000 AD 
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Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 




c 

The Universe 
• Grows: 



• The Physical: multiplicity 
The Abstract: seamless ness • 



Or: 



Physical Distance - 'multiplicity' 
& 

Abstract Distance - 'seamless ness' 



The Abstract: seamless ness 




This sequence of drawings regarding the existence of abstraction, seamless ness, verses the 
existence of the concrete, the physical is not as simple as first glance may imply. Depending upon 
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where one stands as one addresses the issue, the drawing reverses itself and becomes something 
altogether different. 

All this abstractual meditation may appear inconsequential when one views a small child starving 
in Uganda, but is it? 



The Point - Individuality 

It is the very concept of points in history, the small child starving in Uganda, being accentuated as 
the element of multiplicity this work emphasizes. It is the significance of the part to the whole, the 
significance of the individual to the whole which this work focuses upon. It is the small child 
starving in Uganda this new metaphysical perception embraces as being as much an element of the 
whole as Buddha, Christ, Mohammad, and Moses, themselves 

It is the concept of multiplicity/individuality, which this model, a third model of metaphysics, 
rationalizes. It is the concept of the whole being the whole only through a summation of all of its 
parts equally which the third model of metaphysics supports. Without all the parts the whole is no 
longer the whole. Without all its parts, the whole is nothing less than a sub element of 'what could 
be'. 

It is distinct points representing transformational events that stand out in the new metaphysical 
model being presented. It is the significance of the parts providing the characteristics of wholeness 
that allows the whole to accomplish the process of being the whole. It is the process of active 
action found 'within' passivity and passivity found 'within' active action that provides the means 
by which multiplicity stands out as an equal player to the whole, becomes an equal player to 
singularity, itself 

No individual is to be overlooked any more than the whole of the Upanishads, the whole of the 
Buddhists, the whole of the Jews, the whole of the Christians, the whole of the Muslims, the whole 
of the Atheists, the whole of Science events, and the whole of Philosophical events. All have made 
their impact upon the whole in their own unique manner. 



The significance of metaphysics 

As stated by the text: Philosophies of Dummies: 1999 

Scientism, which P.S. Churchland has defined as the notion, that ' in the idealized long 
run, the completed science is a true description of reality: there is no other Truth and no 
other Reality, ' is today widely espoused in epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of 
language, and philosophy of mind. 

... if philosophy ;has a function, it must be something other than trying to give a true 
account of the world. 

... A second, less radical reaction is to maintain that philosophy, when done correctly, is 
just and an extension of science. P 604 



As stated by the text: Philosophies of Dummies: 1999 
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. . . Finally there is a variety of approaches that reject scientism and in different ways 
defend the autonomy of philosophy: they hold that philosophy has a descriptive function 
and can arrive at nonscientific truths about reality. P 605 

The two quotes exemplify the simple monist/dualist debate draped in the words of contemporary 
history. The debate rages because no one has looked to a third metaphysical foundation. 
Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesianism and Aristotelian Cartesianism historically exist as our only 
means of perceiving the world and as such these two metaphysical systems fuel the debate 
between the eternal combatants: monism and dualism. 

The debate existing between monism and dualism began with Zeno and rages as heatedly today as 
during Zeno's time. The debate keeps us divided and vulnerable as a species. Union through 
intersection, commonality provides the solution to the monist/dualist debate which in turn 
provides the means for our species to prepare itself for joining other intelligent life forms in the 
vastness of space. 




A search for: 
A model of 
A universal philosophy 



As one observes, contemporary principles of metaphysics are misplaced. Metaphysics is not the 
sole possession of philosophy. Metaphysics is a subject area of all three means humanity has of 
developing perceptual understandings regarding the whole of our reality. Metaphysics is the 
theoretical realm of science, religion, and philosophy. 
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Ontology is the commonality of study for philosophy and religion. Cosmology is the commonality 
of study for philosophy and science. What is the commonality of study for science and religion? 
The definition regarding the commonality of study for science and religion has of yet not been 
established. The commonality of science and religion has not been reached due to the antagonism, 
which exists between the two but that is their problem, not the problem of philosophy. 

The process of reducing metaphysics to its most elementary form of existence, non-existence, is 
philosophy's means of removing metaphysics from the realm of science and religion. Limiting the 
scope of metaphysics, regardless of who does it, regardless of how success or unsuccessful the 
attempt is, in fact becomes the problem of not just science and religion but becomes the problem 
of humanity, becomes the problem of all knowing entities located within the whole of reality. The 
process of limiting metaphysics becomes the problem of the whole itself. 

Conclusion 

The physical world may evolve complex molecular configurations capable of responding to its 
environment and may in fact evolve complex molecular configurations capable of complex action- 
reaction events. 

The next level of scientific complexity facing humanity is the physical world development of 
complex molecular configurations capable of absorbing virgin consciousness and allowing such to 
fill itself with abstractual awareness of physical cause and effect events. 

It is possible the universe itself may be a form of individual with awareness of itself. Who is to say 
for certain but the potential for such a concept is no less logical than the concept of molecules 
being capable of acting as a 'nest' for awareness of awareness development. 

Who is to deny any of the four forms of being: God/the whole/ singularity, the 
individual/individuality/multiplicity, being/action/process/reality, and being/the passive state of 
existence. 

Homogeneity calls for conformity for the four states of being. All homogeneity other than 
homogeneity of the whole as the whole calls for the rejection of diversity. Homogeneity acts as the 
base foundation for actions steeped in exclusionism and inclusionism 

Homogeneity of multiplicity calls for individuals to determine how other individuals must comply 
to personal perceptions of 'good' and 'evil' established by the 1 st party.. 

Some would say: It is a 'higher authority', which has told me what is good, and what is not good. 
It is a 'higher authority', which has told me what is evil and what is not evil. Such individuals 
shirk responsibility for their actions through the process of following a 'higher authority'. 

Relinquishing one's responsibility of action to a higher authority is the 'excuse' used by Hitler's 
henchmen, Vlad's henchmen, the Crusades 'henchmen', the Colonial Power's henchmen, the 
tribal leaders who rounded up their countrymen and sold them to the Colonial Traders. 

To hide behind a 'higher authority's 'word' as interpreted by intellects is no more excusable than 
to hide behind the excuse that one was 'required' to commit specific actions 'because' a higher 
authority demanded one do so. 
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Homogeneity calls for elimination of diversity: 

The physical and homogeneity/the desire for physical conformity: 

Big noses, wrinkles, protruding ears, club feet, moles, birthmarks, circumcision, 
black skin, red skin, yellow skin, slanted eyes, lack of pigmentation, excess hair, 
yellow teeth, bad breadth, small stature, full figures, ad infinitum 

Should we live with this diversity? Those professing homogeneity would, at some point 
in time, say: No, not if we don't want them. Not if they make us unhappy. Not if they 
make us self-conscious. Not if they hinder our physical and mental peace of mind. 

Such attitudes interfere with the 'right' of unique entities of consciousness to journey uninhibited 

Looking into the inner space of the individual, into the mind: 

Mentally, mentally retarded, social phobic, homosexual, pedophile, 
schizophrenic, paranoid, manic, violently inclined, abusive, abused, believer, 
nonbeliever, pacifist, ad infinitum 

Should we live with this diversity? Those professing homogeneity would, at some point 
in time, say: No, not if we don't want them. Not if they make us unhappy. Not if they 
make us self-conscious. Not if they hinder our physical and mental peace of mind. 

But these individuals are not sick individuals; they are uniqueness attempting to function. Should 
we strive to 'change' them? The new metaphysical model would lay the foundation that we allow 
individual to change if the individual, under its own volition, desires to do so. 

The new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God establishes the 
understanding that people in their uniqueness are not 'ill', not 'perverse', not perverted, they just 
are what they are. 

The new model establishes the foundation as to why it is we must not allow homogeneity to 
interfere with diversity, the individual acting within God is a model of reality, which embraces the 
four forms of existence. Two forms of existence are nouns: the 
individual/multiplicity/individuality and God/singularity/the whole. Two form of existence are 
verbs: being/active action and being/passive action. 

If homogeneity of multiplicity is to survive, the metaphysical models of Aristotelian Cartesianism 
and Kant/Hegel non-Cartesianism must survive as distinct systems vying for humanities affection. 

If diversity of multiplicity is to survive, a metaphysical model must emerge which respects the 
very uniqueness of both Aristotelian Cartesianism and Kant/Hegel non-Cartesianism 
simultaneously. Such a process goes to the very core principles of diversity itself. 

Diversity calls for acceptance of homogeneity. 

Diversity calls for acceptance of itself. 
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Embracing diversity epitomizes pluralism. Embracing homogeneity epitomizes exclusionism and 
inclusionism. 



Judaism 



Christianity 



Hinduism 
Buddhism 



Zen 



Islam Zorasticism 

Atheism 

Taoism 




Topology 



Geology Astronomy 



Physics 
Chemistry 



Ecology 
Anthropology 
Astronomy Biology 



Metaphysics 




Truth 

As best we can define truth to be 
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But what of 'good' and 'evil'? Within a metaphysical model, a universal philosophy is non- 
judgmental. Judgment of action is left to the subject of ontology. Ontology and cosmology emerge 
from metaphysics and as such expand upon the basic model regarding the whole of reality which 
metaphysics establishes. 

Metaphysics examines models of reality as a whole and then examines the rationality of such 
models based upon the impact generated by such models. Metaphysics examines the impact. The 
need for the examination to be a part of metaphysics is fully explored in Tractate 14: Husserl, 
Hawking, and I. 

'Good' - 'evil' - depends upon which metaphysical foundation one wishes to establish: 
homogeneity or diversity: Hitler personified humanities wishes to establish homogeneity 
supported by Heidegger, Husserl's student. As such Hitler represented 'good' in terms of 
a metaphysical system purporting homogeneity. On the other hand, Hitler represented 
'evil' in terms of a metaphysical system purporting diversity. 

'Good' - 'evil' - depends upon which metaphysical foundation one wishes to establish: 
homogeneity or diversity: Lincoln personified humanities wishes to establish diversity 
supported by Husserl, Heidegger's teacher. As such Lincoln represented 'good' in terms 
of a metaphysical system purporting diversity. On the other hand, Lincoln represented 
'evil' in terms of a metaphysical system purporting homogeneity. 

This is not to imply Husserl was a 'good' philosopher nor does it mean to imply Heidegger was an 
'evil' philosopher. Rather the statements suggest Husserl was a rational supporter of diversity 
while Heidegger was a rational supporter of homogeneity. 

We as a species have a choice as to which metaphysical foundation to accept and which to void as 
our fundamental principle of purpose: diversity or homogeneity. We as specie have not reached a 
consensus regarding that decision. 

The decision basically rests upon the concept regarding a choice between two metaphysical 
perceptions: 

Metaphysics is an invalid point of view. There is no more to existence than the physical 
and thus physical hedonism is the most logical reductionist rationale for action. 

So it is society becomes the primary focus of the individual. 

Such a perception embraces the perceptions of homogeneity as epitomized by Hitler and 
Vlad the Impaler. 

Or: 

Metaphysics is a valid point of view: There is more to existence than the physical, there 
is abstraction itself and thus spiritual hedonism, abstractual hedonism is the most logical 
reductionist rationale for action. 

So it is the individual becomes the primary focus of society. 

Such a perception embraces the perceptions of diversity as epitomized by Buddha and 
Ghandi. 
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Again it would seem we have one of two choices before us. Such is not the case however. Until 
recently there were only two metaphysical systems from which to choose. The work, The War and 
Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, provides our specie with a third choice. The new choice, 
the new metaphysical model establishes a pluralistic option. 

If one is faced with the likes of Hitler and Lincoln it would appear pluralism is not an option the 
majority of humanity can, in good conscious can embrace. Such need not be the case, however, for 
we can learn to embrace the individual while rejecting the action such an individual would initiate. 

The ability to embrace and simultaneously reject becomes rationalized by the very categorical 
imperatives established by the new metaphysical model itself. The new metaphysical model 
establishes two categorical imperatives for multiplicity/individuality/the individual/you and I: 



The first responsibility 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and others equally) to journey 

unimpeded 



The second responsibility 

To journey unimpeded 

It is our responsibility as 'beings' to recognize how such categorical imperatives are established 

and then to establish them. 
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1 Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, Robert Audi, Cambridge University Press, 1995 
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Resolve the Paradox Regarding: 

> God Being Omniscient and Not 
Knowing How To Become More So 

> God Being Omnipotent and Not 
Having the Power to Become More So 

> God Being Omnipresent and Having 
Nowhere To Go 



Daniel J. Shepard 
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Symbiotic Panentheism helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how purpose could exist 'within' 
God without causing God to be diminished. 
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1998 AD Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 



A New Perception 2000 AD 




> The resolution of past errors: the paradox of past paradoxes, paradoxically leading to self- 
resolution through self-generation of a new metaphysical perception: 

> Nothingness is nothingness. It takes up no 'space'. 

> Separation through inclusion once again emerges through the concept of 'nothingness' 
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Tractate 12 

Symbiotic Panentheism 
The Individual Acting Within God 
'being' being 'Being' 

Contents 

Introduction: 

God and Panentheism: 

The Soul and Symbiosis: 

Human Significance: 

Social Ramifications: 

Omniscience: 

Omnipotence: 

Omnipresence: 

God: The Three Ultimate Paradoxes: Resolution Through Metaphysics 



Terms/concepts 

Atheism 

Classical and traditional theism 

Creator 

God 

Growth 

Hierarchal systems 

Metaphysics 

Metaphysical model 

Metaphysical perception 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 

Omniscience 

Pantheism 

Panentheism 

Permanent equilibrium 

Significance 

Size 

Soul 

Stagnation 
Symbiosis 
Total annihilation 
Whole 
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Tractate 12: 

Symbiotic Panentheism 
The Individual Acting Within God 
'being' being 'Being' 



Introduction 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts of present 
day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow symbiotic panentheism 
takes when integrated with the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three 
fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to 
the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the 
individual. 



God and Panentheism 

1. Reality exists. 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 

3. God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our known reality. 

4. God is bigger than reality. 

5. God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge. 

6. God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot create new, 
creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 

7. God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. Panentheism 
accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time 
acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by 
recognizing God's ability to become even more so. 

The Soul and Symbiosis 

1. Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 

5. The soul, being within reality, which in turn is within God, is embraced by God. 

6. The individual is not God. 

7. The individual is contained within God. 

8. Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual and God. 

9. Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 

10. Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience untainted by God's 

knowledge. 

1 1 . Souls can learn and grow. 

12. God can learn through the journey of souls. 

Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human species, 
the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God and given an importance to God. 
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Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the 
soul in a symbiotic relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 

Human Significance 

1 . Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of our 
behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The highest level of perception we can assign to ourselves is the ability to have the free 
will to assist God in the one thing God cannot do as God - grow. 

6. The soul being God but separated from God (being non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, 
non-omnipotent) has the ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from God. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help God, ourselves, 
become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human significance now 
becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes defined as significant for it 
becomes significant beyond human needs. Human significance now becomes significant to God 
Itself. 



Social Ramifications 

1. The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is contained within God. 

3. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The soul, contained within God, is important to and needed by God. 

5. The individual, contained within God, deserves to be treated with the respect due God. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems and 
perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most fundamental hierarchical 
system created by humankind for humankind - the hierarchy system created between God and 
humans. It eliminates the status levels between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy 
what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of 
God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the individual and of the 
species to this one-way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a philosophical, 
perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for humanity, for the 
individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to God. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is 
our job to see that God grows. We have the free will to determine the direction God grows. This is 
truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity will rise to 
the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, families, and 
individuals could use more human, humane, Godly compassion in their journeys. To begin to 
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understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three 
most universally accepted characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, God does not exist 
and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges God's knowledge base over atheism. 
Under pantheism, God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and God has knowledge. 
However, the knowledge has limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, 
whatever that size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's knowledge base over 
pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold that God knows everything that has been 
known, is known or could be known. This places limits on God. Since God knows everything, it 
closes the door on the possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God knows. But whereas 
classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of omniscience and leaves God in a state 
of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes on to expand God's possible knowledge base through 
accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even for God. 
Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omniscience to God, for it is the only theism to 
assign the knowledge of how God gains more knowledge to grow. 



Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no size, It has no power. 
God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over the perception of atheism. Within 
pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all the power of our universe and no more, for that is 
all there is. With the concept that God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's power is 
greater than in the case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases God's power by 
stating that God is all-powerful; however, it limits God's power to that of Its total power. Under 
classical and traditional theism, God is all-powerful but is limited, for It is not powerful enough to 
become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through incorporating the concept 
that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the power to use Its knowledge to become even more 
so. This is not a factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and 
realities - not God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end concepts built into 
universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic concept of beginning-end. Of 
the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omnipotence to God, for it 
assigns the ability and power of God to gain more knowledge. 
Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is omnipresent, God is infi- 
nitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. God's absence is everywhere. This is 
clearly the smallest form of God. Pantheism enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one 
God and that God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the size of 
reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God over 
pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is greater in size than reality. Classical and 
traditional theism imply, however, that God and reality are separate items from each other. God 
transcends reality. God is everything except reality. 
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Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism purports that God is 
omnipresent. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is everything and thus, there is no place 
for reality to be other than within God Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the 
complete characteristic of omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence 
incorporating all of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond and 
between them. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the expansion of the 
very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God that, in turn, through increased 
awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, in general, wants 
or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only panentheism manages to do so in total. 
Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the 
"symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that 
accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we have 
assigned to God, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is seemingly insignificant, 
but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts for our species, 
society, the environment, and the individual. Understanding the differences between the four basic 
perceptions of a causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic panentheism in 
particular. 

God 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions around God 
or God. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our knowledge, always 
conceptualized God or a form of God in some sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this 
nugget of the universality of humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? 
The source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to 
identify: either there is God, an originator, an original force, a source of a beginning, or there is not. 
In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation a this point in time that we 
cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except reality, 
appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have an identifiable beginning and 
thus, an originator, Creator, God. Another way of saying this is that all things in reality appear to be 
affected by time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, 
most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The second option is 
the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination; in other 
words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that God, an originator, is illogical. 
This thought process would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our observations point. 
It would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that there is no God or 
originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, that there is God 
to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct observations and logic. The premise 
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that reality had no beginning, that there is no creative originating force, that there is no God, is 
supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is "possible" 
but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an original force, a 
source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the concept of reality, where reality fits 
into consciousness, and where humanity, as well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit into 
all of this. In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The picture 
we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will gain 
greater resolution regarding our observations. In the meantime, keep in mind that the Creator of 
reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through time and 
custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn the Creator to be, 
through time and custom, was what we needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. The 
Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort 
in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully accepted 
the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know how to fuse them 
into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that 
very problem without destroying their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or 
traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our 
planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as knowledge 
grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - three choices we can 
comprehend for the state of God. Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an 
unnatural state of being. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent God appears 
to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent enough to become even 
more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. Being tied to God that exists in a state 
of decline is not a preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our Creator. The only state of 
being we can comprehend for God is that of a growing God. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship between us and 
our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as well be a mutually destructive 
relationship depending upon the actions we take under free will. This is precisely where our 
responsibility lies. We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of God that 
exists. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two possibilities that could 
exist between two identities. Understanding our significance in reality and to its Creator would 
definitely help us understand what actions we, humans with freewill, should take while functioning 
within reality. Our actions affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical mechanism, can 
diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation of our reality itself, can 
destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very 
essence of God. 



Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so. 
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2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already exist. 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these paradoxes 
ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate our irrationality 
into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience does 
not alter or call for the elimination of our rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three 
paradoxes expands our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and 
our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, 
and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down the foundations 
of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these 
concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 

A-theism: Our universe, reality, is alone. 

Pan-theism: Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within it. 

Pan-en-theism: Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting for a 
prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, "God is 
significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within realities, humanity, the individual, 
is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the hierarchical 
and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of God and continually 
contribute to God's knowledge and awareness. We create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all 
have an awesome responsibility. 



12 



The 

War & Peace 

Of a New 

Metaphysical Percepti 

Daniel J. Shepard 




Global Publications, Binghamton University 
New York 



An Ontology Series 

Issue 13 

The War and Peace 
Of 
A 
New 
Ontological 
Perception 

❖ 

God 

Models of Reality 
Symbiotic Panentheism 

and 

Metaphysical Model #32 

(Metaphysical Engineering) 



Daniel J. Shepard 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Ontology/Theology 

Issue 13 

God 

Models of Reality 
Symbiotic Panentheism 

and 

Metaphysical Model #32 

(Metaphysical Engineering) 



Resolving the Paradox Regarding: 

> The Physical & the Individual Being 
the Sole Elements of Reality 

> The Physical and God Being the Sole 
Elements of Reality 

> God Being Separate From the Physical 

Daniel J. Shepard 



2 



Metaphysical Systems 



Metaphysical Systems help us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how visual model of God could 
exist without causing the restriction of God's omniscience. 




The Whole 

The void of Defined 
Omniscience 

Symbiotic Panentheism 
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Abstraction 
Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 
The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 

An open system 





The Physical Universe is a Cartesian system: 
Free will 

Humankind loses the concept of Centricism. 

'Imperfection' loses its perception of 
imperfection 

There are things humankind can never know 
while in the physical but. . . 



Time exists as a physical functionality of matter 
and energy 'within' the concrete/physical but... 

The emergence of 'abstract' hedonism 

The understanding of a non-Cartesian system 
evolves 'powered' by a Cartesian system 

Social turmoil yields to social rationality 

A closed 'system' limited by infinity 
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Contents: 



Metaphysical Concepts 

Section 1: Metaphysical Systems 

Of Singularity 
Section 2: Metaphysical System 7: 

Section 3: Metaphysical System #9: 
Section 4: Metaphysical System 
Of Multiplicity: 

Section 5: Metaphysical System #28: 

Section 6: Metaphysical System #28: 



Twenty-eight Potential Models 

The individual within the physical 
universe 

God within the physical universe 
The individual within the physical 
universe separate from God within 
the physical universe 
The individual within the physical 
universe which in turn is within God 
Symbiotic Panentheism (In non- 
technical Ontological terms) 



Terms and concepts: 

Metaphysical Engineering 
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Introduction: 

Metaphysical systems are systems reduced to their simplest forms. As a 
preliminary, we will examine visuals of a few metaphysical systems, which could 
emerge from three basic components: individuality, action, and summation. 

We will represent the three through linguistic symbolization and definition as 
follows: 

Linguistic symbolization: Definitions: 

1. the individual n: individuality 

2. the physical universe vb: action, Process/reality 

3. God n: summation, totality 

The analysis, which follows, is an examination of individuality and its 
relationship to the whole as well as the whole to individuality. We will not be 
discussing Gods' significance to God,' to summation. In essence we will be 
examining the internal dynamics of metaphysical systems rather than the external 
dynamics of such systems. 

We begin by establishing three potential components for a metaphysical system. 
Having done that we will examine a few potential systems that could potentially 
emerge from them. 



Regarding the metaphysical systems: 

Building metaphysical systems is the process of moving forward with what 
theoretical metaphysics puts into place. 



6 



Metaphysical Systems 



Theoretical metaphysics brings to the building site the materials with which the 
metaphysical engineer begins the construction of the model itself. 

As such, let us examine the building materials which theoretical metaphysics has 
put before us. Once we have taken this step, let's examine some of the potential 
models metaphysical engineering could construct. 

Since a relatively large number of models will be presented, we will examine only 
four in detail. We will then take the final model and put it into non-technical 
language, generalizations. 
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Metaphysical Engineering: 



Metaphysical Concepts: 



You: the individual, Individuality 



— o — 

/IX 



You: the individual, Individuality - magnified 5x 





O 



You: the individual, Individuality - magnified 12x 
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The physical Universe: the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality 



God: the whole, summation, totality 
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Metaphysical Systems: 1 - 26 

Systems limited to one metaphysical concept of singularity: 

System #1: System #2: System 

The materials: 

the individual the physical universe God 



* 




The system: 

The individual is The physical universe - action, God is 

Process/reality is 
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Systems limited to two metaphysical concepts of singularity: 



System #4: System #5: System #6: 

The materials: 

the individual, the physical universe, the individual, God 

the physical universe, God 



* 





The system: 



The individual 

separate from 

the physical universe 



The individual 
separate from 
God 



The physical universe 
separate from 
God 
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System #7 System #8 System #9 
The materials: 

the individual, the individual, the physical universe, 

the physical universe God God 




The system: 

The individual The individual The physical universe 

within within within 

the physical universe God God 
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System #10 

The materials: 

the individual, 

the physical universe 




The system: 

The physical universe 
within 

the individual 



Metaphysical Systems 

System #11 System #12 



the individual, the physical universe, 

God God 




God God 

within within 

the individual the physical universe 
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Systems limited to three metaphysical concepts of singularity: 

System #13 
The materials: 

the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 



* 




The system: 

The individual 
separate from 
the physical universe 
separate from 
God 
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Metaphysical Systems 

System #14 System #15 



The materials: 

the individual, 
the physical universe, 
God 




the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




The individual 
within 

the physical universe 
separate from 
God 



The physical universe 

within 

God 

separate from 
the individual 
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System #16 

The materials: 

the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




The system: 

The individual 

within 

God 

separate from 

the physical universe 



System #17 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




The physical universe 
within 

the individual 
separate from 
God 
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System #18 



System #19 



The materials: 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 



* 





The system: 



God 
within 

the physical universe 
separate from 
the individual 



God 
within 

the individual 
separate from 
the physical universe 
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System #20 



System #21 



The materials: 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 





r= 0 



\ 



The system: 



God 
within 

the physical universe 
separate from 
the individual 



God 
within 

the individual 
separate from 
the physical universe 
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System #22 

The materials: 

the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 

* 




The system: 

God 
within 

the physical universe 
separate from 
the individual 



System #23 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




God 
within 

the individual 
separate from 
the physical universe 
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System #24 



System #25 



System #26 



The materials: 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 









The system: 

God 
within 

the physical universe 
the individual 
within 

the physical universe 
God 

separate from 
the individual 



God 
within 

the individual 

the physical universe 

within 

the individual 
God 

separate from 

the physical universe 



The individual 

within 

God 

the physical universe 

within 

God 

the individual 
separate from 
the physical universe 
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System #27 System #28 System #29 



The materials: 




The system: 

God 
within 

the physical universe 
which is within 
the individual 



The physical universe 

within 

God 

which is within 
the individual 



The individual 

within 

God 

which is within 

the physical universe 
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System #30 System #31 



System #32 



The materials: 



the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




the individual, 

the physical universe, 

God 




The system: 

God 
within 

the individual 

which is within 

the physical universe 



The physical universe 
within 

the individual 
which is within 
God 



the individual 
within 

the physical universe 
which is within 
God 
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Now concepts of singularity are quite complex enough for this examination of 
metaphysical systems. Concepts of multiplicity are no doubt just as much a 
possibility as concepts of singularity and thus cannot be ignored. 

To consider the concept of multiplicity however, would go against the parameters 
set out by Husserl. Reductionism can only be ignored at the expense of confusion. 
It is for this reason the concept of multiplicity will be ignored at this point in time. 
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The 



Analysis 

A. 



Application of Ockham's Razor 
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Metaphysical Systems #7 
The individual within the physical universe 



The individual is 
The physical universe - action, Process/reality is 
God is not 

The individual c Process/reality 
God = {<|>} 
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Metaphysical Systems #7 

Individuality as 'the' entity 
The individual within the physical universe 

Synopsis: 

The individual the physical universe establishes a metaphysical system. 
The individual exists 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality - exists 

The individual exists 'within' the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (the physical universe 
God) takes when examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by 
today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

The individuals' relationship to the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. Process/reality has no initiating force, causative factor. 

iii. Process/reality is omnipresent; as such, everything that is, is in 
Process/reality. 



26 



Metaphysical Systems 



iv. Process/reality is omnipotent. It contains all power. 

v. Process/reality is omniscient. It contains all knowledge. 

Knowledge: 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. The individual exists. 

iii. The individual may be Process/reality. 

iv. The individual may be 'within' but separate from Process/reality 

In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to Process/reality for there is 
only the individual - what is and the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

The individual the physical universe, even if it is Process/reality itself, is within 
Process/reality for there is nowhere else to be. 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality, provides the understanding 
regarding the significance of the individual. 

The individuals' significance: 

i. The individuals' perception of itself whether as a combination of many or as 
singular individuality determines its action. 

ii. The level of significance the individual places upon itself, defines the 
parameters of its action towards itself as well as towards other 'the physical 
universes'. 

iii. The individual is contained within Process/reality 

iv. Within this metaphysical system, the individual perceives itself as existing 
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v. Within this metaphysical system, the individuals' ultimate goal is to exist. 
The significance of the individual now becomes defined. 
The individuals' defined significance: to exist. 
Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of all individuality is existence. 

ii. Continuation of existence is success. 

iii. Termination of existence is failure 

iv. the physical universe - action, Process/reality generates the individual 

v. Philosophical label: Physical Hedonism 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) provides the logic 
needed to prioritize all action. 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) establishes the status 
levels between 'the physical universes' themselves. The individuals' existence 
takes precedence over all else including the existence of other 'the physical 
universes' 

Through the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God), we form an 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between the individual - what is and 
the physical universe - action, Process/reality. Under the metaphysical system of 
(the physical universe God), it is the responsibility of the individual to manipulate 
action - Process/reality in order to extend the individuals' existence in time, in 
order to extend the individuals' existence in Process/reality. 
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We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three 
characteristics of the physical universe - action, Process/reality, within which the 
individual is: 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) assigns a location within 
which the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality 
of the physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe) implies a 
location within which the summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' 
the totality of the physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) implies a location within 
which the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which the physical universe - 
action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, the physical universe -action 
is confined 'within' itself. 

Process/reality, the physical universe -action, is confined 'within' itself because 
there is 'nowhere' else to be. 



Impact regarding the individual, individuality: 
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the physical universe - action, Process/reality, defines the location of the 
individual. The location of the individual is seemingly insignificant, but the 
subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' 
Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between the individual and the 
physical universe - action, Process/reality, establishes the foundation for the 
examination of the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) in 
particular. 

Process/reality, action, the physical universe: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1: Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Reality, Process/reality has 
always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating 
force is supported by nothing we have observed - no observations and no logic. Is 
the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? 
Certainly it is an option to consider.' However, the question is not: Is the option 
of 'it always was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable 
beginning, therefore Process/reality, action, the physical universe, itself must have 
an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator. Since there are only 
two factors involved in this metaphysical system, Process/reality would have to be 
the creator of its own the individual. 
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Assuming we accept the premise of Process/reality, action, the physical universe, 
the physical universe an originator, the original force, the source of the beginning 
of itself, we can then move on to examine the concept regarding the individual, 
and its function within this metaphysical system. 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) provides a well- 
structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'the physical 
universes', to the rational interrelationships between the individual and its own 
the individual, and to the rational interrelationships between the individual and 
the individuals' environment: 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) establishes: 
In essence, the individual becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of the physical 
universe, which in this particular metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The 
rational choice this metaphysical system establishes is decay. Permanent 
equilibrium is an unnatural state presently found 'within' Process/reality. 
Timeless growth of individuality, any individuality, contradicts what we observe 
around us. 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) offers us the 'hope' of 
the physical universe able to exist a 'limited' time. It offers us the despair of 
certain termination. 

As such, the individual, has no universal responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality 
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defines actions the individual initiates while functioning within the concept of 
Process/reality, action, the physical universe. Under the metaphysical model of 
(the physical universe God), the annihilation of the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality's mechanism, destroys not only our the individual but also the 
home of the individual, destroys the physical universe - action, Process/reality 
itself. Under a metaphysical perception of (the physical universe God), the 
annihilation of Process/reality itself would destroy our actions, our 
'accomplishments, as 'the physical universes', for action exists 'within' 
Process/reality and without perceived Process/reality, action - the physical 
universe, there is no perceived the individual. 

Is the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) a complete system? 
Yes, paradoxically it is completed through the process of identity. And why is 
such a system paradoxical? It is paradoxical for the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality creates the individual, but without the individual no action can 
take place. 

Under the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God): 

i. The physical universe - action, Process/reality generates the individual 

ii. The individual generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

iii. There is no higher directive than 'to exist' 

The individual, individuality's main directive is physical hedonism: to exist for its 
own self. 

Gods, main directive is nonexistence for Gods' the physical universe is not. 
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Type of metaphysical system: 



Cartesian Metaphysical system 
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Metaphysical System #9 
The physical universe is within God 
God is 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality is 
The individual is not 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality c God 
The individual = {())} 



Metaphysical System #9 
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Metaphysical Systems #9 

Summation, Totality as 'the' Entity 
The physical universe is within God 



Synopsis: 

The physical universe God establishes a metaphysical system. 
God exists 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality - exists 
The physical universe - action, Process/reality - exists 'within' Being' 
Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (the physical universe 
God) takes when examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by 
today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

Gods' relationship to the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

i. Process/reality exists. 

ii. Process/reality has an initiating force, causative factor. 

iii. God is omnipresent; as such, everything that is in Process/reality is in 
God. 
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vi. God is omnipotent; It contains all power. 

vii. God is omniscient; It contains all knowledge. 

Knowledge: 

i. God exists. 

ii. Process/reality exists. 

iii. Process/reality may be God. 

iv. Process/reality may be 'within' but separate from God 

In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to God for there is only God - 
what is and the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

Process/reality, even if it is God itself, is 'within' God for there is nowhere else to 
be. 

God provides the understanding regarding the significance of the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality. 

Process/reality's significance: 

i. Process/reality has no perception of itself. 

ii. Process/reality is a verb as such it does not exist in and of itself. 

iii. Process/reality is a verb of action 

iv. Process/reality is contained within God 

v. Within' this metaphysical system, Process/reality, action exists, period. 

Within this metaphysical system, Process/reality has no ultimate goal for itself for 
Process/reality is not. Process/reality is action not 'something'. 
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The significance of Process/reality now becomes defined. 

Process/reality's defined significance: Expanding God beyond the point of simple 
existence. Providing a means of action for God 

Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of Process/reality is action. 

ii. Continuation of action, Process/reality, is active existence. 

iii. Termination of action, Process/reality, is permanent equilibrium. 

iv. There is no higher directive than continuation of Process/reality, action. 

v. The essence of the individual does not exist 'within' Process/reality, action. 

vi. All action within God is controlled by God, is God. 

vii. the individual is simply a perceived existence established by God 

viii. the individual, and God, are not in a hierarchical relationship to each other 
for all actions of the individual are actions of God itself. 

ix. All hierarchical relationships derive their template from the individual/God 
relationship 

x. God generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

xi. Philosophical label: Determinism 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) provides the logic 
needed to prioritize all action. 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) establishes the status 
levels between 'the physical universes' themselves, the individuals' existence is a 
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'ruse', a false perception of individuality for in truth it does not exist independent 
of God. Rather the individual simply exists as a 'controlled aspect of Being, the 
individual, individuality, is a creation of Gods' and as such all of the individuals' 
perceived actions are predetermined by God. As such, the interactions between 
'the physical universes' is but a preconceived scenario developed by God 

Through the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God), we form an 
understanding regarding the interrelationship between God - what is and the 
physical universe - action, Process/reality. Under the metaphysical system of 
(the physical universe God), it is the responsibility of God to manipulate action, 
Process/reality, in order to act, to function, to expand itself beyond the simple 
state of existing. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three 
characteristics of God, within which the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality is: 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) assigns a location within 
which the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality 
of God. 

Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) implies a location within 
which the summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 
God. 
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Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) implies a location within 
which the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which the physical universe - 
action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, the physical universe -action 
is confined 'within' God. 

Process/reality, the physical universe -action, is confined 'within' God because 
there is 'nowhere' else to be. 



Impact regarding the individual, individuality: 

the individuals' nonexistence initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral 
actions 'within' Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between God and 
Process/reality, action - the physical universe, establishes the foundation for the 
examination of the metaphysical system of Process/reality and God in particular. 

Process/reality, action, the physical universe: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1: Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had no 'originator'. Action, Process/reality has 
always existed. 

The premise that the physical universe - action, Process/reality had no beginning, 
had no creative originating force is supported by nothing we have observed - no 
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observations and no logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning 
an option to consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' But the question is 
not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to consider but rather is it the most 
logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable 
beginning, therefore Process/reality, action, the physical universe, itself must have 
an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator. Since there are only 
two factors involved in this metaphysical system, God would have to be the 
creator of its own the physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

Assuming we accept the premise of God the physical universe an originator, the 
original force, the source of the beginning of its own the physical universe - 
action, Process/reality, we can then move on to examine the concept regarding 
God, and its function within this metaphysical system. 

In terms of understanding the rational interrelationships between Gods', there is 
no interrelationship that occurs 'between' since God is the whole, summation, 
totality and as such 'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's since in this 
system there is only one 'whole', totality, summation. In terms of the 
understanding the rational interrelationships between God and Gods' 
environment, there is none since God is the whole and thus has no environment, 
'outside' itself, in which it is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) provides a well- 
structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between God and its 
own God. 

The metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) provides a well 
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structured metaphysical system of (the physical universe God): 
In essence, God becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of God, which in this 
particular metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this 
metaphysical system establishes: Permanent equilibrium. Timeless decay implies 
the end to the whole, to totality, to the concept of existence without time. 
Timeless growth contradicts what we observe around us. 

(the physical universe God) offers the understanding of the individual not the 
physical universe. It offers us the understanding of the individual having no self- 
existence, self-control, independence, free will. It offers us the understanding 
regarding the individual the physical universe a non-entity, the individual the 
physical universe something other than what it had considered itself to be. It 
offers the understanding that all 'the physical universes' will experience finality. 

Upon further examination, (the physical universe God) offers us the 
understanding of the individual having, in truth, no finality for the individual is 
not. 

As such, the individual, has no universal responsibility, the individual has no 
responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality 
defines actions the individual initiates while functioning within the metaphysical 
concept of (the physical universe God). What are the initiated actions on the part 
of the individual within the system of (the physical universe God)? There are 
none, for the individuals' actions are not its own but rather they are the actions of 
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God. 

Under the metaphysical model of (the physical universe God), the annihilation of 
the physical universe - action, Process/reality's mechanism, destroys not only the 
individual but also the home of the individual, Process/reality. Under a 
metaphysical perception of (the physical universe God), the annihilation of 
Process/reality would reduce God to the simple state of existence. . 
Is the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God) a complete system? 
Yes, paradoxically it is completed through the process of identity. And why is 
such a system paradoxical? It is paradoxical for had the physical universe - 
action, Process/reality not always been contained within God, God would have 
had to 'originate' the physical universe - action, Process/reality without the aid of 
any the physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

This is not to say such an event 'could not' have occurred on the other hand it 
may say something about the reality of very reality itself. This in itself presents a 
very interesting topic of discussion in terms of reality the physical universe an 
illusion as opposed to a 'real illusion' 

Under the metaphysical system of (the physical universe God): 

i. God generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

ii. There is no higher directive than to exist 

Gods , main directive is determinism: to exist for its own self. 

the individuals, individuality's, main, directive is nonexistent for the individuals 
the physical universe is not 



42 



Metaphysical Systems 



A 



The metaphysical system: 
A non - Cartesian Metaphysical system 
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Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 
As Opposed To 
Any of the Systems 1-32 
Metaphysical Systems of Singularity 

• 

The individual is within the physical universe 
But 
Separate from 
The physical universe, which is within God 

• 

The individual is 
The physical universe - action, Process reality is 
God is 
• 

The individual cz the physical universe - action, Process/reality 
The individual cz {God} 
• 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality cz God 
God ct {the individual} 
• 

God n the individual = {0} 
the individual n God = {0} 
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Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 



O 



Note: 

The concept of Multiplicity is not the existence of 'a' Metaphysical concept 
the physical universe in two 'locations' at the same 'time' but rather the 
concept of Multiplicity is the concept of the existence of "a' whole' 
Metaphysical concept existing in two separate 'locations' at the same time. 

Such a perception takes on the appearance of rationality when it is a verb of 
action the physical universe examined, for example the physical universe - 
the verb. We recognize the physical universe - action occurring in more than 
one place at time. Now granted time has just been interjected into the 
equation, but one can just as readily extract time and the concept of 
multiplicity of action remains. The debate concerning the interconnection of 
time and action is not what is the physical universe addressed here, nor is the 
rationality of the multiplicity of action itself the physical universe debated. 
Such examinations are entirely different topics. 
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The voluminous material, On the individual the physical universe, is an 
exercise in Husserl's reductionism and basic Metaphysics and as such, 
complexity of argument must be set aside for a later date. 
Without setting such debate aside, the trilogy moves from the physical 
universe a single set of three books to the physical universe many multiple 
sets of three books. 

The perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of action may take on a sense of 
rationality but the perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of 'a' the 
individual takes on an appearance of irrationality. 

As such, to prevent confusing the issue, we will, in this section of this chapter, 
examine the Metaphysical multiplicity of action rather than other forms of 
Metaphysical multiplicity. This in turn will lead us back to the concept of 
Metaphysical Singularity. A little patience is needed at this point. 
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Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 

'Identity' through the separation of entities 
The individual is within the physical universe 
But separate from 
the physical universe, which is within God 

Synopsis: 

The individual the physical universe separate from the physical universe God 
establishes a metaphysical system. 

The individual exist 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality - exists 
God exists 

The individual exists 'within' the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality exists 'within' God 

The individuals' the physical universe - action, Process/reality exists separate 
from God 

Gods' the physical universe exists 'outside' of, separate from the individuals' the 
physical universe 
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The individual exists separate form God 
God exists separate from the individual 

Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (the individual the 
physical universe separate from the physical universe God) takes when examined 
against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or 
philosophies. 

('The individual within the physical universe)' s relationship to (the physical 
universe within God) - summation, totality 

i. The individual, individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. The individual, individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists separate from God 

v. Process/reality exists as contained within God 

vi. The individual and God have commonality 

vii. The individual and God find commonality in the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality 

viii. The individual and God are mirror images through commonality 
Knowledge: 

i. Process/reality exists. 
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ii. The individual exists 

iii. God exists 

iv. The individual may be contained within Process/reality 

v. Process/reality may be contained within God 

In this metaphysical system, there is an 'outside' to Process/reality for there is the 
individual 'within' the physical universe - action and there is the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality 'within' God. The two the physical universes - 
actions, Process/realities, established by this particular metaphysical system are 
non-adjacent, separate from each. The non-adjacent characteristic created by this 
particular metaphysical system, creates the need for a void to act as a buffer 
between them. The purpose of such a buffer is to keep the two the physical 
universes - actions, Process/realities separate from one another. 

'Separation' 'within' the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical 
universe separate from the physical universe God) provides the understanding 
regarding the significance of the individual. 

The individuals' significance: 

i. The individual exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. The individual exists 'outside' God 

iii. The individual exists separate from its 'creator' 

iv. The individual perceives itself as 'less' than its 'creator' 

v. The individuals' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'the 
physical universes' or as individuality determines its action. 

vi. The level of significance the individual places upon itself, defines the 
parameters of its action towards itself as well as towards other 'the physical 
universes'. 
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vii. The individual perceiving itself as 'less' than, see itself as 'imperfect' 

viii. The individual perceives other 'the physical universes' as having varying 
degrees of 'imperfection' 

ix. 'Within' this metaphysical system, the individual perceives itself as existing 

x. 'Within' this metaphysical system, the individuals' ultimate goal is 'raise' 

itself, 'raise' other 'the physical universes' to the level of 'perfection' 

The significance of the individual now becomes defined. 

The individuals' defined significance: 'perfection', attaining the 'level' of God, 
and if that is unattainable, than as a minimum 'earning' the 'honor' of 'standing' 
next to 'perfection'. 

Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of all individuality is existence 

ii. Elevation of existence is perceived as possible 

iii. Elevation of existence is success 

iv. Demotion of existence is failure 

v. There is no higher directive than to reach 'perfection' 

vi. God generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality; the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality generates the individual 

vii. Philosophical label: Transcendence 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) provides the logic needed to prioritize, categorize, 
establish a hierarchy for all action. 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
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the physical universe God) establishes the status levels between 'the physical 
universes' themselves, the individuals' attempt to commune with God, attempt to 
attaining the 'level' of God, attempt to 'stand' 'next' to God, attempt to gain 
'access' to God, takes precedence over all else. 

Through the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate 
from the physical universe God), an understanding regarding the interrelationship 
between the individual - what is and the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality as well as the interrelationship between the individuals' the 
physical universe and Gods' the physical universe. Under the metaphysical 
system of (the individual the physical universe separate from the physical 
universe God), it is the responsibility of the individual to manipulate the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality, as well as manipulate other entities' the 
physical universe, manipulate other 'the physical universes' the physical universe 
- action, Process/reality in order to acquire 'perfection' for perfection is viewed 
as the 'ideal' way to 'gain access to Gods the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how the 
individual perceives Gods' the physical universe - action, Process/reality. As such 
it will help to examine three characteristics such a metaphysical system could 
generate from the perspective of the individual as it functions 'within' the 
physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) assigns a 'location' 'within' which the summation of 
knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of God, the 'creator' of 
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Process/reality, the 'creator' of the individual. 
Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) implies a 'location' 'within' which the summation of 
power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of God, the 'creator' of 
Process/reality, the 'creator' of the individual. . 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) implies a 'location' 'within' which the summation of 
'location' itself, 'within' which the physical universe - action, Process/reality, is 
confined. Process/reality, the physical universe -action is confined 'within' itself. 

Now it would appear such a system would lead to the perception that the 
individual is 'within' omnipresence itself but under such a metaphysical system of 
(the individual the physical universe separate from the physical universe God) a 
second perception arises. Because God is perceived as 'perfect' and the individual 
is perceived as 'imperfect', the individual finds itself in a paradoxical dilemma, 
the individual is unable to rationalize 'imperfection' the physical universe 
'located' 'within' 'perfection'. As such, the individual solves the dilemma by 
developing a model wherein the individual is placed 'outside' of God, 
omnipresence. 

Since this contradictory Metaphysical perception takes on a perception of 
'greater' relative worth, greater relative 'value', over that of the contradiction of 
existing 'outside' omnipresence, separation from omnipresence, is accepted over 
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imperfection within perfection. 



Impact regarding the individual, individuality: 

(the individual the physical universe separate from the physical universe God) 
establishes a metaphysical model based upon separation, the individuals' location 
with respect to Gods' location seems insignificant, but the subtlety leads to 
enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts. 

Gods the physical universe - action, Process/reality the physical universe separate 
from a portion of itself, separate from the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality, places both a portion of Process/reality and the individual 
'outside' God. As such, Process/reality becomes separates from, split from God. 
Likewise, the individual, the physical universe a portion of Process/reality, which 
is separate from God, is separate from God. With the concept of God the physical 
universe 'outside', transcendent to a portion of Process/reality there emerges the 
rationality for respect due God through a concept of hierarchical relationships via 
relativistic perceptions. 

the individual the physical universe separate from God, rationalizes the hierarchy 
system between God and the individual, which in turn creates the impetus to 
establish and then to maximize social hierarchy systems of the individual to the 
individual. 

God becomes defined as 'the whole', as the omnipresent God existing. As such 
God is identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'outside' God, 
omnipresence. Thus, the individual takes on the perception of 'needing' God, 
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while God takes on the perception of not 'needing' the individual or the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality for that matter. God takes on the perception of 
not needing the individual for God is all present - omnipresent, all knowing - 
omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

the individual the physical universe separate from Gods' the physical universe, 
defines the location of the individual, 'the physical universe is 'outside'. The 
location of the individual is seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations 
enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' Process/reality. 

Process/reality, action, the physical universe: 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1: Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Process/reality has always 
existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating 
force is supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no 
logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? 
Certainly it is an option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it 
always was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality, appear to have an identifiable 
beginning, therefore Process/reality, action, the individuals' the physical universe, 
itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separated from 
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the physical universe God) provides a well-structured understanding as to the 
rational interrelationships between 'the physical universes', between the 
individual and one's own the individual, and between the individual and the 
individuals' environment: 

The Metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) provides something the Metaphysical system of (the 
individual the physical universe) and (God the physical universe) did not. It 
provides an alternative for the individuals' location, the individual could: 

1. Remain 'inside' Process/reality 

2. Enter a 'region' between Process/reality and God 

3. Enter God 

Now two possibilities open up for the individual. Access to Process/reality is an 
undeniable option for the individual is already there experiencing Process/reality, 
manipulating Process/reality. 

In fact the individual is 'affecting' Process/reality and the individual understands 
its ability to do so, to 'affect' Process/reality evolves from the very fact that it, the 
individual, understands that it exists 'within' Process/reality. 

At the same time, the individual understands it does not 'affect' God for it does 
not lie 'within' Being'. 

With 'the physical universe's realization of the reasonableness regarding its 
ability to 'affect' Process/reality while not the physical universe able to 'affect' 
God, comes the realization of the reasonableness that Process/reality most likely 
did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous generation does not correspond to the 



55 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

observed laws of Process/reality. 

As such, the individual looks to God as the 'creator' of Process/reality. This 
generates the concept of God possessing the capacity for action. So it is the 
metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from God) 
naturally evolves into the metaphysical system of the individual the physical 
universe separate from the physical universe God. 

As the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) unfolds, it leads the individual to the understanding of 
God the physical universe the 'creator' of the individual. 

In terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between Gods' there 
is none since God is the whole, totality and 'the' whole cannot interact with other 
'whole's since in this system there is only one 'whole', totality, summation. In 
terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between God and Gods' 
environment, there is none since God is the whole and thus has no environment, 
'outside' in which it is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system component of the system, (the physical universe God), 
provides a well- structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships 
between God and its own God. God is alone. God seeks interaction but only the 
interaction it desires to let 'into' itself. The rejected the individual and the 
physical universe - action, Process/reality, the portion unwanted, must remain 
'outside' 

The metaphysical aspect of the system, (the physical universe God), provides a 
well-structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'the 
physical universes', to the rational interrelationships between the individual and 
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its own the individual, and to the rational interrelationships between the individual 
and the individuals' environment: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) establishes: 

In essence, God becomes the focus, the level the individual attempts to attain. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'relative value', 'comparison of one 
to another'. 'Relative value', 'comparison of one to another', once established, 
permeates the entire physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of God. The rational 
choice this metaphysical system establishes: the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality 'within' which the individual is 'located' is decay. On the other 
hand, God 'within' which the physical universe - action, Process/reality is located 
takes on the aspect of - Permanent equilibrium. 

Where then can growth be understood to be? With the understanding of Gods' 
omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is relegated to the 
individual and as such takes on the same lack of significance as the individual 
itself, relative to God. Therefore, just as the individual has no significance to 
God, growth has no significance to God. 

(the individual the physical universe separate from the physical universe God) 
offers the understanding of the individual the physical universe 'less' than God. 
It offers the understanding of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the 
understanding that all 'the physical universes' will experience timelessness either 
'within' the the physical universe - action, Process/reality located 'outside' God, 
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'within' the 'location' between the physical universe - action, Process/reality 
'within' God, or 'within' God. 

As such, the individual has one responsibility. The individuals' responsibility is to 
be 'with' God, gain access to God, gain 'entrance to God. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance found 'within' 
Process/reality defines actions the individual initiates while functioning within the 
concept of Process/reality, action, the physical universe. Under the metaphysical 
model of (the individual the physical universe separate from the physical universe 
God), the annihilation of the individuals' the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality mechanism, destroys not only the individual but the home of the 
individual, the portion of Process/reality found 'outside' God. Under a 
metaphysical perception of (the individual the physical universe separate from the 
physical universe God), the annihilation of Process/reality would destroy actions, 
'accomplishments, of 'the physical universes', for action exists 'within' 
Process/reality and without Process/reality, action - the physical universe, there is 
no perceived the individual. 

Is the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate from 
the physical universe God) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is completed 
through the process of separation. 

And why is such a system paradoxical? It is paradoxical for two reasons. 

First: It is paradoxical for the physical universe - action, Process/reality creates 

the individual, but without the individual no action can take place. 

Second: It is paradoxical for had the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality not always been contained within God, God would have had 
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to 'originate' the physical universe - action, Process/reality without the aid of 
any the physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

Under the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe separate 
from the physical universe God): 

i. God generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality; the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality generates the individual 

ii. There is no higher directive than submission, obedience, compliance, 
capitulation, surrender, acquiescence, duty, conformity 

Regarding the individual: 

The individuals, individuality's, main directive is 'entrance' into God by whatever 
means possible. 

Regarding God: 

Gods main directive is transcendence: 'judgment' the physical universe the 
means, the physical universe - action, Process/reality by which it will 'allow' the 
individual to enter or not enter its self, God. 

❖ 

The metaphysical system: 
A Cartesian Metaphysical system existing 
Separate from 
A non- Cartesian Metaphysical System 



59 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Metaphysical System #32 
• 

The individual 
Within 
The physical universe 
Which is within 
God 
• 

The individual is 
The physical universe - action, Process reality is 
God is 

The individual <= the physical universe - action, Process/reality 
The physical universe - action, Process/reality <= God 

• 

Metaphysical System #32 
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Metaphysical System #32 

Identity through union 
The individual is within the physical universe which is withinGod 

Synopsis: 

The individual the physical universe God establishes a metaphysical system. 
The individual exists 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality - exists 
God exists 

The individual exists 'within' the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

The physical universe - action, Process/reality exists 'within' God 

The individual 'within' the physical universe - action, Process/reality exists 
'within' God 

Abstract: 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (the individual the 
physical universe God) takes when examined against the most generally accepted 
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concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies, 
('the individuals relationship to God) 

i. The individual, individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. The individual, individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists 'within' God 

v. The individual exists 'within' God 

Knowledge: 

i. Process/reality - action, the physical universe exists. 

ii. Individuality, the individual exists 

iii. Summation, totality, God exists 

In this metaphysical system, there is a perceived 'outside' to the individual, there 
is a perceived 'outside' to the physical universe - action Process/reality, but there 
is no perceived 'outside' to God. 

This metaphysical system provides no alternative to the individuals' location, the 
individual is 'inside' God for there is 'nowhere' else to be, to go, to be sent. 

As the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) unfolds, 
it leads the individual to the understanding of God the physical universe the 
'creator' of the individual. 

'Union' 'within' the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe 
God) provides the understanding regarding the significance of the individual. 
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the individuals' significance: 

i. The individual exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. The individual exists 'within' God 

iii. The individual perceives itself as a 'critical aspect of God, totality, summation 
for totality cannot be totality without all its parts. 

iv. The individuals' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'the 
physical universes' or as individuality determines its action. 

v. The level of significance the individual places upon itself, defines the 
parameters of its action towards itself as well as towards other 'physical 
universes. 

vi. The individual perceiving itself as a part, a portion of God, perceives itself as 

'significant' 

vii. The individual perceiving other 'the physical universes' as a part, a portion of 
God, perceives others as significant 

viii. 'Within' this metaphysical system, the individual perceives itself, perceives 
other 'the physical universes', the physical universe 'significant' to God 
itself 

'Within' this metaphysical system, the individuals' ultimate goal is accept its 
'potential significance' as it, the individual, perceives it to be on an individual 
bases. As such, the individual strives to fulfill that potential in its own unique, 
individualistic manner. 

'Within' this metaphysical system, the individuals' ultimate goal is to accept the 
'potential significance' of other 'the physical universes' on an individual bases. 
As such, the individual strives to fulfill that potential through the action of 
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granting the individual their own unique individuality, granting the individual 
their own unique uniqueness. 

The significance of the individual now becomes defined. 

the individuals' defined significance: strive to reach its own unique potential in its 
own unique manner. 

Social Ramifications: 

i. The essence of individuality is God 

ii. The individual exists 'within' the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

iii. The individual has 'significance' 

iv. The individual through the physical universe - action, Process/reality 
understands that it has potential 'significance', meaning, importance to God 

v. There is no higher directive than to pursue one's 'significance', meaning 

vi. God generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality; which generates 
the individual 

vii. The individual generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality that 
generates God 

viii. Philosophical label: Abstract Hedonism 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) provides 
the logic needed to prioritize all action 'within' the physical universe - action, 
Process/reality. 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) establishes 
the rationale for the elimination of status levels between 'the physical universes' 
themselves. The lack of a hierarchical status system between the individual and 
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God provides the rationale for the elimination of all hierarchical systems 'within' 
the physical universe - action, 

Process/reality. 

Through the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God), 
we form an understanding regarding the interrelationship between the individual - 
what is and the physical universe - action, Process/reality as well as the 
interrelationship between the individuals' the physical universe and God. Under 
the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God), it is the 
responsibility of the individual to take control of its own individual potential 
significance and to fully develop such potential significance. Under the 
metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) it is 
understood, all 'the physical universes' are to control their own potential 
significance for no the individual is able to understand another the individuals 
potential significance better than that the individual itself. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how the 
individual perceives God. As such it will help to examine three characteristics 
such a metaphysical system could generate from the perspective of the individual 
as it functions 'within' the physical universe - action, Process/reality and God. 

Omniscience: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) assigns a 
'location' 'within' which the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 
'within' the totality of God, the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of the 
individual. 
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Omnipotence: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) implies a 
'location' 'within' which the summation of power is confined. It is confined 
'within' the totality of God, the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of the 
individual. . 

Omnipresence: 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) implies a 
'location' 'within' which the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which the 
physical universe - action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, the 
physical universe -action is confined 'within' God. 

The metaphysical system of the individual the physical universe God establishes 
the ultimate form of significance to the individual. Within such a system, the 
individual becomes contained within God and in fact adds to Gods' the physical 
universe. 



Impact: 

the individual the physical universe God, defines the location of the individual, 
the individual is 'inside'. The location of the individual is seemingly insignificant, 
but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' 
Process/reality. 

Process/reality, action, the physical universe: 
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At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 

Option 1: Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no 
origination. Thus Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Process/reality has always 
existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating 
force is supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no 
logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? 
Certainly it is an option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it 
always was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable 
beginning, therefore Process/reality, action, the physical universe itself must have 
an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator. 

The significance of whether option 1 or whether option 2 is correct loses it 
importance within the metaphysical system of the individual the physical universe 
God. Rather, significance finds its own significance in the relationship that exists 
between both the individual, the noun, and God, the noun, through the physical 
universe, the verb, action, Process/reality itself. 

The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) provides a 
well-structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'the 
physical universes', to the rational interrelationships between the individual and 
its own the individual, and to the rational interrelationships between the individual 
and the individuals' environment: 
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The metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God) 
establishes: 

Regarding God: 

In essence, God becomes the focus. 
Regarding the individual: 
In essence, the individual becomes the focus. 
Regarding the physical universe: 

In essence, the physical universe - action, Process/reality becomes the means. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'potential significance' for both the 
individual as well as God. 'Comparisons of one to another', 'relative values' of 
one to the other, lose their perceived significance through metaphysical system of 
'union' as opposed to the metaphysical system of 'separation'. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for both the state of the individual 
and the state of God. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for the individual is 
growth for the physical universe - action, Process/reality 'within' which the 
individual is 'located provides a means by which the individual can do just that, 
grow. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for God is growth for the 
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physical universe - action, Process/reality which is located 'within' God provides 
a means by which God can do just that, grow. 

Permanent equilibrium cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 

Decay cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 

Where then is growth understood to be? With the understanding of Gods' 
omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is change and change is 
generated by the individuals' the physical universe within Gods' the physical 
universe. 

Whether growth is a positive or negative action is relative and up to the individual 
itself. Does growth become directed, influenced by God? That is not the question 
of metaphysics that is the question of religion, of Ontology. 

the individuals' the physical universe - action is contained within Process/reality, 
is 'within', is contained within God and as such affects God through the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality. Likewise God containing the physical universe 
- action 'within' which the individual can be found affects the individual through 
the physical universe - action, Process/reality. 

With the concept of the individual the physical universe 'inside' Process/reality 
there emerges the rationality for respect due God by the individual and a respect 
due the individual by God. The 'whole' cannot be 'a' whole without all its parts 
and 'a' part cannot be 'a' part without the existence of 'a' whole 

The individual the physical universe God, rationalizes a non-hierarchical system 
existing between God and the individual. The individual the physical universe 
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God creates the impetus to establish social systems void of hierarchical concepts. 

God becomes defined as the whole as omnipresent, the individual existing within 
Process/reality, is identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'inside' God, 
omnipresence. Thus, the individual, through location, takes on the perception of 
having significance to God. Simultaneously God, through location, takes on the 
perception of having significance to the individual. The physical universe - 
action, Process reality becomes the intermediary, the means by which the mutual 
significance is processed. 

The individual takes on the perception of the physical universe a part, while God 
takes on the perception of the physical universe all present - omnipresent, all 
knowing - omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

Within such a metaphysical system, the individual 'affects' God and the 
individual understands its ability to do so. God evolves from the very fact that it, 
the individual, exists 'within' Process/reality. 

Along with 'the physical universe's realization of the reasonableness regarding its 
ability to 'affect' God comes the realization of the reasonableness that the part of 
Process/reality 'within' which the individual exists, most likely did not 'create' 
itself. Spontaneous generation does not correspond to the observed laws of 
Process/reality. 

As such, within the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe 
God) the individual looks to God as the 'creator' of Process/reality. This 
generates the concept of God possessing the capacity for action, Gods' the 
physical universe. So it is through the metaphysical system of (the individual the 
physical universe God), an understanding of the individual the physical universe 
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one of possibly many means of the physical universe God, naturally evolves into 
the metaphysical system of the individual the physical universe God. 

The individual being within the physical universe which is within God offers the 
understanding of the individual the physical universe significant to God. It offers 
the understanding of the concept of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the 
understanding that all 'the physical universes' will experience timelessness should 
they 'exit' the physical universe for there is 'nowhere' else to go should one leave 
the physical universe - action, Process/reality than into God itself. 

As such, the individual, has one responsibility: to fully develop one's potential 
significance as best one is potentially able, as best one, as best the individual sees 
their own individual potential to be rather than as developing it as 'others', other 
'the physical universes' see it to be. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance through the physical 
universe - action, Process/reality which is 'within' God, initiates respect for 'the 
physical universes' between 'the physical universes', initiates respect for the 
individual towards itself, and initiates respect for 'the physical universes' toward 
their home, the environment, Process/reality. Within the metaphysical model of 
(the individual the physical universe God), the annihilation of the individuals' the 
physical universe - action, Process/reality mechanism, does not destroys the 
individual but rather simply destroys the temporary, the concept of existence 
immersed 'within' time, the home of the individual, Process/reality itself. Within 
a metaphysical perception of (the individual the physical universe God), the 
annihilation of Process/reality would destroy no action, 'accomplishments, of 'the 
physical universes', for future action exists 'within' Process/reality, but past 
actions are not 'to be' but rather 'are' . Past actions are actions already taken, they 
exist as nouns rather than verbs. Without Process/reality, action - the physical 
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universe, future actions may not occur but what actions have occurred are no 
longer in the Process of becoming for they already are. As such past actions have 
moved from the physical universe - action, Process/reality into the physical 
universe contained within God itself. 

Is the metaphysical system of the individual being within the physical universe, 
which is within God a complete system? Yes, is completed through the process of 
union, which in this particular system is absent paradoxes. 

Under the metaphysical system of (the individual the physical universe God): 

i. The individual generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

ii. The physical universe - action, Process/reality generates God 

iii. God generates the physical universe - action, Process/reality 

iv. The physical universe - action, Process/reality generates the individual 

v. There is no higher directive than to maximize one's own potential significance 
as one sees it rather than as others see it 

Regarding the individual: 

the individuals, individuality's, main directive is abstract hedonism: to exist for 
the individuals' self as well as for Gods self. 

Regarding God: 

God's main directive is free will: to exist for God's self as well as for the 
individual's self. 
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The metaphysical system: 
• 

A Cartesian Metaphysical system 
Located 'within' 
A non- Cartesian Metaphysical System 
• 

A non- Cartesian Metaphysical System 
Powered by 
A Cartesian System 
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For the 
Layman 
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Metaphysical System #32 
The individual being within the physical universe, which is within God 
A Perceptual Shift for the individual 

The individual e God 
❖ 

In Non-technical terms: 

Metaphysical System #32 
Symbiotic Panentheism 

A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 
Understanding: 
Why we exist. 
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Metaphysical System #32 
Symbiotic Panentheism 



Metaphysical System #32 
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Metaphysical System #32 
Symbiotic Panentheism: 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind 

Synopsis of the Symbiotic Panentheism Series: 
Volume I. You & I Together: Reality and Existence 
Volume II. In the Image of God: Free Will and Determinism 
Volume III. Stepping Up To God: Knowledge and Prophecy 
by Daniel J. Shepard 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted 
concepts of present day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the 
general flow symbiotic panentheism takes when integrated with the most 
generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 
Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three fields, 
some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic 
panentheism adds to the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the 
future of our species, society, and the individual. 

God and Panentheism: 

1. Reality exists. 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 

3. God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our known 
reality. 
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4. God is bigger than reality. 

5. God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge. 

6. God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot 
create new, creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 

7. God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and 
seven. Panentheism accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience while at the same time acknowledging the full significance of 
omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by recognizing God's ability to 
become even more so. 

The Soul and Symbiosis: 

1. Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 

5. The soul, the physical universe within reality, which in turn is within 
God, is contained within God. 

6. The individual is not God. 

7. The individual is contained within God. 

8. Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual 
and God. 

9. Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 

10. Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience 
untainted by God's knowledge. 

1 1 . Souls can learn and grow. 

12. God can learn through the journey of souls. 
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Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the 
human species, the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God and 
given an importance to God. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the 
individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the soul in a symbiotic relationship - a 
mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 

Human Significance: 

1. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its 
behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level 
of our behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the 
free will to assist God in the one thing God cannot do as God - grow. 

6. The soul the physical universe God but separated from God (the physical 
universe non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, non-omnipotent), has the 
ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from God. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help God, 
ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human 
significance now becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now 
becomes defined as significant for it becomes significant beyond human needs. 
Human significance now becomes significant to God Itself. 

Social Ramifications: 
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1. The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is contained within God. 

3. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The soul, contained within God, is important to and needed by God. 

5. The individual, contained within God, deserves to be treated with the respect 
due to God. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical 
systems and perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the 
most fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the 
hierarchy system created between God and humans. It eliminates the status levels 
between the physical universes. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy what 
humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the 
significance of God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the 
significance of the individual and of the species to this one way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic 
panentheism, a philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually 
defines a purpose for humanity, for the individual, for the environment, and for our 
relationship to God. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see that God 
grows. We have the free will to determine the direction God grows. This is truly an 
awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, 
humanity will rise to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little 
doubt that society, families, and individuals could use more human, humane, godly 



80 



Metaphysical Systems 



compassion in their journeys. To begin to understand this logic, one must examine 
the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three most universally accepted 
characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

Omniscience: 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, God 
does not exist and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges God's 
knowledge base over atheism. Under pantheism, God and reality are one and the 
same size. God has size and God has knowledge. However, the knowledge has 
limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, whatever that 
size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's knowledge base over 
pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold that God knows 
everything that has been known, is known or could be known. This places limits on 
God. Since God knows everything, it closes the door on the possibility of knowing 
what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God 
knows. But whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of 
omniscience and leaves God in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes 
on to expand God's possible knowledge base through accepting the scientific 
principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even for God. 
Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the four 
theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omniscience to 
God, for it is the only theism to assign the knowledge of how God gains more 
knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence: 
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Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no 
size, It has no power. God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over the 
perception of atheism. Within pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all the 
power of our universe and no more, for that is all there is. With the concept that 
God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's power is greater than in the 
case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases God's power by 
stating that God is all powerful; however, it limits God's power to that of Its total 
power. Under classical and traditional theism, God is all powerful but is limited, for 
It is not powerful enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through 
incorporating the concept that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the power 
to use Its knowledge to become even more so. This is not a factor tied to a location 
in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and realities - not God. 
Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end concepts built into 
universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic concept of 
beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete 
characteristic of omnipotence to God, for it assigns the ability and power of God to 
gain more knowledge. 

Omnipresence: 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is 
omnipresent, God is infinitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. 
God's absence is everywhere. This is clearly the smallest form of God. Pantheism 
enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one God and that God and reality 
are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the size of reality, 
whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God 



82 



Metaphysical Systems 



over pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is greater in size than 
reality. Classical and traditional theism imply, however, that God and reality are 
separate items from each other. God transcends reality. God is everything except 
reality. 

Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism 
purports that God is omnipresent. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is 
everything and thus, there is no place for reality to be other than within God Itself. 
Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence incorporating all of 
our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond and 
between them. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the 
expansion of the very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God that, 
in turn, through increased awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, 
in general, wants or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism manages to do so in total. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic 
panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the "symbiosis" becomes illogical. 
Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, while at the 
same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent 
equilibrium we have assigned to God, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous 
perceptual and behavioral shifts for our species, society, the environment, and the 
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individual. Understanding the differences between the four basic perceptions of a 
causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic 
panentheism in particular. 

God: 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical 
discussions around God or god. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans 
have, to our knowledge, always conceptualized God or a form of God in some 
sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this nugget of the universality of 
humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? The source of 
the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to 
identify: either there is a God, an originator, an original force, a source of a 
beginning, or there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one 
observation a this point in time that we cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an 
origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, 
except reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have 
an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator, God. Another way of 
saying this is that all things in reality appear to be affected by time and thus, it is 
most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, most probably 
has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The 
second option is the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it 
and has no origination; in other words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept 
the concept that God, an originator, is illogical. This thought process would allow 



84 



Metaphysical Systems 



one to reject the inference to which all of our observations point. It would allow 
one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that there is no God or 
originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, 
that there is a God to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct 
observations and logic. The premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no 
creative originating force, that there is no God, is supported by nothing we have 
observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of reality having no 
beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is "possible." 
But not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an 
original force, a source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the 
concept of reality, where reality fits into consciousness, and where humanity, as 
well as other forms of consciously aware the physical universes, fit into all of this. 
In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The 
picture we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge 
expands, we will gain greater resolution regarding our observations. In the mean- 
time, keep in mind that the Creator of reality is the Creator of reality and will 
remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, 
through time and custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom 
we have drawn the Creator to be, through time and custom, was what we needed It 
to be in order to define our niche in reality. The Creator is what the Creator is to 
ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort in our lack of 
knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 
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Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not 
fully accepted the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do 
not know how to fuse them into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. 
Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that very problem without destroying 
their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or traditional theism 
that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our 
planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) 
and as knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, 
equilibrium, decline - three choices we can comprehend for the state of God. 
Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an unnatural state of 
the physical universe. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, 
omnipresent God appears to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, 
and omnipresent enough to become even more so. Therefore, permanent 
equilibrium is not an option. Being tied to a God that exists in a state of decline is 
not a preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our Creator. The only state 
of the physical universe we can comprehend for God is that of a growing God. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship 
between us and our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as 
well be a mutually destructive relationship depending upon the actions we take 
under free will. This is precisely where our responsibility lies. We, along with 
others, have the responsibility to develop the type of God that exists. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two 
possibilities that could exist between two identities. Understanding our significance 
in reality and to its Creator would definitely help us understand what actions we, 
humans with freewill, should take while functioning within reality. Our actions 
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affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of symbiotic 
panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical 
mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total 
annihilation of our reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they 
transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very essence of God. 

Three Ultimate Paradoxes: 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so. 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already 
exist. 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these 
paradoxes ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate 
our irrationality into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience does not alter or call for the elimination of our rich 
history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three paradoxes expands our view 
of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and our 
tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does 
not bring down the foundations of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to 
our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience are paradoxes only 
because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 
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A-theism: 



Our universe, reality, is alone. 



Pan-theism: 



Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else 



exists within it. 



Pan-en-theism: 



Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 



Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms 
waiting for a prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half 
to, "God is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within 
realities, humanity, the individual, is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle 
the hierarchical and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all 
contained within God and continually contribute to God's knowledge and 
awareness. We create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all have an awesome 
responsibility. 

This Chapter is intended to lay out the generalities of symbiotic panentheism as 
seen from the viewpoint of Metaphysical perception and Metaphysical Models. In 
essence it is a brief examination of the specialty areas of the broad field of 
Metaphysics. There is no space for the detailed rationality for it, nor is there space 
for the necessary discussion of present or future dialectic examinations needed to 
substantiate its validity. These items, however, are addressed in detail in three 
published volumes analyzing symbiotic panentheism: 

1. Theoretical Metaphysics: You & I Together: Reality & Existence, 385 pages, 
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1996, enclosed. 

2. Metaphysical Engineering: In The image Of God: Free Will & Determinism, 
224 pages, 1997, enclosed. (Twelve present and twenty futuristic social and 
philosophical dilemmas.) 

3. Practical Metaphysics: Stepping Up To God: Knowledge & Prophecy, 400+ 
pages, to be published in Spring, 1998. (The significance of symbiotic 
panentheism at this point in time.) 
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Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
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An open system 
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The Physical Universe is a Cartesian system: 
Free will 

Humankind loses the concept of centricism. 

'Imperfection' loses its perception of imperfection 

There are things humankind can never know while in the 
physical but. . . 

Time exists as a physical functionality of matter and energy 
'within' the concrete/physical but... 

The emergence of 'abstract' hedonism 
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Husserl, Hawking, and I 

Preface: a moment for introspection 

I have run this tractate by a respected friend and trusted critic of philosophy. Upon 
reading the title, 'Husserl, Hawking, and I- a Search for Truth', he looked up, stated 
simply, 'Intriguing ', and then in his own casual manner, set the article aside until he 
would be able to isolate and immerse himself in the article. I proceeded to then leave him 
in his favorite state, a state of quietude where he is able to turn over ideas and examine 
them as he mixes, churns, brews, and ferments them with the ideas of other philosophers. 
Like a cook, he likes to spice the mix with dashes of his own insights and then upon 
completion, dramatically reveal his response much like a painter dramatically revealing 
his latest creation. 

We as a specie are about to step into a new millennium. As such I have always perceived 
philosophy to be symbolically entering a new age. I have viewed myself as being 
fortunate to be one of but a few philosophers in the unique position of bringing our 
specie into this age. As such I have felt a strong obligation to see that philosophy steps 
into the new millennium on a positive note as opposed to the despairing state of existence 
it appears to be wallowing in at the end of the second millennium AD. Seeing myself as 
one of a new breed of metaphysical philosopher, I must admit I was anxious to listen to 
his thoughts regarding the article. So it was, that six days later, upon my urging, he 
paused, mouth half open, and then, as if to be nonchalant, he casually, slowly, and simply 
drawled with his Irish accent, 'so where is the T part? ' 

Considering myself to be an emerging metaphysicians breaking upon the scene of a new 
age, the age of the human specie emerging into the near reaches of space, one would 
think this would be a rather deflating comment. But that would be the response of the 
'old' age philosophers represented by the last of its bred in the likes of Heidegger and 
Wittgenstein. We new philosophers are Einsteinian relativists rather than Newtonian 
immutables. 

As such we see life to be simply a matter of ' non- judicable actions. We see life as coming 
from an existence of abstraction and proceeding to pass through the 'non-real' world of 
a concrete universe as we move to reenter the real world of abstraction once again. The 
new age metaphysicians see this journey as two-fold in nature. First as we move beyond 
'life', we carry with us what we learned on our journey through 'reality' and secondly we 
leave our perceptions and results of our actions in 'reality' for others to 'view'. As such 
we see Einstein as having done the same. We see Einstein as having come from 
abstraction. We see Einstein as having touched the 'unreal' reality of the concrete and 
then move on once again to abstraction. Having come into this universe, what we 
perceive to be our reality, Einstein touched reality and left it changed by his presence. 
And with his passage he left reality changed forever, which in turn would forever change 
the abstraction into which his eternal essence was about to reenter. Through this process, 
Einstein entered, journeyed, and then left this reality and through this process Einstein 
left behind the concept of relativity. Through this process Einstein changed two 
existences. Einstein changed concrete reality and how we perceived it and Einstein 
changed eternal abstraction and what would forever be impacting it. 

Einstein was perhaps the greatest modern day metaphysician for he left behind not only a 
concept of physics but more importantly, he left behind a perception of life. For we 'new 
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age metaphysicians' , Einstein left behind the concept of one's life, one's contribution to 
reality, having no more relative value than another. Einstein left behind the 
understanding that no one is capable of judging the relative value of one principle or one 
life over another for the value of one principle or one life may appear to be of more 
significance than another in the short run but in the long run the most prominent of 
fundamental principles or lives cannot survive without its 'lesser' components. 

And so it is that I myself have thrown the simple comment, 'so where 's the 'I", in with the 
title of this article in order to allow it to mix, churn, brew, and ferment with the likes of 
greats such as Husserl and Hawking. It was after the cooking was completed that I 
realized where the T was in all of this. 

The T was in the third fundamental, the third principle: Examine the impact. It was for 
this reason that I have included myself. It was for this reason that I inserted the 
statement, the three principles, of the last paragraph of this article. It is because I feel so 
strongly about the third fundamental, 'Examine the impact, ' that I included myself with 
the likes of Husserl and Hawking. 

This is not to say that I have earned a place with Husserl and Hawking. Whether that be 
the case or not is up to others to decide. Rather it is to say that no one 'knows' if they are 
or are not at one 'level ' or another. No one 'knows ' just what it means to be at one 
'level' or another. No one 'knows' what position one 'level' or another takes relative to 
the others in terms of 'importance' in the grand scheme of it all. So it is that Einstein and 
his idea of relativism represents the dawning of a new age in philosophy. 

Einstein introduced one of the most interesting and encouraging perceptions we all can 
embrace with optimism, hope, and comfort. It is Einstein 's concept of relativity that 
allows us all to say with a certain sense of conviction, "... and just who is to say for sure 
just how significant or insignificant my life and ideas are compared to someone else 's, 
for all things are relative. ' This new perception brings with it the increased sense of 
'equality of all men'. It is this new perception, which forces us into redefining social, 
environmental, and medical priorities 

It is Einstein I perceive to be the father of a new age of metaphysics, an age of relativistic 
philosophy. It is Husserl, with is ideas of, bracketing, reduction, and intentionality that I 
perceive to be the one who has developed the process for creating a universal 
philosophy. It is Hawking I perceive to be the one who defined the characteristics of a 
universal philosophy. And what of myself? Why I simply wish to state that one must not 
forget to 'examine the impact' after having created a model of such a concept, a 
universal philosophy. 

With that in mind, I now leave you to the article so that you may decide the relative value 
of such a statement, the relative value regarding the principle, 'Examine the impact!' 
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Husserl, Hawking, and I 
The Search for Truth 



Introduction: If we united religion, science and philosophy, what would it offer us? 

If we united religion, science and philosophy, what would it offer us? What would if offer us as a 
species? It may provide us with a means of coming to a consensus regarding what it is we believe 
we are and why it is we believe we exist. It was Carl Sagan who best expressed it when he said: 

"We are privileged to influence and perhaps control our future. I believe we have an obligation to 
fight for others, who came before us, and to whom we are all beholden and for all those who, if we 
are wise enough, will come after. There is no cause more urgent, no dedication more fitting then 
to protect the future of our species. Nearly all our problems are made by humans and can be 
solved by humans. No social convention, no political system, no economic hypothesis, no religious 
dogma is more important. " 

The means of developing such a consensus is through the development of a concept defined by 
Stephen Hawking as a 'universal philosophy.' This 'universal philosophy' could be achieved by 
using a process developed by Husserl: using 'bracketing' and applying the process of 'reduction' 
as outlined by Husserl. 'Bracketing' is the process of eliminating any superfluous and irrelevant 
perceptions that are contained within our everyday lives until one is left with life's primary 
essentials. 'Reduction' is the process of examining what remains, the primary essentials - to make 
sense of ones 'intentionality' . In short, it is Husserl' s development of process that helps us to 
develop Hawking' s concept of a 'universal philosophy'. It is the process of 'bracketing' and 
'reduction' that helps us to formulate answers to the three basic questions: Where are we? What 
are we? Why do we exist? In essence, it is Husserl who has defined the process and Hawking who 
has named the product of that process. 

A search for purpose is in essence a search for a 'universal philosophy' based upon 'truths' . This 
'universal philosophy' - this means of modeling a 'universal ethic' upon which we and all life 
throughout the universe can agree - needs to be found in order to resolve the many socially 
divisive issues we confront as a species. Perhaps more importantly, we need to develop this 
understanding, this model, before we confront other life forms with which we may have decidedly 
differing views. If our species does not put such a consensus in place, we may once again find 
ourselves divided and in conflict. As history has shown over and over again, we will find 
ourselves at war with each other. Once more, we will find one half of our species attempting to 
dominate the other. We will be a divided species attempting to cully favor with differing 
intellectual life forms which we will undoubtedly encounter as we push the limits of our presence 
beyond our earth, to the far reaches of our solar system, our galaxy, and to the very edge of the 
universe itself. To prevent this, we need to develop a 'universal philosophy' capable of supporting 
and embracing all religions, scientific thought, variety of philosophies, and perceptions that we as 
a species have so uniquely developed. Once we have developed such a philosophy, we will need 
to test it. We need to be sure it embraces the uniqueness of the individual, the uniqueness of 
individual perceptions. We need to be sure it unilaterally encourages the concept of creative 
thought and freedom of action. For if a model of a universal philosophy does not take on this 
characteristic of free action and thinking, it can never be considered 'universal'. Once a model of a 
'universal philosophy' has been developed, it can be tested in terms of its validity as a universal 
philosophy by observing the degree of constraint it imposes upon the individual. The less 
constraining the model, the more universal it will be. 
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This process of building a model of a 'universal philosophy' - that will act as a foundation for our 
present perceptions - is in essence a search for truth. Perceptions are concepts we form regarding 
what we understand to be 'truths'. As a species, we appear to have three means of forming what 
we believe to be 'truths' : 

a. We form 'truths' based upon what we 'believe'. 

b. We form 'truths' based upon what we 'observe'. 

c. We form 'truths' based upon what we 'reason'. 

For the purposes of this essay we will attempt to focus in upon the most prominent fields of study 
involved with each of these three means we have of developing perceptions. As such, for the 
process of developing: 

a. What we 'believe': we will examine religions. 

b. What we 'observe' : we will examine science. 

c. What we 'reason': we will examine philosophy. 

Due to the enormity of each of these fields, we will focus our attention on a particular branch of 
each one. In terms of what we believe (religion), we will concern ourselves with the field of 
ontology. Ontology is the study of what lies beyond the universe, beyond what we perceive as our 
concrete reality. Ontology is the discussion of God but without the presuppositions of established 
religions. It is the study of religion without the dogma, a study of God - the greater Reality - 
within which our universe and reality exists. It could be argued that the most prominent religious 
figure of Ontology is St. Anselm, once an Archbishop of Canterbury. 

In terms of what we observe (science), we will concern ourselves with the field of cosmology. 
Cosmology is the study of our universe, or what we often call our reality. Cosmology is the study 
of what lies beyond 'time' - the study of our universe that lies within time and why it does so. In 
the case of cosmology, it could be argued that the most prominent contemporary figure is Stephen 
Hawking. It is he who gives us an understanding of both the universe and of a 'universal 
philosophy' . 

And finally, in terms of what we reason (philosophy), we will concern ourselves with the field of 
metaphysics. Metaphysics is the study of three entities: the 'individual being', the universe or 
what we call reality and what lies beyond the universe. Metaphysics is the study of how and why 
the 'individual being', the universe, and what lies beyond the universe interact with each other. 
Metaphysics is the study of whether or not all three, or for that matter if any of the three, exist. 
Metaphysics is the study of how and why the three interact, if in fact they do exist. Metaphysics is 
the pondering over the questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? It could be 
argued that Descartes was one of its more prominent figures with his initiation of the concept of 
'knowing', of existing, when he said 'Cogito, ergo sum' (I think, therefore I am). 

Modeling our present perceptions, that we as a species seem to have accepted, is not a difficult 
task. It is, in fact, quite the contrary. The building of such a model will be the focus of this essay. 
But before we begin building the model, there are two basic fundamentals that need to be clarified 
regarding any religious, scientific, or philosophical model we build as an attempt to clarify what it 
is we believe, observe, or reason: 

a. First, models are not meant to be 'absolutes'. 

b. Secondly, as we pass through existence - to experience and learn the model - four points will 
be noted about the model: 
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1. It will be reinforced by our three means of perception - by what it we believe, observe, 
and reason OR It will need to be changed slightly OR 

2. It will need to change significantly OR 

3. It will need to be totally dismantled and replaced with another model that fits our 
perceptions more accurately. 



But that's for the future. For the present, lets begin to build our first simple model of 'what is' in 
order to understand three questions: Where we are? What we are? Why do we exist? Let's begin to 
build the model that has never before been built. Without the model, we cannot begin to visualize 
the answers to those three questions. We have tried to find the answers but we have never, as a 
species, come to a consensus regarding them. Perhaps using a model will help us resolve these 
issues. Being a visual creature, the building a model appears to be a logical way to proceed. Once 
having built a rough form of the model, we can begin the process of modifying it. And just where 
does all this lead us? It leads us to the beginning of the process. It leads us to looking for the 
material with which we will build the model. 

Building a 'universal philosophy' or 'knowing the mind of God' requires a willingness to take the 
risk of being considered arrogant. It is this willingness to take the risk that allows this essay to be 
created and presented. But just where does one begin the endeavor of building a universal 
philosophy? One begins by finding 'truths' for it is 'truths' which will act as the building blocks of 
the model. We will begin by establishing 'truths' as best we can perceive them to be. And just 
where does one look for 'truths'? We look to where our 10,000 years of traveling this earth has led 
us. We begin where the rivers of blood, pouring out from the veins of our ancestors, seems to be 
taking us as we ride the rapids of violence, subjugation, abuse, and intolerance. We begin by 
following the rivers of blood in the hopes of finally reaching the quiet pools of understanding so 
that we may rest for a while and enjoy each other's company. So, we will begin this journey with 
an examination of what it is we consider to be 'universal truths' in order that we may use these 
truths to build a 'universal philosophy' capable of supporting each of our own particular religious 
beliefs, scientific observations, and philosophical reasoning. And so it is, that we will begin our 
journey with the search for 'truths', in order to find the answer to our three most perplexing 
questions confronting our species: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? And why is it 
that we should seek answers to these questions? It is the answers to these three questions that hold 
the key to why we are such a violent species. With understanding comes change. With 
understanding, we may find a solution, or a significant partial solution, to the problem of abuse. 
No new solution has been brought forward in recent times to significantly reduce abuse within our 
species. Perhaps the construction of a universal model will provide us with the key to a new 
perception of ourselves. This, in turn, may help us to eliminate the abusive acts we inflict upon 
each other and our environment. 

We begin with the process of finding the material with which we can build a model of a universal 
philosophy. We begin with a search for 'truths' using 'bracketing' - the process Husserl developed 
as he initiated the concept of phenomenology. 'Bracketing' is the process of setting aside 
assumptions about things that stem from scientific thinking.' We begin a search for 'truths' using 
bracketing because, as paradoxical as it may seem, by eliminating our observations of what we 
'observe' - the concrete - we are able to focus upon the abstract. This in turn provides us with a 
unique means to use our most prominent sense - our ability to see - in order to find solutions to 
some of our most pressing social problems. 

Once we 'bracket' off our multiple layers of distracting observations, we can begin to use 
Husserl' s concept of 'reductionism' . 'Reduction is the act of identifying your own intentionality 
on the way you see things after you have bracketed out the intentionality of science.' This process, 
as defined, was intended to apply to the 'individual' because it was the individual Husserl was 
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considering. But the concept must also be applied to a species for it is the species as a whole that 
represents the summation of the collective of individuals comprising that species. Likewise, the 
concept of reduction must also be applied to all intelligent life forms within a particular universe. 
They also, as a collective, represent a unique collective knowingness within a particular universe 
immersed within what it is immersed within, or as religions put it, immersed within the total 
omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 

And this is exactly where a universal philosophy is intended to go. It is intended to provide an 
understanding of where it is we think we are, what it is we think we are, and why it is we think we 
exist as an entity. The more universal the philosophy, the more encompassing it is in terms of what 
it means by the word 'we'. Husserl would say, 'we' means the individual. Therefore, we need a 
philosophy capable of allowing the individual to understand the answer to the three questions. Carl 
Sagan would say that 'we' means the individual within a species. Therefore, we need a philosophy 
capable of allowing the individual as an entity, as well as our species as an entity, to understand 
the answer to the three questions. Hawking would say that 'we' means the individual within the 
species within the universe. Therefore, we need a philosophy capable of allowing the individual as 
an entity, as well as our species as an entity and other intelligent species in the universe, to 
understanding the answer to the three questions. But I would say, 'we' means the individual within 
the species, within the universe within all universes located within the medium embracing the 
infinite universes yet to be discovered by us. Therefore, we need a philosophy capable of allowing 
the individual as an entity, our species as an entity, other intelligent species in the universe as an 
entity, and the summation of all abstraction capable of contemplating its purpose for existing as an 
entity, in understanding the answer to the three questions. 

Whatever level of inclusion we use, the point remains that to build an understanding of 
'intentionality' as Husserl calls it, is in essence nothing other than building a model of a 'universal 
philosophy' as defined by Hawking. To build a model of a 'universal philosophy', we will need to 
quarry - extract from the superfluous - the building materials for our model. It is this very concept, 
which leads us into the substance of this essay. And just what more relevant building material can 
we use for a universal philosophy than 'truth'? For, 'truths' spill not only beyond our own galaxy 
and up to the very boundaries of our universe, but they proceed to erupt through the walls of these 
boundaries and wash over and through the boundaries of other universe as well. 

And just where do we begin to look for the building materials for our model of a universal 
philosophy? Since this model is going to take the term 'universal' literally, we will begin by 
looking for 'universal truths'. 'Universal truths', in this case, are special 'truths' that will provide 
us with answers to questions such as: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? 

Since we are going to attempt to build a model of a 'universal philosophy' that attempts to answer 
such questions, it may help to first examine what it is these questions orient themselves around. 
These questions deal with abstraction as opposed to the concrete. Therefore, it would appear that 
we should look for building material which itself lies in the abstract rather than the concrete. We 
must find abstract materials with which we can build this model. Since we are going to attempt to 
build a model of what is called a 'universal' philosophy of life - a philosophy that reaches beyond 
humankind - we are going to need to find building materials that embrace, yet transcend 
humankind. 

At this point, questions begin lighting up like stars in the sky. Perhaps the most pointed question to 
be heard above the din of shouts and protests is, 'Just what abstracts can we find which we can be 
fairly certain embrace us as humans yet transcend our species? What 'truths' can we find which 
reach not only to the boundaries of our universe but beyond these very boundaries?' 

Stephen Hawking helped us to understand what we are to look for when he said: 
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'If we do discover a complete (unified) theory (of the universe) it should in time be 
understandable in broad principle by everyone, not just a few scientists. Then we shall all, 
philosophers, scientist, and just ordinary people, be able to take part in the discussion of the 
question of why it is that we and the universe exist. If we find the answer to that, it would be the 
ultimate triumph of human reason for then we should know the mind of God.' 

This seems to be such an arrogant endeavor. How can we, as mere mortals, ever assume to be 
'able to know the mind of God'? This is what has acted as an invisible barrier separating us as 
humans from what we have always wanted to know. This attitude - this fear of being arrogant - is 
what has always made us shy away from the wonderful potential generated by the building of a 
model of a 'universal philosophy', building a model of the 'mind of God'. So, the question now 
becomes, Can we ever 'know' truths? Can we ever know the 'mind of God? 

We do not know what 'truths' are. This may sound contradictory to what has just been laid out, 
but it is not. Rather it is simply being truthful and after all how could we begin the study of truths 
on a basis of being anything other than that? And so it is that we must begin by conceding that we 
cannot 'know' truth to be 'fact'. Rather, we must concede that we can only define 'truths' as best 
we can and then proceed from there. 

There are three means we use to understand ourselves, our universe, and what lies beyond our 
universe. 



1. First, we form perceptions of what we call 'truths' based upon observation. One of the 
most prominent fields of observation is science. 

2. Second, we form perceptions of what we call 'truths' based upon reason. One of the most 
prominent fields of reason is philosophy. 

3. And thirdly, we form perceptions of what we call 'truths' based upon beliefs. One of the 
most prominent fields of belief is religion. 



Within these three fields, we will attempt to find 'truths' that most of us can agree upon as being 
'truths'. Once we've defined these 'truths' as best we can, we will use them to construct 'a' model 
capable of answering the three questions. We will build this model because it is the model itself 
that will lead us to understanding how we are to interact with each other. It is the model that will 
lead us to the means of solving socially divisive debates. It is the model that will assist us in 
understanding how to assist others as they attempt to defend themselves against abuse from others. 
It is the model that will help us understand how we are to defend ourselves against abuse we allow 
others to inflict upon our own journeys. In fact, it is the model that will help us understand how we 
are to defend ourselves from ourselves - help us to understand how we are to defend ourselves 
from committing abuse to our own bodies and journeys. 

One of the characteristics of a universal philosophy, as defined by Stephen Hawking, is that the 
concepts be understandable by all. As such, we will use the 'bracketing' of Husserl and shuck 
away all the aspects of science, philosophy, and religion until we have nothing left but one truth 
from each means of perception. As we reduce science, religion, and philosophy to their simplest 
single elements, we must be certain to leave standing a truth: 'a' 'truth' that is simple and basic. 
For it is only by keeping the 'truths' simple that we, as a species, will be able to come to a 
consensus as to their being 'truths'. And it is only through consensus that we can declare 'truths' 
to be 'truths' for by definition 'truths' are what we, as a species, perceive them to be. There will 
be no denying that these 'truths' may be refutable. On the other hand, to refute the 'truths' we 
choose would place us into an entirely different mind set than that which we have historically been 
oriented. 
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The truths we use to build a 'universal philosophy' must themselves be 'universal', even inter- 
galactic, if they are to be the building blocks for not only our galaxy but for other galaxies as well. 
As a side point, if we are going to expend the effort to find 'truths' to build a 'universal 
philosophy', we may as well extend our vision of 'truths' to include other universes as well. It 
most likely will only be a matter of time before we conclude that such universes exist. This 
approach may seem to be an unnecessary expenditure of energy at this point but it would save us a 
lot of time and effort later. 

We must remember to keep the number of 'truths' we wish to define to a minimum in order to 
keep the model simple. The fewer the number of 'truths' we use for our model the more basic the 
model will be. Simplicity is the key to building models of anything new and different. 

I. Husserl: Find the materials for a universal philosophy 

> Truths: the building materials for a Universal Philosophy 

From philosophy - what we reason - comes the first building block for the model of a universal 
philosophy: 

Truth One: You Exist 

It is philosophy that leads the way in terms of this 'truth', not religion or science. It is reason, over 
even faith and observation that provides us with the greatest assurance that we exist. Without you, 
without your existence, nothing has relevance to you. This perception applies equally to all other 
individuals as well. Like you, if they did not exist, nothing would have any meaning, any 
relevance for them. Some would say, T can't accept this, God is more important than I am.' This 
is a terrific altruistic position but the fact of the matter is that without your existing, God would 
have no meaning, no relevance for you. Without your existing, for you, God would not exist. 
Without your existing your altruistic defense of God would not even be taking place in terms of 
your participating in this discussion. You come first not because you want it that way but because 
without you God is dead to you. An interesting side point here is that if there is no eternal life, if 
you have no 'soul', which continues after your death, then for you God dies when you die. 

If this concept of God dying is first applied to other individuals before yourself and these 
individual bits of knowing are removed from the whole - one at a time - through death until 
nobody is left but you, then if the fundamental concept of death is applied to you, no knowing or 
knowledge remains. Once this process is implemented, the destruction of all knowing - 
omniscience, God by definition, God by the only means religiously, scientifically, or 
philosophically by which we can understand God - is gone. God no longer exists. 

Your existence is a basic premise of philosophy. This concept is supported by our basic ability to 
reason, the basic premise of Philosophy put forward by Descartes, which says you exist - T think 
therefore I am.' Without you there is no significance to you. 

This concept is supported by basic observations, the basic premises of science, which 
demonstrates to us through what you observe that you can see you exist. Science - a second 
fundamental means we have of developing perceptions - confirms your existing through the 
process of observation. Without you, the study of the universe (science- knowledge) has no 
significance to you. 
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'You exist.' is further supported by our basic beliefs, the basic premises of religion. The 
centerpiece of religion is the interrelationship between you and God: the soul and God. Without 
you, there is no relationship between you and God. Religion, a third means we have of developing 
perceptions, confirms your existence, through the process of faith, to be a 'truth' . 

You play a vital, an irreplaceable role in religious perceptions pertaining to the relationship 
comprised of yourself and God. You play a vital, an irreplaceable role in the scientific 
observations pertaining to the interactions that occur between yourself and the universe. And 
lastly, you play a vital, an irreplaceable role in philosophical reasoning pertaining to the 
reasonableness of it all. 

It would appear that you exist. It would appear that without this 'truth', without this cornerstone, 
nothing would have any significance to you. As such, it would appear that one must start with this 
'truth' as one of the three basic building blocks for a universal philosophy. One must start with the 
concept of self in order for anything, concrete, abstract or otherwise, to make sense to you. 
Without 'self knowing', nothing - not even God - would appear to have any significance to you, 
the individual. Philosophy, science, and religion all confirm the significance of the first 'truth': 
you exist. All three appear to agree with this 'truth'. There is no doubt one could spend hours 
debating whether or not this is the 'first' truth. But, that is not the point. The point is that all three 
means we have of developing perceptions of 'truths' appear to agree that 'you existing' is a 'truth' 
and as such we can now proceed to use this 'truth' as one of our building blocks for a universal 
philosophy. 

From science - what we observe - comes the second building block for the model of a universal 
philosophy, universal ethics: 



Truth Two: The Universe Exists 

It is science that leads the way in terms of this 'truth', not philosophy or religion. It is observation 
over even reason and faith that provides us with the greatest assurance that the universe exists. 
Without accepting this basic truth as a fundamental truth for a universal philosophy, we have few 
building blocks with which to work and an independent location for your existence would be 
questionable. One can build a model using one type of material but it would appear that there is 
more to our existence than just you. 

The existence of the universe is a basic premise of science. We see the universe and we experience 
the universe. Science is unsure of the nature of the universe, but believes the universe exists 
nevertheless. Even if the universe was created out of nothing science would still supports the 
'truth' of 'the universe exists'. Science, through its present day fundamental principles, 
acknowledges the concept of the abstractness of a concrete universe. Science has recently been 
exploring the idea of the universe having been initiated from a 'primal atom' but has not yet 
speculated beyond this point as to the origination neither of the primal atom nor of what it is the 
primal atom would be immersed within. Science has acknowledged the existence of the universe 
by the very fact that it is the understanding of universe - through the process of observation, the 
concept that seeing is believing - for which science was established. It is the fact that we can 
observe the existence of the universe that the existence of the universe appears to be one of the 
most basic 'truths' of science, a 'truth' that may prove to be more illusionary than concrete, but a 
'truth' nevertheless. 

The concept of 'the universe exists' is supported by philosophy - reason - rationality. It seems 
almost as reasonable to conclude that there is a place for your existence, your 'knowing' to travel 
as it seems reasonable that you exist. 
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It is further supported by religions which profess the concept of creation, supports the significance 
of the soul as it travels throughout the universe, journeys, supports the essence of the individual 
and the relationship it must, does, and should have with God. 

The summation of the net forces, the vectors of action, actions and reactions of the universe may 
produce a net summation of '0' with the resultant net effect of reducing the concept of time to 
nonexistence. But who are we to deny the concept of the existence of the universe as a means of 
our existence being able to experience, gain in awareness, expand our concept of 'knowing' ? Who 
would be so bold as to deny the belief we have, the obvious observations we make, the rationality 
of, the second apparent 'truth', the universe exists. 

Who would refute what science, religion, and philosophy all appear to agree upon; the universe 
exists. They may not all agree the universe was created, or the universe was formed from 
'nothingness' or the universe will dissolve into 'nothingness'. But they all, for the most part, agree 
that the universe exists. 

From religion, what we believe, comes the third building block for the model of a universal 
philosophy, universal ethics: 



Truth Three: Causation Exists 

It is religion, which leads the way in terms of this 'truth', not science or philosophy. It is what we 
believe, faith, over even observation and reason which provides us with the greatest assurance that 
Causation, God, exists. It is religion which began the process of thinking in terms of the earth, 
man, woman, animals, the firmaments themselves as having been 'created', initiated by a 'force' 
which they proceed to name. 

The existence of Causation is a basic premise of religion. Strip away the dogma of religions and 
they all say basically the same thing. God/Causation/the Causative Force exists. They all embrace 
the concept of creation. They all embrace the concept of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. Some would say atheism rejects this idea, but atheism simply rejects the existence 
of a 'Supreme Being', 'popular' gods, what they call 'superstitions' of religion. Atheism does not 
necessarily disregard the concept of a beginning to the universe as such, to the universe being 
immersed within 'something', there being an outside to the universe. But this is another topic for 
later discussions. The point is that religion leads the way in the perception of their existing an 
outside to our universe - a causation to the initiation to our universe: to Causation. 

The concept of causation for our universe existing is supported by science. Its theories: our 
universe originating from an explosion, our universe originating through the process of the 
'bulging off from the original universe, our universe existing as one of many levels of potential 
vacuums. Whatever the case, the basics are the same - each goes back to an origination or 
beginning. This implies something existed before the origination of the universe. Our universe is 
filled with the concepts of beginning/end. Our universe appears to be immersed within time or 
time within the universe. As such, we are constantly confronted with the concept of all things 
originating at some point. We find it difficult to disregard the implications that 'time' persistently 
confronts us with, what we observe, that the universe had a beginning and as such 'something', we 
will call it 'Causation', exists. 

'Causation existing' is further supported by Philosophy; 'Causation existing' is a reasonable 
assumption. It is so reasonable that to speculate otherwise leaves one at a complete loss as to 
discussing the questions that have been haunting our species since before we can remember. 
Without the concept of the Causation existing, arguments, debate and speculation comes to a 
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standstill regarding any attempt to reason out answers to the questions regarding where the 
universe is, what we are and why do we exist? 

Once one takes away the first 'truth' - the concept of your existence, and takes away the second 
'truth', the existence of our universe, and the third 'truth', the existence of origination, the 
summation of 'knowing, the summation of abstraction, then there is literally nothing left to talk 
about or discuss. Once one eliminates these three 'truths', and the very possibility of the three 
'truths', there is nothing left of which we have any comprehension whatsoever. Once one 
eliminates these three 'truths', all rational, and for that matter irrational discussion ceases. 

Regardless of how many levels of the universe there are, mirror images, parallel or sister universes 
or sets of universes, or dimensions we discover we still come back to the concept of origination, 
causation. Regardless of how many levels of the universe there are, we still come back to the third 
'truth', Causation exists. 

All three of our means of perception appear to be saying the same thing. You exist. The universe 
exists. Causation exists. It is by using these 'truths' that we can find the same answers regarding 
the three questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? 

II: Hawking: Build a model of a universal philosophy using the materials at hand 

> A model of a Universal Philosophy built upon a foundation of truths 

Using the concept of 'bracketing' Husserl introduced, we are able to shuck away the superfluous 
and nonessential perceptions cluttering up our thoughts as we attempt to understand our purpose 
for existing. Through the process of 'bracketing', we have been able to pare down the essentials of 
existing to three 'truths': you exist, the universe exists, and causation exists. We can now use 
Husserl' s process of 'reduction' to examine what it is these truths tell us in regards to our 
intentionality, our purpose for existing. In short we can, using a second process Husserl 
established - 'reduction' - move from these 'truths' to building a concept of Hawking's, that of 
modeling a universal philosophy. In this case, the process follows the progression outlined by 
three questions: Where are we? What are we? and finally, Why do we exist? 

Where are we? Placement: We are 'within' the whole 

There are only three parts of the puzzle we are going to examine in this essay: you exist, the 
universe exists, and the whole, origination, Totality, the initiating force, the causative force, 
causation exists. In the first section, we began with philosophy. In this section, we will begin with 
religion. 

Religion, science, and philosophy all concur with the concept: if the whole exists and the whole is 
the entirety of all things, we and the universe are contained within the whole. We are contained 
within Totality. Since we are calling this 'whole', this Totality, Causation - let's examine the 
statement that all three forms of perception: what we observe (science), what we reason 
(philosophy) and what we believe (religion) concur with the concept that we are inside Causation. 
As we do so, let's keep in mind that Totality is nothing less than what religion defines as 'the' 
initiating Force, 'the' Creator, 'the' Causative force of our universe and everything which lies 
within it, including ourselves. As we begin this process, let's not overlook the concept that 
whatever force created 'our' universe would be quite capable of creating other universes. Keep in 
mind that whatever concepts we apply to our universe in terms of 'universal' philosophies, 
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'universal' ethics are not truly 'universal' unless they apply not only to our universe but to other 
universes as well. So, let us begin with the most obvious, the most vocal, the most influential 
proponent of the concept of Causation. 

We will begin with the proponent of Causation, which has renamed Causation with a term that has 
become the sore point of both science and philosophy. Let' s begin with the field of perception that 
has given Causation the name 'God' and used this name as a rallying cry for impacting the world. 
We will begin with the oldest of the three means we use to develop perceptions of ourselves. We 
will begin developing a model of what we perceive to be, by examining what we believe, through 
faith, through religion to be true. 

Let's examine what appears to be a 'primary' truth of religion, which in turn appears to be 
supported by both science and philosophy. The 'truth': Totality exits. Once we have done this, 
let's examine one of the characteristics of this 'truth'. Let's examine a characteristic of Totality 
that all religions appear to be unwilling to discard, the characteristic of omnipresence. After doing 
so, lets see how science and philosophy both support such a concept through their development of 
the very primary principles, the very foundation upon which they have allowed themselves to be 
built: observation and reason. 

The foremost proponent of the primary characteristic of Totality being omnipresent is religion. 
Religion begins its discussion and definition of a Causative Force as being the three forms of 
omni- (all): the all presence, omnipresence within which all knowledge, omniscience, and all 
power, omnipotence resides. Granted the order of the three Omni's could be debated but that is not 
the focus of this essay. 

If a total summation of presence is later shown to be false, then what? Then religion will tackle 
that problem when it gets to it. If it becomes necessary to change the concept of 'the whole' 
because our understanding of our universe changes - if we 'prove' our existence and the existence 
of our universe is significantly different than we presently perceive it - then at that point we may 
have to alter our model of what we perceive God to be. Our perception, the issue of the existence 
of the 'whole', may in the future prove to be incorrect but this is no reason for our hesitating to 
understand why we exist based upon what we know at this point in time. 

Science supports the characteristic of the first 'truth' - omnipresence tailored by the perception of 
what we believe religion. Our observations indicate there exists a universal fundamental principle 
to our universe. This principle embraces the idea that within this part of our universe, symmetry is 
the rule. As such we assume that this principle also applies to the rest of the universe. By applying 
this concept, to the universe as a whole, one can, through physics, formulate some interesting 
perceptions regarding the composition of the universe in terms of its location. 

Symmetry implies matter has its counterpart, anti-matter, which we know to exist. Symmetry 
implies energy has its counterpart, anti-energy, which we have not yet found to exist. These four 
concepts, matter, anti-matter, energy, and anti-energy allow for the speculation of our being in one 
of four parallel universes. This in turn allows for the scientific speculation of there being a myriad 
of such four leaf clover universes within Totality. The scientific concept of symmetry 
demonstrates a logical means by which the universe could be dissolved into 'nothingness' which 
in turn explains, in simplistic terms, the process of constructing universes from 'nothingness. The 
point is that scientific reason demonstrates that the universe may very well lie within 'something' 
and that the universe may very well have been initiated from nothing by a 'force' of some type 
(science has long ago discarded the concept of creation through the process of 'spontaneous 
combustion'). 
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Science also implies that the summation of all vectors and their opposites equals zero - 'nothing', 
for every action there is an opposite and equal reaction. Once again, science implies a sense of 
'nothingness' to our universe. 

The connection of the universe possibly evolving out of nothingness does not stop here. Science 
speaks using a language we call mathematics. Set theory, one aspect of mathematics, presents 
perhaps the most understandable form of science that we can use to demonstrate the concept of an 
omnipresent existence beyond our universe. By placing a dot, you, within a sphere, the universe, 
and the sphere within a cube, Totality, one can picture omnipresence. But one may argue, 'there is 
an outside to the cube. This is true, but remember the definition of Totality, of God, is simply the 
'greatest thing of which we can conceive'. Since we cannot at this point in time conceive of 
anything beyond the cube, the cube remains our perception of God, Causation, Totality, the 
location within which our universe lies. 

It is science that has lead us to the understanding of an 'outside' to our universe. It is science that 
has expanded our perception of our universe having a limit. It is science that has expanded the 
concept of God from being the whole of the universe to being the whole of all universes and 
whatever it is they lie within. It is science that expands the concept of God as defined by St. 
Anselm, by ontology. It was St. Anselm, a man canonized by the largest religious organization in 
the world, who defined: 

'God is that, the greater than which cannot be conceived.' 

And so it is that science has expanded the size of God, of causation, of Totality to include what 
lies beyond the universe. In fact, it is science that has expanded the concept of Totality to include 
all the universes that exist in addition to what it is these universes lie within. 

If any of these perceptions are ever shown to be false, then what? Then science will tackle that 
problem when it gets to it. Understanding that we may actually learn the laws of nature change as 
one enters different parts of the universe is not perceived by scientists to be a likely event. Should 
this event occur, then science will have to modify its perception of the model of the universe. 
Likewise, we may have to change and modify the model we create of a universal philosophy. That 
is why it is called a 'model. 

Philosophy - reason, also supports the characteristic of the first 'truth' - omnipresence, Totality, 
supplied by the perception of what we believe. 

It is philosophy that takes St. Anselm' s definition of God, Totality and expands it even further 
than science. By definition, God is the greatest thing of which we can conceive. What greater 
entity can we conceive of, at this point in time, than the summation of the whole, omnipresent (an 
all present)? As such, it is unreasonable to discuss an outside to an omnipresent entity for by 
definition it does not exist. 

And if there is no 'outside' to this omnipresent entity, it is unreasonable to discuss this entity 
'creating' a 'universe' outside itself. Therefore, there would be no reasonable location to place the 
universe being 'created' than 'within' this entity, this existence defined as an omnipresent being 
for by definition this entity has no outside. 

Reason, philosophy, would say there can be no outside to 'everything'. But reason goes even 
further than this. Reason would say that if we define Totality to be the summation of all things of 
which we can conceive, then this implies there are things of which we cannot conceive. As such, 
we have conceived of the inconceivable; we have acknowledged the inconceivable might in fact 
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exist. Our being able to conceive of this very concept places all inconceivable concepts within the 
definition of Totality, of the summation of all things, of Omnipresence. 

All this implies that we must be contained within the whole or the whole is not the whole. This 
implies that you and I, the universe, has no place else to be but within the whole. In short, religion, 
science, and philosophy all imply that we are within Totality, within God. 

If the perceptual understanding of 'the whole', omnipresence, is later shown to be false, then 
what? Then philosophy will tackle that problem when it gets to it. If philosophy resolves the issue 
by proving the concept of reason and rationality changes as one enters different parts of the 
universe, then philosophy will have to change its understanding of the universe, change its 
understanding of existence, of what it is you and I are located within. At this point, we may have 
to change and modify the model we create of a universal philosophy. That is why it is called a 
'model' . 

Religion, Science, and philosophy: all saying the same thing, that the concept of the 'whole' - of 
something greater than the universe within which the universe could reside, is a believable, 
mentally observable, reasonable concept. 

What are we? - Placement generating definition: We are a part, contained within Causation, God 

We as a species have never before been able to come to a consensus, religiously, scientifically, or 
philosophically of defining what it is we believe we are. It is for this reason we will place 
philosophy in the position of molding, of defining, what it is we think we are. We will do this in 
the hopes of being able to reach a consensus regarding this question. 

Religions have attempted to find the answer to the question, What are we? but religions have been 
unable to come to a consensus with each other. Science has attempted to answer this question but 
has been unable to come to a consensus with religions and philosophies. 

Philosophy has the ability to use reason to fuse what we believe with what we observe. It is the 
process of using all three of our means of forming perceptions, observations fused with beliefs 
using reason, that creates the potential for this model to be 'a' model of a universal philosophy. It 
is the ability of reason to unite the age-old concepts of faith with our new ability to assess what it 
is we observe that provides the potential for the building of a universal philosophy called 
'symbiotic panentheism' . It is the building of this model that can then act as the starting point for 
the development of a universal philosophy for our species. 

Philosophy, metaphysics, acknowledges the concept of the three 'truths': you exist, the universe 
exists, and Totality exists. The concept of a universal philosophy is no stranger to metaphysics. 
Metaphysics has long sought to bring our species to an understanding of itself through its 
discussion of the individual, the universe, and what lies beyond the universe. 

Philosophy implies that if we can conceive of a 'whole', a summation of everything of which we 
can conceive and of everything of which we believe, we will ever be able to conceive, including 
the summation of independent as well as parallel universes. In addition, philosophy implies the 
whole includes in its summation everything we as individuals will never be able to conceive of. 
This concept is nothing other than what religions have long professed, the concept of the whole as 
described by their use of the terms: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. This concept is 
nothing other than what science has long professed, the concept of the whole as described by its 
use of the set theory term: the universal set. 
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Location provides the means of defining what we are. The rationality of philosophy - T think 
therefore I am.' (The first 'truth' - you exist) then moves on to become, 'and if I 'am' then just 
what am I?' 

So far in this essay three 'truths' have been established as the building blocks for our model: you 
exist, the universe exists, and Causation or the 'whole' exists. In this section we will be referring 
to Causation as the 'whole'. We are going to leave the concept of personality and degree of 
interaction often associated with the 'whole' out of this section of our discussion. We are not 
going to discuss the degree of interaction between the 'whole' and it's parts within this discussion 
because such discussions complicate the issue and move us out of Husserl' s concept of bracketing. 

If we are within Causation, within God, within the 'whole', then reason would suggest that we are 
contained within the 'whole'. Reason would suggest the 'whole' couldn't be 'whole' without you 
or without me. 

Reason would suggest we are contained within what it is we are contained within. Philosophy 
gives us a clue: the whole is equal to the sum of its parts. Some would contend this is 
mathematics, but in this case we are speaking about a point of perception. There appears to be no 
other alternative more reasonable other than we are contained within the 'whole'. 

Although there may not 'appear' to be a more reasonable alternative for our perception of what it 
is we are, there may be one, and if we are going to build a universal philosophy, a universal ethic 
based upon a model, we must not rush to a conclusion. We have an obligation to closely inspect 
such a model and eliminate all possible and more plausible models before we come to a 
consensus. 

So it is that through philosophy, through reason, we conclude that we are contained within the 
'whole' . We conclude through reason, philosophy that the whole, Totality, is what it is because we 
are contained within it. Take us away from it, take yourself out of the whole and the whole is no 
longer the whole, it becomes a different entity. 

And just what is so important about our understanding the answer to the question, what are we? 

We are perhaps the only species on earth that is what it 'thinks' it is. We take action based upon 
what it is we think we are. 



1. If we think we are superior to others we act superior and abuse others. 

2. If we think we are inferior to others we allow others to abuse us. 

3. If we think we are a superior race we act accordingly as demonstrated by the KKK and 
the Nazis. 

4. If we think we are God's voice, we act as such as demonstrated by the Inquisition and 
Bosnia turmoil. 

5. If we think we are animals, we act as animals as demonstrated by our actions in the 
Sudan and the settling of the Americas. 

The concept of a model defining what we are, which is part of the process of developing a model 
of a 'universal philosophy', is extremely important. Our history of abusive behavior, of inhumane 
behavior has been long and vicious. Each outbreak of vicious behavior was entrenched within a 
perception we had of ourselves. We may not have verbalized it officially but we believed in our 
perceptions and we acted accordingly. The same is true of our humane behaviors, the ones with 
which we are proud to be associated. 
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A universal philosophy model must not forget to examine both forms of behavior, the 'good' and 
the 'bad'. In the case of the model of a universal philosophy being developed, a model called 
symbiotic panentheism, the model molds itself in such a way that the positive behaviors are not 
excluded by it. On the other hand the negative ones are significantly reduced. (As a side point: it 
must also be recognized that part of the process of defining the terms 'positive' and 'negative' 
behavior are relative terms and a model of a universal philosophy includes an implied definition of 
what 'positive' and 'negative' mean for our species.) 

A universal philosophy we come to accept as individuals within a species and therefore as a 
species, has the potential to generate major repercussions for ourselves as well as others we may 
meet as we begin our exploration of outer space. A universal philosophy has the potential to 
generate major repercussions because it generates perceptions regarding what it is we think we are 
which in turn generate actions, which generates reactions, which generate the social ambiance 
within which we all become immersed. 

Religions lead the way regarding where it is we appear to be located: we are in the whole. Reason 
and observation, philosophy and science appeared to support religion in regards to this concept. 

Philosophy leads the way regarding what it is we are. Reason would appear to imply that we are 
contained within what we are contained within. We are contained within the 'whole', contained 
within Totality. 

Religion has long supported this concept through its fundamental belief in the idea of 
Omnipresence, the whole being literally the Whole, the total of what is, the idea of Omniscience, 
the summation of all knowledge being within the Whole. This implies that you are within the 
'whole'. After all, how can something be 'all' knowing, be the total summation of knowledge 
without containing your 'knowing', your knowledge, your experiences? This would imply your 
having nowhere else to be but within the Whole and thus contained within the Whole, contained 
within the Whole. 

If religion stands by its concept of omnipresence and omniscience, then religions and we have 
little option, in terms of reason, but to include ourselves as contained within this whole, contained 
within this Totality. 

Religions would have to concur with philosophy and conclude that we are contained within the 
Whole regardless of what words you use to name the Whole. 

The concept of our being contained within what it is we are a part, our being contained within the 
Whole within which we lie, is further supported by science. This all sounds so complicated so let's 
use the genius of science, the concept of building models to build several pictures of what this 
looks like. In other words, let's build a picture to demonstrate what it is we are saying up to this 
point. 

Picture One 

It is science, through the language of mathematics, which stressed the concept that the whole is 
equal to the sum of its parts. 

It is science that now believes our universe is not the 'end all' and 'be all' of the Whole. A model 
of such a concept would place a point representing you or I or anyone for that matter, within a 
sphere representing our universe as we perceive it to be today and as we may in the future perceive 
it to be. The sphere in turn would then be placed in a cube which would representing the Whole - 
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everything we can conceive of today and everything we could possibly conceive of in the future 
and everything of which we are incapable of conceiving. 

With this drawing, we become contained within the 'Whole' . This is a pictorial drawing of the 
model we are building. There is a Greek term for this perception. It is called Pan (all) en (in) 
theism (God, Causation, but in this section we said we would use the word the 'Whole') - 
Panentheism (as a side point: this term is often confused with the term Pantheism but is in fact a 
radically different concept.) 



Picture Two 

It is science, through set theory, which says the element is a subset of the universal set. The 
number three lies within the set of base ten numbers and without the number three many things 
cannot be done. Without the number three: you cannot add two plus one. Without the number 
three you cannot divide six by two. Without the number three, a couple cannot expand to become 
a family of three. 

It is science, through model building, which begins to shed light upon the concept that perhaps we 
are not an insignificant part of reality. It is science that shows us that we may be significantly 
important to what lies beyond our reality. It is science through its ability to build models which 
sheds light upon the idea that there is no such thing as insignificance, that no one of us is 
unimportant to the whole for the whole is not what it is without us. It is science through its ability 
to draw pictures, make models, which begins to help us understand what reason, philosophy, is 
telling us regarding where we are and what we are. And it is the understanding of these questions, 
which will lead us to understanding why we exist. 

Finding the answer to this third question, why do we exist, is the reason for this essay and it is the 
process of bracketing and reductionism developed by Husserl that leads to the answer. It is the 
process of model building which allows us to picture our purpose that in essence is a picture what 
Hawking called a 'universal philosophy' . Once we establish an acceptable answer to this question, 
why do we exist? we will begin to understand the significance of not only ourselves, but also 
begin to understand the significance of those around us. It is the answer to the question, 'Why do 
we exist?' which will provide us with a directional signal our species can use as we disperse as a 
species throughout our universe. 

Philosophy, religion, and Science - what we see, what we believe, what we reason, all appear to 
be saying the same thing 

Philosophy: we are contained within the greater whole - Total abstraction 
Religion: we are contained within the greater whole - Original causation 
Science: we are contained within the greater whole - Climax ecosystem 

It may very well be that universes lie within the total, within the 'Whole'. If this is the model we 
are going to use, we know we are in one of those universes. Interesting questions now surface. If 
our universe is just one of many, than what's in the others? That question is for another time, 
another discussion. Right now, we need to move ahead. We have built a sample model out of the 
three perceived 'truths', you exist, the universe exists, and causation exists. The model we built 
was one of your being within the universe which in turn was within the 'whole' . 

The three truths, you exist, the universe exists, and the 'whole' exists, have lead us to the 
conclusion that we are inside the whole and are thus contained within the whole, contained within 
the whole. This concept is summed up by the Greek term, panentheism. Where we are and what 
we are now lead us to the third question, 'Why do we exist?' It is here that the model introduces 



73 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

the second fundamental implied by it: the concept of panentheism being accompanied by 
symbiosis. 

Many exciting and mind boggling questions flood the mind at this point but we are here for a 
reason and that is to examine a 'universal philosophy' model; symbiotic panentheism in particular. 
This essay has a direction and we must stay on task or lose sight of the purpose we have set up. 
The purpose of this essay is to examine the new concept of developing a 'universal philosophy' 
using the process of bracketing and reductionism. Therefore, it is time to examine what this model 
would imply concerning the question, Why do we exist? 

Why do we exist? Definition generating purpose. Parts of the Whole growing the Whole - 
Symbiosis 

Religion took the point position regarding the question, Where are we? 

Philosophy took the point position regarding the question, What are we? 

Science, therefore, will take the point position regarding the question, Why do we exist? 

Science likes to get straight to the point. Since this section will be lead by science lets do the 
same: 



Symbiosis: An interaction between individuals of different species (symbiants). The term 
symbiosis is usually restricted to interactions in which both species benefit but it may be 
used for other close associations such as ' commensalism. Many symbiosis are obligatory 
(i.e. the participants cannot survive without the interactions: for example, a lichen is an 
obligatory symbiotic relationship between an alga or a blue green bacterium and a 
fungus. ' 

- Oxford Concise Science Dictionary - third edition 



Again questions break out with a flurry, but we cannot address them at this point. We are on a roll 
and must move ahead with all due speed. We are so close to answering the question, 'Why do we 
exist?' 

This particular model takes three truths and then proceeds to use them to define our location, 
Where are we? We are inside the 'whole'. From this understanding of where we are comes an 
understanding of what we are. We are contained within the 'whole'. We are contained within the 
'whole', contained within causation, contained within abstraction, contained within the all 
presence, contained within the all knowing. We might as well say it at this point; the model would 
say we are contained within God. 

So what does this have to do with symbiosis? It is panentheism - lead by religion and supported by 
science and philosophy - which defines our location. It is panentheism, led by philosophy and 
supported by religion and science, which defines what we are. 

But it is within the model of 'symbiotic panentheism', symbiosis, and lead by science and 
supported by philosophy and religion that defines our purpose. 

It is appropriate for science to take the lead regarding the question: Why do we exist? This is 
perhaps the most difficult question for a model of a universal philosophy to address. Science, with 
its expertise in creating models, science with its expertise in creating visual depictions of 
interactive dynamics that take place between and within systems, caters to our strongest means of 
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understanding. It is sciences, which caters to our means of understanding complex issues through 
the process of drawing pictures and making models we can see, look at, observe. 

We could use any number of scientific fields to help us understand why we exist. For this 
presentation, however, we will use the field of ecology and its process of creating web models. 
Let's use the example of a wolf. Wolves are predatory animals. They thin out the herds of deer in 
forest biomes. Without them, the deer herds would explode. The overpopulation of deer would 
deplete the food supply for the herd, creating weak animals and the prominence of starvation and 
disease. Other animals: squirrels, birds, mice, etc. would suffer as the seed supplies produced by 
grasses and shrubs were sharply reduced by the overgrazing of populous deer herds. Young trees 
would have very little chance of surviving with the deer foraging for food in record numbers. 
Without the wolf, the balance of the forest would definitely change. A healthy forest with a 
healthy population of plants and animals could become one filled with disease and suffering. 
Without the wolf, the future of the forest could be placed in jeopardy. 

The whole is dependent upon each of its parts. Without each of its parts the whole changes. 
Whether it changes for the better or the worse is subjective. Whether 'better' or 'worse' is not the 
point here, the point here is: If contained within the 'whole' is removed, the 'whole' changes. 

But science reinforces the concept of the 'whole' not being the same if contained within it is 
missing, in many other ways. Science, using observations we have made regarding cosmology, is 
now leaning strongly in the direction of the universe being created from nothing, being a burp off 
from another universe, being a higher level of potentiality than the least level of vacuum potential, 

It is science that illustrates that the 'whole' would not be what it is without you. It is perhaps 
difficult to understand this in the abstract sense but as we have previously seen, we can examine 
this concept using set and subsets concepts to form a more concrete picture of the concept: you 
and I are contained within the 'Whole'. 

The understanding of symbiosis can be taken to another level by ecology. In an ecosystem, we can 
study the big picture, the physical aspects of the system to understand the smaller aspects, the 
individual living portions, or we can study the smaller portions, the individual living portions, to 
understand the larger picture, the physical aspect, and the biome. 

In terms of our understanding 'why we exist', it is difficult to begin an understanding of ourselves 
by studying the 'whole' since we have no idea what the 'whole' is, other than the 'whole'. So to 
begin understanding our purpose to the 'whole' we must come from the direction of studying 
ourselves in order to understand what our function might be to the 'whole' . 

We can better understand why we exist if we understand where we are and thus determine what 
we are to the whole. As an example, if science had no ways of observing the entire picture of a 
Northern Forest Biome and could only examine the body of a fox and its den it might begin an 
analysis of the biome in which the fox lived by studying the body and den of the fox. The analysis 
might begin in the following manner: 

1. The long bushy tale would suggest a need for balance and warmth - Conclusion: the 
biome is cold at times and extensive in size and filled with many obstructions that need to 
be maneuvered around quickly 

2. The red color - would suggest a need for recognition - Others of its kind existing hidden 
within its territory - the density of the Biomes plant life starts to expand 

3. The abundance of body hair would further suggest a need for protection against extreme 
cold - the extremes of cold in the biome expand 
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4. The pads on the feet would suggest the need for quiet running and going long distances - 
the size of the biome expands further 

5. Sharp canine teeth - carnivore, binocular vision - predator, long nose, pointed ears facing 
forward 

6. Underground - a need to find protection from what moves upon the surface 

7. Hidden - the concept of something above ground being threatening expands 

8. The analysis would proceed to studying the organ systems of the fox, to the tissues, cells, 
molecules, atoms, subatomic particles, etc, etc, etc. 

9. All add to our understanding of the larger picture of the forest biome without our even 
needing to examine the forest biome directly. 



The more we study the organism, the fox, the more we can begin to understand the ecosystem 
within which the fox lives without our even seeing this ecosystem. The more we study the 
organism, the fox, the more we begin to understand the function, the purpose of the fox's very 
existence within its biome. 

Because the biome outside our universe is so difficult for us to study directly we have little option 
but use this same technique scientist have used to study systems deep below us in the ocean, and 
far above us in the heavens. We can examine ourselves, in order to understand what we are 
immersed within and thus deduce why it is we think we exist. 

Science strongly suggests that if we are contained within, contained within the whole, we interact 
with the whole. Science suggests that we have a function. We do not just exist; we are not just 
contained within the universe. We affect the greater Reality that lies beyond our universe. We 
impact the whole of whatever we and our universe lie within. 

It is science, through symbiosis, which gives us a clue. It is science, through symbiosis that asks: 
How can we exist 'within' the whole without changing the whole? How can we exist 'within' the 
whole without affecting the characteristic of the whole itself?' 

Philosophy, reason, reinforces the concept of symbiosis introduced by science. 

You can never take yourself out of the whole. The past, what you have done in life already exists. 
Nothing can be done to change it. The present does not exist for it is simply a point that separates 
what it is you are about to do from what you have already done. It is the future to which we must 
look when we examine where it is we believe our purpose lies. You cannot change the past but 
you can change what it is you plan to do, hope to do, wish to do and as such can do. You affect the 
whole, the ever growing and expanding characteristic of the 'whole', the continuing evolution of 
God. 

It is reason, philosophy, which supports science in the perception that if we do exist within the 
'whole' we are contained within the 'whole' and as such we add to the 'whole', we affect the very 
outcome of what the 'whole' is. We affect what the whole is in the process of becoming, evolving 
into. 

It is philosophy which would support science in suggesting that you and I are not insignificant but 
rather that we are immensely significant to the 'whole' and thus it is you and I that have a great 
deal of responsibility to live up to. 

Religions reinforce the concept of symbiosis introduced by science. Religions stress the concept 
that nothing exists without a function and purpose. 
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Religions support the observations of science through their own means. It was religion that began 
the recognition of the concept of Totality. It was religion that began the recognition of the 
temporary state of the physical. It was religion, which began the recognition of the concept of time 
being only temporary. It was religion, which began the recognition of the concept of eternal 
existence. It is religion that has given us the concepts of: 

a. God created man in His image and in the image of God created man. 

b. Man can, through his own efforts, rise to the level of being absorbed into the oneness of God. 

c. Omnipresence - all things must be inside God, contained within God. 

d. Omniscience - God has the knowledge regarding how to learn what it does not yet know. 

e. Omnipotence - God has the power to implement this knowledge. 

Science, philosophy, and religion all agree on the basic fundamental concept that we are contained 
within the 'whole' . We are contained within our ultimate climax ecosystem. 

What we are immersed within and what that in turn is immersed within define us. We are 
immersed within our universe and the universe is immersed within the whole. 

It is this model, panentheism joined with symbiosis, which say that we, you and I are not just 
inside God - 'panentheism', we are contained within God, we affect who God is through a process 
known by science as 'Symbiosis'. It is the combination of the two - panentheism and symbiosis - 
that answers all the questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? It is the fusion of 
the two concepts that creates the model called 'symbiotic panentheism'. 

It is because the model implies that we are actually a 'piece of God, and actually impact God, that 
the model of 'symbiotic panentheism' may very well be unacceptable to our society. 

A universal philosophy must be easy to understand. It must be acceptable to the individual. In 
addition, it must provide the type of impact upon the individual, society, the environment, and the 
universe itself which we as a species find agreeable. 

As we have seen, the concept of symbiotic panentheism may very well be unacceptable to the 
majority of individuals comprising our species. As we will see in the next section, the impact of 
the model, 'symbiotic panentheism', produces actions which in turn initiate reactions which in 
turn creates an ambiance for our species, which we may not be willing to accept. 

If the impracticality of the universal model called 'symbiotic panentheism' is recognized as 
possibly being impractical and having little chance of being recognized as 'the' model of a 
universal philosophy, then why should we consider it at all? 

We need to begin somewhere in terms of both understanding what a universal philosophy is and 
what a universal philosophy has to offer us as a species. 'Symbiotic panentheism' is considered to 
be a 'first try' at developing a universal philosophy, a form of universal ethics. 'Symbiotic 
panentheism' is the initial model being placed upon the pedestal to act as the target, the initial 
sample of what it is we are to displace, replace, with a better, more acceptable model. 

It is Husserl' s process and Hawking' s process which lead us to the idea of beginning to analyze: 
Where it is we think we are? What it is we think we are? Why it is we think we exist? It is this 
process that may finally lead members of our species, lead you and I, into an understanding of just 
why it is we exist. Once we understand the answer to this question, we will begin to understand 
just what types of behavior we are willing to tolerate not only in regards to our individual selves, 
but to our entire species and other species that might exist elsewhere in the universe. 
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Philosophy and Husserl's process in particular, are a very important topics for humankind. They 
lead us into understanding what it is we think we are and why it is we think we exist. As we 
discussed before, these concepts generate actions, which generate reactions, which in turn generate 
the ambiance which embraces us and which we in turn embrace. 

The concept: 'The philosophers have only interpreted the world in various ways. The point 
however, is to change it.' may be perceived as having generated very negative actions on the part 
of our species. It is not the quote, nor the idea of the quote, however, which generated the 
negativism. It was men using the idea of the quote to perpetuate their own desires for personal 
gain who generated the negativism. 

It is because of this potential for generating negativism that the process, examining the impact of a 
universal philosophy we generate, is a crucial process. As we will see in the third part of this 
essay, the impact of a universal philosophy has great potential for resolving hostilities, abuse, 
confusion, and chaos generated by individuals as entities as well as resolving these issues for our 
species as a whole. The potential of a universal philosophy to resolve issues, brings with it 
solutions some of us may not be willing to accept even though they are reasonable, fit our faiths, 
and produce observable positive results. As such it is crucial we examine the impact of the 
universal philosophy we generate before we decide to use it as 'the' beginning point from which 
we generate a more acceptable universal philosophy. 

There is little doubt that Husserl would have embraced the three truths: you exist, the universe 
exists, and Causation (Totality, God if you will) exists. 

On the other hand, Heidegger, Husserl's student may very well have embraced the concept of 
bracketing and reduction as espoused by Husserl, but he only accepted the concept of you existing 
and the universe existing. The rejection of the third truth, Causation existing, leads to an entirely 
different outcome and allows for the rational acceptance of such perceptions as the validity of 
Nazism along with the negative repercussions generated by such a perceptual political stand. 

The 'negativism' generated by Nazism for certain portion of our society has not gone away. 
Nazism is still a vibrant aspect of our species society. It may not exist as a major 'above ground' 
element but there is no denying it exists as a small seething element of our societies immersed as 
contained within the underground, just waiting to surface and explode once again. 

It is because of this potential negativism that we must never forget to perform the last step in the 
process of developing a universal philosophy. It is because of this negativism that we must never 
forget to examine the impact of any universal philosophy we develop. 

This leads us into the third and perhaps most important aspect of this essay, the impact. 



Ill: The New Metaphysical Perception: Examine the impact the modeled universal 
philosophy generates 

> Use truth to examining the impact the model universal philosophy generates 



Examining the Impact in terms of the past 

In part I of this essay, the search for 'truths', philosophy took the lead. In part II of this 
presentation, building the model, religion took the lead. In this part of the essay, science will take 
the lead. In this section, we are going to examine the impact the model we have generated would 
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have upon the individual, upon society, upon the environment and upon other intelligent life forms 
should we encounter them as we extend our presence beyond the solar system. 

It is this section, which will demonstrate the impracticality of the model of 'symbiotic 
panentheism' yet led us to understand why it is a universal philosophy, has such potential for our 
species. A universal philosophy has the ability to resolve major issues of society and future issues 
of intergalactic proportions. 

As we examine how 'symbiotic panentheism' can act as a problem solver, keep in mind that a 
more accurate model would have even greater benefits for our species. 

We are perhaps the only entity on earth that strives to become what it perceives itself to be, which 
strives to become what it defines itself to be. As we discussed previously, we have three basic 
means of developing perceptions. We develop perceptions regarding what it is we think we are, 
based upon our: observations, based upon our reasoning, and based upon what we believe. 

Keep this in mind as we move into the third and last segment of this essay. 

Universal philosophies are viable models, which fuse ontological, cosmological, and metaphysical 
concepts or put more simply universal philosophies fuse the most fundamental concepts of 
religion, science, and philosophy. A universal philosophy is a model of the interactions, which 
occur between you, the universe, and what lies beyond. And lastly, a universal philosophy 
presents a viable model explaining the concepts of Metaphysics, the process of using reason to 
making sense of Cosmology and Ontology, in terms of the question, 'Why' it all, you, the 
universe, and God, work like they do. 

For a universal philosophy to be 'viable' it must be functional. If a universal philosophy, 'knowing 
the mind of God.' As Stephen Hawking describes it, is truly knowing the mind of God then such 
knowledge would have had, would have, and will have a major impact upon us as individuals, 
upon us as a species, upon the universe, and upon God Itself. As such, the impact of a universal 
philosophy becomes a major issue requiring our most sincere efforts. 

Our species is known for its knee jerk reactions. We think up ideas and then implement them with 
little concern for their impact. The power of an idea is immense and the more universal the idea 
the more powerful it is. A 'universal philosophy', by definition, is as powerful as any idea can 
become. It is imperative, therefore, that before we accept any universal philosophy, we examine 
its potential impact very carefully. 

This type of examination should not only encompass what the model would do to us presently, but 
the examination should encompass what the model would have done to us in the past, as well as 
what the model would do to us in the future. 

With this thought in mind, let's begin the examination all universal philosophies must undergo. 
Let's begin examining the impact of a universal philosophy such as symbiotic panentheism in 
terms of the past. 

The examination of the impact of a universal philosophy is perhaps the most important aspect of 
the process of model building. We must look at the impact the model of a universal philosophy 
would have in terms of several issues. We must consider the impact in terms of the individual, 
society, the environment, other life forms outside our solar system, and in terms of what lies 
beyond the very boundaries of our universe. After we have examined the impact of a 'universal 
philosophy' would generate, then, and only then, can we decide upon the validity of the model. 



79 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

We are going to have science take the point position in this aspect of the discussion because 
science is based upon observation, and we can only observe what is and the only part of time that 
is, is the past. As such, we will allow science to begin with the past because it is the past that is 
already over and therefore it is only the past, which we can observe. The past is not 'in the process 
of being formed', that is the present. The past is not 'what can potentially be formed', that is the 
future. 

If symbiotic panentheism had, in the past, been accepted as the model regarding the reason for our 
existence, then how would it have changed our past actions? 



In terms of the individual: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never have allowed the individual to be tortured by religious organizations during the 
years of the inquisition, for the individual would have been perceived as contained within the 
'whole', contained within 'causation' contained within 'God'. As such, who would have been so 
bold as to declare they had the right, they had the authority over, and they had the ability to judge 
another piece of God? 

We would never have allowed Unit 73 1 to proceed with its use of humans for medical research. 
This unit formed by the Japanese would never have been considered as a viable means for 
gathering live human data for wartime purposes. Each of the hundreds of thousands of lives 
brutally murdered for the sake of medical research would have been seen as pieces of God and the 
thought of brutalizing even one piece of God would have been unthinkable. 



In terms of our species: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never have allowed the culture of the American Indians to succumb to the power of 
western religions. The uniqueness of the American Indian Cultures would have been seen as 
examples of the ability of our species to impact the evolution of the 'whole', to impact the 
evolution of causation', to impact the evolution of 'God' Itself. As such we would have done 
everything in our power to protect the rights of the American Indians and allowed them to 
preserve their cultures should they have decided that was what they wished to do. 

We would never have accepted the concept of enslaving contained within God and using them for 
our own ends. The new metaphysical perception leads to the perception that forcing pieces of God 
to toil for our personal gain and intimidating pieces of God to bow to our personal desires is a 
ludicrous action to perpetuate. 

In terms of our home, the environment: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We never would have allowed the great white pines of the Midwest to be completely cut and 
destroyed for they would have been understood to be a place for contemplation, meditation, and 
connecting with the 'whole', 'causation', 'God' Itself. They would have been understood to be 
resources to be used by future generations, future pieces of God. They would have been seen as 
natural temples built by God for us to enjoy and for those who would follow us to enjoy. 

We never would have hunted the whales to the point of extinction. The point of taking temporary 
wealth for the benefit of a few souls living in the present at the expense of the needs and 
enjoyment of many souls in the future. Irrational actions such as this would have been easily 
identified and prevented before they became a problem. 
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Who would have had the courage to do such negative things had they had the type of elevated 
perception symbiotic panentheism would have established. Who would have had the courage to 
subjugate, intimidate, and abuse journeys of their fellow travelers, their fellow comrades, their 
neighbors once they understood the responsibilities with which symbiotic panentheism would 
have shouldered them. 

Surely people in the field of science never would have submitted other humans to the agonizing 
affects of lobotomies, necklacing, napalming, crucifixion, disembowelment, Chinese water 
treatment, gas warfare, nuclear destruction, fire bombings, electroshock interrogation, and on, and 
on, ad nausea. 

Surely people in the field of philosophy would never have submitted other humans to the 
agonizing effects of philosophical perceptions as embraced by the KKK, the Nazi, the people's 
revolt of China, the after affects of the Bolshevik Revolution, the after affects of the French 
Revolution, the invasion of the Mongol hoards, the march of Sherman, etc. 

Surely people in the field of religion would never have submitted other humans to the agonizing 
effects of the rack, burning at the stake, the 'holy' wars, the inquisition, the annihilation of unique 
cultures within the Americas, Australia, Africa, Tibet, etc. 

Under the model of the universal philosophy, symbiotic panentheism, each individual is in essence 
three in one: 

First: we are the physical. In this aspect we are the same as the rock itself, the mountain itself, the 
lake, river, sand, air, sun, moon, star. . .). This is called the body. 

Second: we are awareness. In this aspect we have the ability to be aware of our surroundings just 
as dogs, bears, fish, birds, crickets, trees, shrubs, grasses... do. For you and I, this aspect of our 
essence involves the nervous system. 

And thirdly: we are abstraction. In this aspect we have the ability to be aware of our awareness (as 
far as we know for certain, we are the only life form on earth with this ability). The awareness of 
awareness is the ability to understand what it is to love. It is the ability to understand what it is to 
hate. It is the ability to understand the repercussions generated by our acts of love and hate. It is 
the understanding that we are responsible for these acts. We may not be able to control whether or 
not we love or hate, but we can control the actions such emotions generate. This capability is the 
essence of our existence, the essence of our being, what one might call the soul. 

Under the model of the universal philosophy, symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul that is timeless, 
it is the soul that is contained within the 'whole', it is the soul that is abstract, it is the soul that is 
contained within God. As such, under the model of symbiotic panentheism, the soul can never be 
destroyed. Under the model of symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul, which travels using the 
vehicle of the body and mind. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul that is the awareness of 
our existence and journey within this reality. As such, under symbiotic panentheism, it is the soul 
that is abused when the body and mind are abused. And because of all this, under symbiotic 
panentheism it is understood that the soul, traveling within the framework of the individual, is 
only to be constrained in its journey if it is interfering with the journey of another soul, another 
piece of God. 

If we had has this perspective in our past history, there is no doubt that our past history would 
have been significantly different. 
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Examining the Impact in terms of the present 

Religion, what we believe, gives us the strength in our conviction that we exist, the universe 
exists, and there is more to existence than what the universe shows us. Religions gives us the 
strength to believe through faith that there is a 'Whole', a summation, and that we are contained 
within this whole. Therefore, it is religion that gives us the strength to go on day after day in our 
constant effort to shape the future. It is religion that gives us the strength to shrug off the negatives 
of the day and bask in the positives believing there is a reason to it all. It is religion, which day 
after day, year after year, millennium after millennium tells us we are responsible for our actions 
and will reap our own just rewards. 

It is religion that will represent the present because it is the present, which has not yet been 
formed, and that cannot be changed. It is the present that is the shortest of the three time frames of 
past, present, and future. It is the present that is the most elusive, for it is gone before it has even 
started. It is the present, which is the most important of the three for it is the present, which forms 
the past, and it is the present, which will shape the future. Since the present is so elusive, yet so 
important, we will let religion take the point lead for it is religion that has the ability to provide 
comfort through faith. And it is only through faith, rather than what we observe or reason, that we 
constantly hope for the best as we face the hardships of life day after day. 

We cannot change the past. The past is done. On the other hand, we are fully aware of the fact that 
we are responsible for the future. Perhaps that is one of the reasons, religion, faiths, what we 
believe, are so important to us as individuals and as a species. We understand we are responsible 
for the future and this responsibility is almost too heavy a responsibility for us to bear. But this too 
is another topic for future discussions. It is time to examine the present and the impact 'symbiotic 
panentheism' would have upon a period of time so short it does not exist. It is time to examine a 
period of time so significant it affects eternity. 

If symbiotic panentheism were presently accepted as the model regarding the reason for our 
existence, then how would it change our present actions? We often think the atrocities of the past 
do not and will not occur in the present. We look at society today as humane and caring. But lets 
be honest about it for a minute and look at our society in terms of what the universal philosophy of 
symbiotic panentheism would say if we considered the essence, the soul of the individual, to be 
contained within God. 



In terms of the individual: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify the process of sucking out the brains of a baby while its body is held by 
a nurse and the head is forced to remain within the vaginal canal of the mother as is done during a 
partial birth abortion? This process would be looked upon, as the termination of a journey of God 
rather than the simple process of a woman deciding the fate of her own journey. 

How could we ever justify the process of electrocuting, hanging, gassing, injecting a poison into a 
human labeled by society as a criminal? We would no longer be looking upon the capital 
punishment as terminating a man's life but rather it would be seen as subjecting the soul, 
contained within God Itself to these heinous acts. Who would ever consider being the one to 
initiate the process that would cause the body of contained within God to be burned to a crisp 
while strapped in a chair, or strangled while dangling from a rope, or convulsing from the effects 
of cyanide gas. Who would even consider initiating the process of putting the body, a soul's 
vehicle for travel, in a state of sleep so deep that the contained soul would never again be allowed 
the freedom to finalize the purpose for which it was injected into this reality. 



82 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 



In terms of our species: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify stockpiling weapons of mass destruction intended to annihilate our 
whole species should anyone dare intrude upon our space? Nuclear weapons stockpiles, biological 
weapons stockpiles, chemical weapons stockpiles would have all been looked upon as acts of 
lunacy. 

How could we ever justify the process of incarcerating millions of souls because those souls had 
freely decided to take 'drugs'? Such treatment of one piece of God let alone so many pieces of 
God would be declared ludicrous. 



In terms of our home, the environment: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify the process of cutting down the entire rain forests and eliminate the 
phenomenal benefits it has for us in the present as well as the potential benefits it has for future 
generations to come. Why would we not offer to find the economic means, through organizations 
such as the World Bank, to raise the living standards of the inhabitants within the rain forests in 
exchange for their efforts to care for, protect, and groom this wonderful resource. They have been 
given the responsibility to oversee these lands for their souls were the souls introduced into these 
regions of our universe at this point in time. Who would we find more appropriate to train and 
entrust with this natural resource of humankind than pieces of God. 

How could we ever justify letting HIV contaminated blood be used in the attempts to save lives, 
journeys of pieces of God. The atrocious act of attempting to save a few dollars at the expense of 
completely altering the journeys of souls would be beyond belief with symbiotic panentheism in 
place. 

As the past moves into the present our sphere of influence grows. 



In terms of other galactic life forms: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

How could we ever justify sending signals into the far reaches of outer space with the implied 
message that we would find an encounter with other life forms to be a challenge for power we 
would relish. 

How could we ever justify attempting to convert, impose upon, or brainwash other galactic life 
forms to accept our religious, scientific, or philosophical viewpoints? 

How could we ever justify taking a passive position of allowing ourselves to be dominated by a 
more aggressive life form we may encounter in the far reaches of space? If we perceived ourselves 
to be pieces of God journeying with a purpose, how could we ever give up the belief we embraced 
regarding the freedom to journey uninhibited? 

With the universal model of symbiotic panentheism in place, who would have the courage to 
abuse others or abuse themselves if they had the type of elevated perception of their fellow 
travelers, their fellow comrades, their neighbors' symbiotic panentheism would generate. Who 
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would have the courage to abuse God or refuse to take responsibility for generating what it is our 
faiths, our observations, our reasoning were telling us should not be taking place. The 
responsibility with which symbiotic panentheism would shoulder us would be forever on our 
minds, forever confronting us, forever reminding us that 'we must never forget' . 

In fact the concept of punishing pieces of God would be seen for what it was, acts of punishing 
God Itself. Punishment would no longer be considered as a viable action. Termination of any 
journey for any reason would become an archaic act. Incarceration would only be used as a last 
resort to protect the journey of others. Geographical restriction, electronic tethering, community 
service, remuneration, etc. would take the place of the more barbaric forms of punishment. 
Punishment for any action a person freely decided to take, which had no impact upon a soul other 
than their own would be dismissed as an archaic reaction to the inalienable right of contained 
within God to journey unhindered by others. 

With a universal philosophy such as symbiotic panentheism in place would we ever attempt to 
keep one soul, contained within God, from acting upon its desire to interfere with other journeys? 
Yes. Would we mentor pieces of God? Yes. Would we provide alternatives for what we perceived 
to be self-abusive actions about to be committed by pieces of God? Yes. Would we offer the 
necessities of life to all pieces of God? Yes. Offer them protection from abuse? Yes. Incarcerated 
them to prevent them from interfering with other journeys? Yes. And on it would go. 



Examining the Impact in terms of the future 

We first examined how 'symbiotic panentheism', a test model of a universal philosophy, would 
impact the past and present. Now it is time to examine how this universal philosophy would 
impact the future. We waited to examine the future impact of a universal philosophy until last 
because if a universal philosophy cannot cope with the past and the present in a manner we find 
acceptable, then how can we expect it to cope with our future? 

And it is reason, philosophy that gives us an assurance we will have an impact upon the future. It 
is reason, philosophy to which we look when we examine the future. It is reason we must use to 
examine the impact a universal philosophy would have upon the future for the future has not yet 
occurred and therefore we cannot yet see it. The future has not yet occurred and therefore we 
cannot believe it will be what we fear it will become. It is reason which gives us the hope we so 
dearly cling to, the hope that through our actions, the future will be better than the present and the 
past. 

For these reasons we have left the examination of the future impact of symbiotic panentheism to 
philosophy. It is reason that will examine what impact a universal philosophy would have upon 
our future as individuals, upon our future as a species, upon the future of other species in the 
universe, upon the universe, and most significantly, upon what lies outside the very boundaries of 
our universe. 

We can outright change actions of the future for they have not yet begun to occur. Termination 
centers, genocide, infanticide, war, famine, poverty can be relegated to the tragedies of the past if 
we chose to do so, if we have the correct perceptual outlook. 

If symbiotic panentheism were accepted in the future as the model regarding the reason for our 
existence, then how would it change our future actions? 



In terms of the individual: With symbiotic panentheism in place 
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We would never establish termination centers for the old and dying. We would never encourage 
those we deemed 'nonproductive' members of society to terminate themselves. On the other hand 
we would never judge or condemn pieces of God for having terminated their own journeys. 

We would never allow pieces of God to suffer in pain because we wished to burden them with our 
perceptions of 'right' and 'wrong' and as such we did not want them becoming 'addicted' to the 
drug of morphine because being addicted was 'wrong' . We would never allow these pieces of God 
to suffer needlessly. 



In terms of our species: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never accept the killing of doctors who perform partial birth abortions. With the 
universal philosophy of symbiotic panentheism in place, we would understand the concept that to 
kill is to end a journey of contained within God. Under symbiotic panentheism, the individual 
would work within society to change society for it would be understood that society was 
established by free souls as the environment within which free souls may journey freely. 

We would never judge another soul for their personal beliefs. The concept of condemning a soul, 
contained within God to eternal hell if they did not mouth the words, T believe...' would be 
blasphemous. We would never accept the type of action known as exclusivism. 



In terms of our home, the environment: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never accept the idea of poisoning the ground water, secretly dumping toxic wastes, 
marketing fresh foods enveloped with insecticides, or fouling the air with noxious gasses in the 
hopes of gaining a short-term financial gain? 

We would never accept the concept of polluting near space with so much space debris that future 
pieces of God may find it almost impossible to use it for their own benefit and the benefit of those 
to follow them? 



In terms of other galactic life forms: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

We would never attempt to conquer planets belonging to other pieces of God and shackle their 
journeys in order to facilitate our own journey as we did to members of our own species, as we did 
to souls confined within bodies similar to our own. 

We would never, as pieces of God, allow other life forms to conquer our planet or undermine our 
own journeys. 

As the present moves into the future our sphere of influence grows once again. 



In terms of the 'whole' itself: With symbiotic panentheism in place 

Would we ever again interfere with a journey of an individual as long as that individual was not 
interfering with someone else's journey? 



85 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

Would we ever willingly accept someone else intimidating us or anyone else, abusing us or 
anyone else, using us or anyone else? 

Would we ever again turn our backs on the needs of others if they were in need of our assistance? 

Symbiotic panentheism would create a perceptual shift for humanity. The question becomes, 
'Would it shift people away form their religions?' Absolutely not! Rather it would bring them 
closer to their religions. 

A universal philosophy such as symbiotic panentheism is not a belief in something; it is a 
reasoning process. A universal philosophy is not a faith in something; it is a philosophical 
perception that acts as a fundamental perception to be added to the faiths that a person embraces. 
Faith deals with what we cannot prove. Observations deal with something we can measure. 
Reason on the other hand just allows us to make sense of what it is we believe and observe. 
Perceptions are not constants. They change continually. Perceptions change on a moment-to- 
moment basis. They act as the foundation upon which the foundations of our religions and 
sciences are built. 

Would a universal philosophy act as a form of religion or a form of science? No more so than the 
reasonable concept that we exist, or the reasonable concept that the universe exists, or the 
reasonable concept that causation, Totality exists. 

With the concept of symbiotic panentheism in place, would we ever again terminate, abuse, 
subjugate, use, dominate, and intimidate... another soul, the journey of God? Probably, but we 
would never again do so without constantly thinking that we are doing so to God. We never again 
would do so without reflecting upon what it is we were doing, or what we were letting others do, 
to another soul. 

But 'never again' is a long, long time and in spite of symbiotic panentheism' s implication that you 
and I are pieces of God, it also implies we are limited by our isolation from God and our humanly 
physical form. With such limitations, does the word never mean the same to us as to the 'Whole' 
Itself? No. The word never to us has the same limitations as the frailties of our own humanness. 

'Never' under the model is a goal set so high it will 'never' be able to be reached, 'Never' is an 
altruistic level of behavior set up as an ideal we 'always' try to attain but 'never' expect to reach. 

With a model of a universal philosophy in place, we would have the understanding to the 
questions: Where are we? What are we? Why do we exist? As such, we would have a concrete 
understanding of 'why' it is we should show the utmost respect for the individual and the journeys 
they are taking. 



Conclusion: Free Will vs. Determinism 

Reason, says everything has a purpose (but why couldn't something not have a purpose? That may 
be the case but does it seem reasonable?) Reason would imply: if good is created by us and taken 
into the whole, into causation, into the whole, so too is evil. The model, symbiotic panentheism, 
would suggest we, you and I, are responsible for evil. The whole, causation, the whole is not 
responsible for evil. Just as we can create good, expand the good that occurs within the whole, 
within causation, within the whole so too can we create evil and likewise we, you and I, take this 
very concept of evil into the whole, into causation, into the whole, add it to the whole. This is a 
heavy, heavy burden. Reason would indicate a model such as 'symbiotic panentheism' lays more 
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responsibility upon us than we are willing to accept. Responsibility of this magnitude is something 
we most likely would not be willing to embrace even if it proved to be correct. 

This process of developing a universal philosophy is readily accomplished through the processes 
of 'bracketing' and 'reduction' developed by Husserl. The only thing left out by Hawking and 
Husserl was the realization that once we have developed a universal philosophy through 
bracketing and reduction then we have an obligation to examine the impact such a philosophy 
would have had, would have, and could have upon past, present, and future generations. If we 
determine the impact is not what we wish to generate, we can redefine our perceptions in such a 
manner as to end up with the product, the universal philosophy, which we find acceptable to 
ourselves as specie. 

Reason would indicate it would be much easier for us to create a less serious understanding of 
'intentionality' as Husserl called it than the model of a universal philosophy created by symbiotic 
panentheism. A less serious, less demanding type of intentionality explaining why we exist can be 
created using the same process we used to develop the universal philosophy of symbiotic 
panentheism. On the other hand we may wish to create a more demanding model. Whatever the 
case, we must not use the bracketing and reductionism of Husserl to create a universal philosophy 
and then ignore the impact such a philosophy would have upon ourselves, our specie, our 
universe, upon what lies beyond the universe itself. 

Philosophy now, at the turn of the millennium, takes on its third fundamental principle: 

Principle 1: Husserl: search for 'truths' using the concepts of bracketing and reduction 
and our ability to believe, observe, and reason. 

Principle #2: Hawking: build a model of a universal philosophy using these 'truths' and 
our ability to observe, reason, and believe. 

Principle #3: Shepard: examine the impact of a universal philosophy using our ability to 
reason, believe, and observe. 

These three principles will prepare us to expand our perceptions beyond 'universally' and 
into the heart of what it is we and our universe lie within. These three principles, if used 
universally, will make us ready, acceptable, for our next step, contact with other galactic 
life forms. 

And with this we are ready to enter a new age, a new millennium. With this we are ready to begin 
our journey into the heavens and understand the new and wonderful things to come. 
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Appendix: Appendix: 'Examine the Impact' expanded 

A more in-depth examination of the metaphysical, ontological and cosmological questions are put 
to the new metaphysical perception. 

Three principles emerge from this work: 

Principle 1 : Find the building materials from which to build a model of a universal 
philosophy. 

Principle 2: Build the model from the materials at hand. 

Principle 3: Examine the impact. 

The impact was examined in brief within this tractate; however, the brevity does not do justice to 
the importance of the principle. Therefore, in order to further explore principle three, a listing of 
questions previously asked of this new perception are listed. The questions come from one of five 
sections found within the book: Cross Reference Guide and Index. Due to the sheer volume of 
questions, the answers are not presented but what is presented are the books and chapters within 
which discussions regarding the particular questions can be found. 
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All questions are put directly to the new metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, the 
individual acting within God, an open passive system powered by a closed active system wherein 
the whole of the closed system is itself passive and the whole of the open system is itself active. 





the individual acting 

within frnH 




Cartesianism' powering 
non-Cartesianism 


Symbiotic Panentheism 







The open system the interior 
of which is a passive system 



God/singularity/tota 
lity/Knowing 



being/action/process/ 
reality/physicality 



The closed system the interior of 
which is an active system 



The open system the whole 
of which is an active system 




The closed system the whole 
of which is a passive system 



the 

individual/individuality 
/multiplicity/' knowing ' / 
abstraction 
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Put more simply: 

All questions are put directly to the new metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, the 
individual acting within God 



Symbiotic Panentheism 



the individual acting within God 



▼ 




Questions addressed and reference source where the impact of the system upon the concept in 
question can be found: 
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Volume I - 1996 
You & I Together - Have a Purpose In Reality 

Chapter 1: God 

Why has the question of God, and His relationship to Mankind, always been with us? 
What do we find when we subtract myths and superstitions from our thinking? 
Is it hope, fear or intelligence that drives our belief in God? 
What do we mean by atheism? 
What or who is God? 

Does God conform to the view we have of Him or is He independent of us? 

Is the God of Christianity, Islam, and other religions really that different? Is He everyone's God? 

Why must we be tolerant? 

Who created God? 

Who is the God of God? 

What do we, as a species, need to do to understand God's nature? 

Why do we need to search for the answer to God? 

Should we stop believing in God? 

Are some religions more true than others? 

How does our misunderstanding of God influence our behavior? 

Chapter 2: Quadratic vs. Linear Philosophies 

What is Mankind's purpose? 

What is Quadratic and Linear Philosophy? How do they differ? 
How do contradictions in our thinking interfere with our lives? 
How can we solve the problem of Mankind's existence? 
What form does God take? 

Is our present thinking too simplistic to solve Mankind's problems? 
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What do we need to do to solve Mankind's problems? 
How can we obtain a more cohesive picture of reality? 

Why should we think quadratically? 
Chapter 3: B.E.G.A. Begins 

What does science tell us about the structure of the Universe? 

How is our Universe constructed? 

What prevents our Universe from destroying itself? 

What is symmetry? 

What are the different forms of energy in the Universe? 

What is nothingness and how could it explain God's presence? 

What is omniscience? 

What do we mean by dual universes? 

What are parallel universes? 

How do we obtain an understanding of the true nature of the Universe? 

Chapter 4: Sets of Four Parallel Universes 

What does science tell us about the structure of the Universe? 

How is our Universe constructed? 

What prevents our Universe from destroying itself? 

What is symmetry? 

What are the different forms of energy in the Universe? 
What is nothingness? How does it explain God's presence? 
What is omniscience? 

Chapter 5: The Universe 

What can God know? 
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Can God increase His knowledge? 
What is the soul? 

Is predestination and free will compatible? How could God resolve the issue? 
Where is the Universe located? 

Chapter 6: The Universes 

Does our Universe have a boundary? 

What are the implications for us as a species if the Universe is bounded? 

If the Universe is bounded, and therefore has limits, what is on the other side of that boundary? 

How does logic address the issue of the boundary of the Universe? 

How are the Universe and the new knowledge related? 

What types of knowledge are there? 

What does physics tell us about the symmetry of the Universe? 
What are the implications? 
Why should we be humble? 

Are we the only intelligent species in the Universe? 
Are we replaceable as a species? 

What do we first need to do in order to accomplish our purpose in reality? 
If our Universe has limits, are we also limited? 
Who is God? 

Chapter 7: The Ripple Effect 

What might be Mankind's purpose in reality? 

Understanding and action: how do we resolve the issue of responsibility? 

How are we limited in our efforts to understand? 

What is the Ripple Effect and how can we learn its lessons? 

What consequences, both good and bad, follow from our actions? 
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By taking responsibility, what do we and others need to do? 
What are the consequences of hedonism? 

What role does religion play in our lives? What are its positive and negative consequences? 
What role should society play in our lives? 

If the Universe will destruct someday, can we still have meaning in our lives? 
Chapter 8: The Mechanism 

If the Universe can be destroyed, what purpose do we have in its existence? 

What is the nature of the Universe? 

How do we begin to address the problem of the Universe? 

What is the creation process? 

Why was the Universe created? 

How can Mankind achieve a better understanding of its role within the Universe? 
What is the 'missing link' to Mankind's understanding of itself? 
What is the Creative Force, and what is its nature? 

Does the destruction of the Universe undermine our purpose and value in existence? 
Why do we as a species continue to be violent? Is there a solution to the problem? 

Chapter 9: The Missing Link 

How are religion, philosophy, and science intertwined? 
Are we, as a species, at a dangerous point in our history? 
Why is there now an urgency for change for Mankind? 
Why is there now a greater need for tolerance? 

How can Mankind break the cycle of destruction that has been a significant part of its history? 
What is Mankind's purpose, and what can we do as a species to facilitate it? 
How are Mankind's and God's purposes interconnected? 



94 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 

Chapter 10: Omnipotent/Omnipresent/Omniscience 

If one possessed complete knowledge, what would be the consequences? 
What are the three paradoxes of possessing complete knowledge? 

What are the positive and negative aspects of faith and how do they relate to Mankind's future? 
Why must we first take responsibility for our own lives? 

How can Mankind eliminate the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience? 
What does Mankind first need to do in order to change? 
What is the nature of the Creator? Is it compatible with 
Mankind's perceptions? 

What role does Mankind play in the Creator's development and growth? 
Chapter 11: In Summary 

What are the seven basic assumptions of 'the Philosophy' ? 
What impact does 'the Philosophy' have? 

How does 'the Philosophy' address the question of Mankind's existence? 
Present and future faith: what will be the effect on our self- perception? 
What is the function of faith? 

Chapter 12: Man's Inhumanity To Man 

What have been the greatest crimes of the 20th century? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect on Mankind's history? 

What is the purpose of Mankind? 

Does life have meaning? 

How could a universal philosophy change our existence? 

What do we need to do in order to attain a universal philosophy? 
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Chapter 13: Man's Good Side 

What does it mean to be 'good'? 

What is Mankind's function in life? 

What can Judas teach us about good and evil? 

How do we begin building a better foundation for Mankind? 

What are the implications of the Ripple Effect? 

How would 'the Philosophy' change our perceptions? 

Does Mankind possess a 'good' nature? 

Chapter 14: Is It Worth It In The End? 

Do heaven and hell exist? 

Is our present conception of heaven and hell an accurate representation of reality? 
Is there life after death? 

What are the implications of accepting life after death? 

What are the consequences for us and God of living a 'good' life? 

Chapter 15: Is There Hope For You As An Individual? 

Is there hope for you as an individual? 

How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of Mankind's purpose? 

Is there hope for Mankind? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 

Why do we need to be responsible for our actions? 

What negative effects have the mass media had on Mankind? 

Does religion have limits? How can it grow and change? 
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Chapter 16: Is There Hope For Mankind? 

Is there hope for Mankind? 

Are we insignificant, or do we possess a higher purpose? 
Do we control our destiny? 

What are the pillars of a society? 

What has history shown us? How can we learn its lessons? 

Chapter 17: Religion Is It: Significant/Necessary? Which One? 

Is religion significant or necessary? 

Which myths do we perpetuate within our society? 

Are myths harmful? 

What does Mankind need to do to reform religions? 

How does Mankind's present perception limit God? 

What do we need to do in order to find our purpose in reality? 

Does Mankind have a purpose? 

Chapter 18: In Summary: The Soul 

What is Mankind's nature? 

What problems continue to plague society? 

Are hierarchy and class distinctions necessary within a society? 

What are the problems associated with hierarchy and class distinctions? Is there a better 
alternative? 

Is there a solution to Mankind's problems? 
What is Mankind's purpose? How can it be attained? 
How are Mankind and the soul intertwined? 
What is God's nature? 
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Chapter 19: Class Status: Social/Occupational/Economic 

Status - social, economic, and occupational - why has Mankind needed such labels and 
hierarchies? 

Are hierarchies and labels necessary? What are the alternatives? 

Why is status an illusion? 

Why are all men ultimately equal? 

Why does everyone make a contribution to life? 

What is Mankind's purpose in life? How can it be best achieved? 

Why must we help others find their purpose in life? 

Should we dismantle status systems? What are the dangers in doing so? 

What is meant by 'the journey of the soul'? 

What can we learn about status and its relationship to the Ripple Effect? 

Chapter 20: Atheism 

What do we mean by atheism? 

Do atheists have a function in reality? 

How do atheists contribute to our understanding and growth? 
Should society discourage atheism? 
Should atheists respect religious doctrines? 

Atheism and the Ripple Effect: What are the consequences for the soul? 
What is psychological violence? 

How can a universal philosophy help solve the problem of psychological violence? 
What does Mankind need to do now? 

Chapter 21: War/Abortion 

Is it right or moral to interfere with another person's life and decisions? 
Why are moral issues so difficult to resolve? 
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How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of moral choices? 

Is war ever just? What are the repercussions? 

Is it ever right to take the life of an unborn baby? 

What can Mankind do to help resolve the issue of abortion? 

Why should we protect the rights of all souls? 

What do we know about the soul and its relationship to the body? 
Why must we have faith? 

Chapter 22: Suicide 

Is suicide ever justified? 

Do we have a right to interfere with another person's decisions about life and death? 
Is suicide a solution to despair and sadness? What are the alternatives? 
Is there an afterlife? 

What are the implications of an afterlife for Mankind? 
How are suicide and the Ripple Effect interconnected? 
How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of suicide? 

Chapter 23: Capital Punishment/Life Incarceration 

Capital punishment or life incarceration? What are the consequences for the soul? 
What is meant by 'debt to society'? 

How has society responded to the question of crime and its punishment? Are there better 
alternatives? 

Does punishment harm criminals or society most, or both? 
What can we do to ensure the safety of other souls? 

How does 'the Philosophy' approach the question of capital punishment and life incarceration? 

Capital punishment or life incarceration: how do they relate to the Ripple Effect? 

What can society do, other than enforce capital punishment or life incarceration, to ensure its own 
safety and protection? 
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What can society do to help other souls? 

Do we have the right to end the life of another? 

What are the rights of criminals? Do they outweigh those of victims? 

Chapter 24: Letting Go/Forgiving 

What is our nature? Are we God or are we just human? Are we both? 
What are the repercussions of crime within society? Who are the real victims? 
Why does society need to reevaluate its treatment of both criminals and victims? 
How could a universal philosophy, such as 'the Philosophy', help victims of crime? 
Why must we always accept responsibility for our actions and their consequences? 
How would 'the Philosophy' force us to reassess society's rules and laws? 
What are the responsibilities of parenting? What is meant by 'letting go' ? 
How does 'letting go' relate to our behavior within society? 

Chapter 25: Missionary Work/Helping Others 

Are we all missionaries? 

How does 'the Philosophy' relate to missionary work? 
What is the relevance of missionary work? Is it necessary? 
How do we ensure the safety of the soul? 

Is the soul contained within God? Why would He allow the soul to be harmed? 
How does God increase His omniscience, omnipotence, and omnipresence? 
Does He need the soul to do so? 
What is the purpose of life? 

Is Mankind suffering from an overload of information within society? What have been the effects? 

Why is there a need for a universal philosophy? 

How does 'the Philosophy' relate to religion? 

How does 'the Philosophy' provide a foundation to build on? 
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Why is everyone unique and important? 

Chapter 26: In Summary: Intolerance Is An Outmoded Term 

How does intolerance create social dilemmas? 

Why doesn't society accept differences and unique qualities in individuals? 

Why should people from all religions, races, and genders be given equal respect and 
consideration? 

What is the function of religion? How does it relate to the soul? 
What must society do to become more tolerant? 

What is a universal philosophy? How could it be successfully applied to our present society? 
What is the purpose of the soul? Is society, in its present form, hindering the soul's growth? 

Chapter 27: God/gods 

Does God conform to the definitions we have of Him? 

Why are all religions important? 

Is one definition of God more true than another? 

What relationship does our past history have to our future? 

Why is it so important that we examine our past behavior? 

What lessons can it teach us? 

Regardless of Mankind's origin, why is our future so important? 
What is God's nature? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 

What is the function of the soul? 

Do we have a commonality with our fellow man? 

Chapter 28: Good/Bad: Misnomers 

What function have the concepts of good and evil played in Mankind's history? 
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Why is it necessary for Mankind to move beyond labels of goodor evil, moral or immoral, right or 
wrong? 

What is sin? 

Why is it necessary for us to take responsibility for our actions? 

What is the Ripple Effect? 

How will our behavior affect the future? 

Chapter 29: Heaven and Hell 

What is heaven and hell? 

How are Mankind's and God's purposes interconnected? 
What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 
Why is it necessary for Mankind to be responsible? 
What are the limits of Mankind? 

What repercussions do positive and negative actions have on the soul? 

Does God punish? 

Does heaven and hell exist? 

Chapter 30: 'God Is Going To Get You For That' 

Why does Mankind believe that vengeance is God's way? 
Why do religions perpetuate the belief that God is vengeful? 
What contradictions are there in the belief that God is vengeful? 
What is God's nature and essence? 

Why do we believe that personal tragedies and dilemmas are God's way of punishing us? 

What do religions need to do to guide Mankind? 

How can 'the Philosophy' provide a foundation for religions? 

What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 

Who are we? Who is God? 
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What does Mankind need to do now? 

Chapter 31: Christianity/Religion 

How do Christianity and 'the Philosophy' differ? 

Are all religions truly religions? 

What is 'the Philosophy'? Is it a religion? 

What does 'the Philosophy' seek to do? 

How are 'the Philosophy' and religion interconnected? 

What do religions need to do in order to maintain their beliefs and traditions? 

What is Mankind's purpose in reality? 

Why should we encourage religious diversity? 

What do religions need to do now? 

Chapter 32: Jesus Christ 

Who was Jesus Christ? 

Why did God send Jesus Christ? 

What did Jesus Christ wish to achieve? 

Are different religions compatible? 

Should we accept and encourage religious differences? 

Why should we be tolerant of other religious beliefs? 

What is the function of religion? 

What does 'the Philosophy' say about the purpose of the soul? 
Do Christianity and other religions have the same purpose? 

Chapter 33: In Summary 

What role do the past, present, and future play in our lives? 
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Why is it important to study the past? 

Why should we maintain and encourage religious traditions and beliefs? 
Why is it important that we now develop a universal philosophy? 
What are the consequences of the Ripple Effect on our souls? 
What is Mankind's purpose in reality? 

What are some of the most important questions facing Mankind? How can we best address them? 
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Volume II - 1997 
In the Image of God 

Chapter 1: To Begin 

How do 'social' and 'moral' laws interfere with making ethical and moral choices? 

In making an ethical decision, what are the three guides available to us? 

What is social morality? 

What is religious morality? 

• 

How can contradictions occur in deciding moral issues? 

Why is Humankind's present understanding of reality inadequate in dealing with moral and ethical 
decisions? 

Are there moral contradictions within religion? 
• 

How would a universal philosophy resolve moral issues? 

What is Humankind's purpose? 

What is the soul? What is its function? 

What is the relationship between the soul and God? 

Chapter 2: Only Words 

What do we mean by the terms 'life' and 'death'? How can we arrive at a clear definition of both? 

Why is the issue of abortion such a controversial issue within society? Who has suffered as a 
consequence? 

When does life begin and end? 

What does science tell us about life and death? 

• 

Why has our present theistic approach to the question of life and death been unsuccessful? 
What does theism tell us about the relationship between God and Humankind? 
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How does symbiotic panentheism differ from theism in its approach to the question of 
Humankind's existence and purpose? 

Does symbiotic panentheism undermine established religions? 

If the basic tenets of symbiotic panentheism were adopted, who would benefit? 

Chapter 3: The Choice 

What can social science tell us about human nature? How would its conclusions influence 
Humankind's self -perception? 

In accepting a limited self -perception, how would Humankind and God lose? 
• 

How does theism define God? 

What is the nature of reality? Is Humankind's present understanding of it accurate? 

What are the dangers of continuing a theistic philosophy? 

• 

If Humankind adopted symbiotic panentheism, what would be the consequences? 

What is God's nature? Why is Humankind an integral part of God's existence and growth? 

Are God and Humankind interconnected? Does Humankind share a symbiotic relationship with 
God? 

Does Humankind have a higher purpose? 
Chapter 4: Slavery Is Slavery 

Is Humankind's belief in its origins accurate? Are we native to the Earth or did we originate 
elsewhere? 

How do our present beliefs limit our freedom and growth? 

What is the nature of slavery? How does Humankind's present self-perception enslave it? 

Why was Humankind created? Does it have a higher purpose? 

• 

If we perceive ourselves to be servants of God, what are the consequences for Humankind? 

How does maintaining a belief in theism limit our growth? 
Would symbiotic panentheism resolve the problem? 

106 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 

What is the nature of reality? How do theism and symbiotic panentheism differ in their approaches 
to the question? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism resolve Humankind's greatest challenges? 

How would adopting symbiotic panentheism liberate us from the dangers of slavery? 

In not possessing a universal philosophy, what limitations are imposed on Humankind? 

If Humankind adopted symbiotic panentheism, how would God's omnipotence, omniscience, and 
omnipresence expand and grow? 

Chapter 5: Humanity Sentenced To Life 

Where did Humankind originate? Are we native to the Earth, or were we placed here for a reason? 
How can we explain our propensity for violence and conflict? 
Are we inferior as a species? 
• 

Why does Humankind allow itself to maintain a subservient position to God? 

How can Humankind break free from the stigmatizing, degrading, and shallow-minded philosophy 
of theism? 

If theism places a limit on Humankind's growth, does it also hinder God's growth? 

If Humankind maintains its present theistic beliefs, what effect will it have on the future? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism alter our relationship to God? 
How would a universal philosophy alter Humankind's self- perception? 
Who would benefit from the adoption of symbiotic panentheism? 

Chapter 6: Trapped 

How does the structure of a Klein bottle help explain the structure of the Universe? 

If the Universe possesses a boundary, what does it imply for Humankind's presence and value 
within it? 

In a bounded Universe, could Humankind still have a purpose in reality? 
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How do our present theistic beliefs ultimately limit God's omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience? 

Is Humankind insignificant to God? 

What are the dangers, both for Humankind and God, of possessing a flawed perception of reality? 
• 

In terms of the Universe, what is the difference between emptiness and nothingness? 

How does Humankind's presence within the Universe help increase God's omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience? 

How would symbiotic panentheism alter Humankind's perception of itself? 

In adopting symbiotic panentheism, how would Humankind move from its position of 
subservience to one of magnificence? 

Chapter 7: Collapse 

If the Universe is bounded, what would be the nature of its structure? 

How does the structure of a Klein bottle resemble the structure of the Universe? 

Why does Humankind's faulty self-perception ultimately limit God's omnipotence, omnipresence, 
and omniscience? 

• 

How do theism and symbiotic panentheism differ in their approaches to Humankind's value and 
purpose? 

What is God's relationship to reality? 
How do theistic beliefs limit God's growth? 
• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's future? 

What is the difference between emptiness and nothingness in terms of the Universe? 

If Humankind's future will eventually end, can it still find meaning in its temporary existence? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's symbiotic relationship with God? 

Chapter 8: The Nightmare 

What is the nature of reality? Is it a dream? Is it imagination? 
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If reality is a dream, what can it tell us about Humankind's self- perception? 

Is it possible for Humankind to find a purpose within this reality? 

• 

How does theism lead us to a flawed perception of ourselves and of our purpose in reality? 

How do flawed self -perceptions enslave and limit us? 

• 

Can Humankind attain a higher significance and purpose? 

How does Humankind's present self -perception limit God's omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience? Is there a solution to the problem? 

Who is the Creator? What relationship does the Creator share with Humankind? 
How can we best reap the benefits of symbiotic panentheism? 
How can we attain our true significance in reality? 

Chapter 9: A Toy 

What is the fundamental building block of the Universe? 

If Humankind could create matter, would it then have attained the status of God? 

In creating matter, how would science and religion respond to the consequences? Would 
Humankind be elevated as a species or would it be undermined? 

• 

Is Humankind God's toy? Does it have a higher value and purpose? 
Is Humankind a servant of God? 

How would our present theistic beliefs limit Humankind's and God's growth and development? 
How would religion, in its present form, perpetuate the problem of Humankind's status with God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of Humankind's purpose within the 
Universe? 

How does symbiotic panentheism elevate Humankind to an equal status with God? 
Why is Humankind so important to God? 

In adopting symbiotic panentheism, what benefits would there be for Humankind? 
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Chapter 10: Growing 

Does the Universe remain in a state of equilibrium or does it change and grow? 

If the Universe were in a state of equilibrium, what would be the negative consequences? 

Why is it necessary for the Universe to change and grow? 

• 

Does religion need to examine and change its present perception of reality? If it does not, what 
will be the consequences for Humankind? 

In their present form, do religions hinder Humankind's growth and future? 

Why does religion allow Humankind to see itself as inferior to God? Why is this wrong, for both 
Humankind and God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of Humankind's negative self -perception? 
Does symbiotic panentheism wish to eliminate religion? 

How is symbiotic panentheism important in addressing Humankind's uniqueness and value? 
Why should Humankind see itself as equal, and not subservient, to God? 
What does symbiotic panentheism say about God's nature and essence? 

Chapter 11: 'Typhoid Mary' 

Why has Humankind been unable to change its viewpoint regarding its relationship to the Creator? 
Why does Humankind accept a position of subservience to the Creator? 

How does Humankind's limited self -perception ultimately limit other species? How does it limit 
the Creator? 

• 

What danger does theism pose for both ourselves and other species? 

Why have the basic assumptions of theism had such destructive effects on Humankind's history? 
Does theism undermine Humankind's potential for growth? 
Would it also undermine another species? 
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How would adopting symbiotic panentheism change Humankind's self -perception, and ultimately, 
its future? 

In adopting symbiotic panentheism, how would other species in the Universe benefit? How would 
the Creator benefit? 

In accepting ourselves as part of the Creator, what would be the consequences for Humankind? 



Chapter 12: Twins 

What is the universal sound 'Om' ? What is its significance? 
What is the nature of the Universe? 
What is the nature of reality? 

How does the structure of a Klein bottle resemble the structure of the Universe? What importance 
does it have for Humankind's understanding of reality and of its place within the Universe? 



How do our present theistic beliefs respond to the fact that the Universe will eventually be 
destroyed? 

Why do our theistic beliefs continue to place Humankind in a subservient position to God? 

How can our theistic beliefs be harmful? What can we do to avoid undermining Humankind's 
importance in reality? 



What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the Universe and Humankind's importance within 
it? 

Why can we find meaning and purpose within a Universe that will ultimately be destroyed? What 
does symbiotic panentheism tell us about our value to God? 

Why are we so important to God? Why is it dangerous to see ourselves as subservient, rather than 
equal, to God? 

How could symbiotic panentheism enable us to grow and evolve within the Universe? How could 
it enable God to also grow and evolve? 



Chapter 13: Contact 

If new life forms were discovered in our Universe, what effect would this discovery have on 
Humankind? 

What are the positive and negative issues involved in dealing with another intelligent species? 
How would we have to reevaluate our present values and beliefs? 



Ill 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

How could a new species undermine our values and cause dissent among particular social, racial, 
and religious groups within our society? 



In which ways would our present theistic beliefs put us at a disadvantage in dealing with other 
intelligent, but not benevolent, species in the Universe? 

How does our present understanding of reality affect our self- esteem and value? 

Why do we continue to endorse a belief system that weakens our ability to attain our purpose in 

reality? Are there more constructive alternatives available? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism approach the issue of other intelligent life forms in the 
Universe? 

In which ways would symbiotic panentheism allow Humankind to attain its purpose in reality, and 
to maintain its self-esteem and dignity as a species? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind and its relationship to God? How do 
our beliefs affect the future of both Humankind and God? 



Chapter 14: Quadruplets 

What is the structure of the Universe? What can it tell us about our place within it, and of our 
value? 

Does a self -destructive Universe imply that Humankind's existence lacks value? 

Does Humankind have a finite or infinite future? In which ways do we have both? What does the 
question tell us about Humankind's relationship with God? 



Is it possible to find meaning in a finite Universe? How is our self-esteem undermined by limited 
perceptions? 

How is Humankind, and ultimately God, affected by our limited self-perception? 

Why do our present concepts of theism and pantheism limit our ability to reach our full potential? 



How would symbiotic panentheism free us from our limited 
self-perception? 

If symbiotic panentheism were adopted by Humankind, what would be the immediate benefits? 
What are the long-term benefits for both Humankind and God? 

How would other species in the Universe be affected by Humankind's adoption of symbiotic 
panentheism? 
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What are the immediate and long-term dangers of continuing to choose theism, rather than 
symbiotic panentheism, as the foundation for our beliefs? 

Chapter 15: A Doorway 

What are the dangers for Humankind of discovering that the Universe is structured differently than 
was previously believed? 

Is Humankind at a stage in its development whereby it could adapt its self -perception in response 
to new scientific knowledge concerning the structure of the Universe? Could Humankind retain its 
dignity as a consequence of such knowledge? 



If the structure of the Universe was different than was previously assumed, would Humankind's 
present theistic beliefs help to maintain its dignity or would it undermine it? 

What are the dangers for Humankind of continuing theistic beliefs? Is there a better belief system 
that would enable Humankind to retain its dignity unconditionally? 

What are the dangers for other species if we continue to maintain, and spread, our theistic beliefs? 



How would Humankind benefit from changing its perception from theism to symbiotic 
panentheism? How would Humankind grow as a species? 

How would symbiotic panentheism help to maintain Humankind's dignity and purpose in reality? 

What would be the universal benefits of Humankind's adoption of symbiotic panentheism? How 
would alien species also benefit? 



Chapter 16: Perfection 

What ethical and moral issues are involved in communicating with other species in the Universe? 

What are the dangers, for both Humankind and alien species, of spreading our present beliefs and 
values into the Universe? 

How could Humankind become enslaved by another species as a consequence of our present 
perceptions? 



In which ways does theism force Humankind into lowering its self -perception and value? What are 
the alternatives? 

How would our present theistic beliefs put us at a disadvantage in our dealings with other species 
in the Universe? 

How is God affected by our negative belief systems? What are the consequences for the soul? 
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How would symbiotic panentheism approach the question of contact with other species in the 
Universe? 

In which ways does symbiotic panentheism allow Humankind to retain its dignity within a self- 
destructive Universe? 

What is Humankind's purpose? How does it relate to God's growth and exploration of reality? 
Chapter 17: More . . . 

What is Humankind's status within the Universe? 

If the Universe will finally self-destruct, do we still have purpose and meaning within it? 

If the Universe will finally end, does this mean that our lives, and our worship of God, has had no 
value? Has God betrayed Humankind? 

• 

What will be the negative consequences for society in maintaining our belief in theism? 

In which ways does theism trap Humankind into continuing to perpetuate hierarchy and status 
within society? 

What will be the cost, to Humankind, God, and the soul, of continuing to adhere to theistic 
beliefs? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about finding meaning within a self-destructive 
Universe? Is it possible to have a meaningful existence? What is our purpose? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's relationship with God? How are 
they both interconnected in reality? 

Do God and Humankind share an equal status with each other? 
What is the purpose of Humankind and the soul? 

How can Humankind find purpose and significance in a self-destructive Universe? 

Chapter 18: The Fall 

What is 'The Great Debate?' 

What is our purpose in reality? 

Could we be surpassed, and enslaved, one day? 
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How does our self -perception affect our future? 
Why is all life of equal importance? 

Should we allow ourselves to be dominated by another species? 
• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of justice and equality? 
Why is all life in the Universe worthy of respect? 
Why should we be treated with respect and dignity? 

Chapter 19: Solitary 

What are the implications for Humankind of existing within a bounded Universe? 

What are the consequences for Humankind of continuing its linear perception of reality? 

How could an alien species enslave Humankind? Why would our present beliefs allow this to 
happen? 

• 

Why does theism allow Humankind to perceive itself as inferior to God, and inferior to other 
species? 

How would quadratic thinking allow Humankind to break free of its present and limited self- 
perception? 

What is Humankind's future if it continues to adhere to its present perception of reality? 
• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about existing within a bounded Universe? 
What is the nature and purpose of the soul? 

How can Humankind attain its full potential and purpose in reality? 
Why is Humankind important and vital to God's existence? 

Chapter 20: The Light 

Why is it so important that we develop a universal philosophy for Humankind? 

How will our self-perception affect Humankind's future? How will it affect the soul? How will it 
affect God? 
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What are the three philosophical perceptions of reality that have been so influential in 
Humankind's history? Why are their similarities and differences so important and consequential? 

• 

How does theism define Humankind's place in reality? How does pantheism? 

In which way does theistic beliefs lead to a self-perception of inferiority and subjugation to God? 

What is pantheism, and how does it differ from theism and symbiotic panentheism? 

• 

What are the subtle, but extremely important, differences between theism and symbiotic 
panentheism? 

In which way is our reality only temporary? How is it separate from eternity? 

How does our negative behavior damage us? How does it affect the soul; how does it affect God? 

What is Humankind's purpose in reality? How would a universal philosophy help achieve it? 

Chapter 21: The Point 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to achieve a universal perception of morality? Why has it been 
so difficult to do so? 

In which ways could mathematics and geometry lead to the formulation of a universal philosophy, 
and a universal morality? 

How are logic and morality interconnected? 
• 

Why are our current perceptions of 'right' and 'wrong' inadequate? 

How do our present theistic beliefs limit our perception of the value and importance of 
Humankind, and the soul, to God? 

• 

How would symbiotic panentheism provide a foundation for making moral decisions? 

What is Humankind's purpose in reality? How would a universal philosophy help attain this 
purpose? 

What are the limits of symbiotic panentheism? Is it a comprehensive philosophy or a foundation 
for more growth? 
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Chapter 22: A Sigh 

Is Humankind's journey at an end or is it just beginning? 

Why is it necessary for us to change our behavior and take responsibility for our lives and our 
destiny? 

Why is the future important? What can we do, in the present, to ensure that the future will be good 
and fruitful? 

Why does theism hinder our purpose and journey in reality? 

In which ways do status and hierarchy hinder our ability to grow and achieve our purpose in 
reality? 

How is the soul, and ultimately God, affected by our theistic beliefs? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about our actions, and the effect they have on the future? 
Why is it vital that we participate fully in the journey of life? 
Why is it important that we reject passivity and submission? 
Why should we all be visionaries? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the significance of every life and soul? 

Chapter 23: Reflections - 3000 A.D. 

Why must Humankind take responsibility for its actions? 

What is meant by 'free will'? Do we have a choice in our actions and behavior? 

How can we use our free will to choose constructive, rather than destructive, actions and 
behavior? 

How does our self -perception influence our actions, both towards ourselves and towards others? 
• 

How do our present theistic beliefs, with their emphasis on Humankind's inferiority to God, limit 
both Humankind and God? 

Why is violence and abuse a direct result of our belief in hierarchy and status? 

How is the soul diminished by theistic beliefs and perceptions? 

What is social morality? How is it influenced by our present self-perception? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about Humankind's status with God? 
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Why is the soul so important to Humankind and to God? 

How would status, hierarchy, and abuse be eliminated by the adoption of symbiotic panentheism? 
Chapter 24: Companions 

Why is changing our perceptions and behavior difficult? Why is it feared? 

What is meant by 'logic and faith' ? Are logic and faith compatible with religion? How would 
symbiotic panentheism address the issue? 

• 

Why do present theistic beliefs reject the concept of a companion in reality? Why would symbiotic 
panentheism be a good companion? 

In which ways are religion and symbiotic panentheism different? In which ways are they similar? 
• 

How would symbiotic panentheism elevate the importance of the Creator? 
Why should we strive to maintain our religious beliefs? 
In which way is religion our first mentor? 

Why is a universal philosophy for Humankind important? How would symbiotic panentheism 
facilitate it? 

In which ways does symbiotic panentheism add to, rather than diminish, present religions? 
Chapter 25: Understanding 

Why do violence and conflict continue to inflict society? 

Why do our present beliefs set the foundation for conflict and abuse within society? 

In which ways do our beliefs give rise to an acceptance of hierarchy and status? What is the 
alternative? 

• 

Why is theism resistant to embracing symbiotic panentheism? 

Why is it difficult to change our perceptions and the actions that follow them? 

What will be the consequences of resisting symbiotic panentheism and continuing our theistic 
beliefs? 



118 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of status, hierarchy, and power within 
society? 

How could embracing symbiotic panentheism create a universal philosophy - one of equality and 
tolerance for all Humankind, and all species? 

What will be the consequences, for Humankind and for God, of resisting symbiotic panentheism? 
Why is Humankind and God of equal importance and status? 
Why are they both important to each other? 

Chapter 26: Panentheism, the Soul, Reality 

Understanding pantheism, theism, and panentheism: What do they tell us about God and Reality? 
What do they tell us about ourselves? 

How does panentheism differ from both theism and pantheism? 

Why is the difference important for our understanding of Humankind' s value and purpose? 
Why is it vital that we now develop a universal philosophy? 

How would the adoption of symbiotic panentheism achieve this universal philosophy? 

What have been the arguments both for and against the existence of God? Which is true? 

Why was our Universe created? How does it relate to God's omniscience and growth? 

What are the dangers for Humankind of continuing to adhere to theistic perceptions and beliefs? 

What is the Ripple Effect? Why is it so important to Humankind's purpose in reality? 

Why is it necessary that we take responsibility for our actions and behavior? 

How are Humankind, the soul, and God interdependent? 

Chapter 27: The Soul 

What is Humankind's purpose in reality? 

Do we need to change our perception of our value? 

Why is every life, and every soul, significant? 

How are Humankind and God interdependent? Why are they important to each other? 

What can physics tell us about the nature of the Universe, and Humankind's existence within it? 
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Why are our present theistic beliefs so limited by comparison to what they could be? 
How does our limited self -perception influence our actions? 
What are the consequences for society? 
• 

How would symbiotic panentheism set the foundation for resolving our social problems and 
dilemmas? 

Why is Humankind of phenomenal value and significance to God? 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about our present actions and behavior? What is the 
significance of the Ripple Effect? 

How does our positive and negative actions affect God? How would symbiotic panentheism 
address the question? 

Chapter 28: . . . Ism's 

What kind of abuses are perpetrated within society? How can we successfully eliminate them? 

Why is power and control such pervasive factors in the behavior of many social institutions and 
groups? 

Who is truly exploited within society? Who are the real victims? 
• 

In which ways does our present perception of reality hinder our ability to resolve society's most 
pressing dilemmas? 

Why is there so much intolerance and injustice within society? 

Are there any groups within society who cannot contribute to life's journey? 

Is everyone unique and valuable? 

• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the importance of every life and soul? Why are we 
all unique and valuable? 

How would a universal philosophy address the issue of social injustice? 

Why do we need to resist, both for our own sake and for God, intolerance and bigotry? In which 
way is the individual, and their soul, so important to God? 

What is the soul's purpose in reality? How does it relate to Humankind's actions? How does it 
relate to God? 
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Chapter 29: The Circle 

Why is everyone's journey through life important and valuable? 
Why are we all unique? 

What is the relationship between the Ripple Effect and the soul's journey? 

What is meant by the 'significance of reality'? 

How can our limited perceptions lead to self-violence? 

• 

Why are we often tempted to accept a limited and restrictive view of life's importance? 
How can our principles be compromised by a limited perception of reality? 
How does theism limit our ability to see the importance of each life and soul? 
• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about the importance of attaining a universal 
philosophy? 

Why is it vital that we accept responsibility for our life'sjourney? 

What does symbiotic panentheism say about the importance of every soul? 

How are the soul and God interrelated? 

What does symbiotic panentheism say about the soul and the consequences of the Ripple Effect? 
Chapter 30: Your Essence 

Why is it important that we continue to seek truth and knowledge? 

Why is some research so controversial? Why is it often rejected, rather than embraced and 
understood? 

Is there such a thing as 'exploitative' research? 

Why is it always necessary to question our status within society? How are we all equal, 
irrespective of race, class or gender? 

• 

How does theism limit our ability to achieve our full potential? 

Why is Humankind often intolerant with respect to differences among different racial, economic, 
and social groups? 
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In which ways does Humankind limit its own potential and purpose in reality? 
How does it limit the soul? How does it, ultimately, limit God? 

• 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to move beyond intolerance and instead embrace the 
importance of every individual and soul? In which ways are we all important? 

What does symbiotic panentheism offer us in terms of a universal philosophy? 

Why does symbiotic panentheism stress the importance of each soul's journey? What does it tell 
us about reaching our full potential? 

Chapter 31: The Glue 

Why are women relegated to a position of subservience and inferiority within society? 

What are the consequences, both for Humankind and the soul, of accepting subservience within 
society? How is God affected? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to have a universal philosophy? How would it help resolve 
social dilemmas? 

• 

Why do our social institutions allow problems within society to continue? Is their role to alleviate 
problems temporarily, or instead to solve them completely? 

Are social institutions a reflection of society? 
• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about subservience within society? Does it endorse or 
reject it? 

Why is it important that we understand who we are and what our purpose is in reality? 
Why are we all responsible for improving society? 
How can we aid the soul's journey? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to change its perception regarding status and hierarchy? If it 
does not, how will the soul, and God, be affected? 

How would symbiotic panentheism help to revolutionize society and its institutions? 
Chapter 32: Points 

What are the ultimate consequences of our negative actions? 
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Why does our flawed and limited perception of reality hinder our ability to attain our purpose in 
reality? 

What does the Ripple Effect tell us about our actions? 
• 

In which ways does theism allow us to continue our negative behavior? 
Why does theism see Humankind as subservient to God? 

How will maintaining our theistic beliefs allow crime, poverty, and abuse to continue? Is there a 
better alternative? 

How do our theistic beliefs limit God? 
• 

What does symbiotic panentheism tell us about a universal philosophy? What benefits would that 
philosophy have for Humankind? 

What does symbiotic panentheism say about Humankind's relationship to God? 

In which way would symbiotic panentheism allow all of Humankind to share a common goal and 
purpose in reality? 

Chapter 33: It's Time 

Why has the issue of partial-birth abortion been controversial? 
What mistakes have been made regarding this issue? 
Why is it difficult to find the truth within society? 

If partial-birth abortion continues, what will be the consequences for the soul, and ultimately, 
God? 

• 

Why do our theistic beliefs hinder our ability to attain a new perception of reality? 
How and why do social institutions resist changing their destructive behavior? 
In which ways do our present theistic beliefs limit the soul and God? 
• 

How would symbiotic panentheism address the issue of partial-birth abortion? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to redefine its purpose in reality? What will be the benefits if it 
does? What will be the consequences if it does not? 
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Why is Humankind, and the soul, important to God? 
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Volume III - 1998 
Stepping Up To The Creator 

Religion: Hinduism - 1500 BC # 100-109 

In which way has Hinduism provided the foundation for other religious faiths? 

Why is the Hindu concept of monotheism so important for Humankind? 

What does Hinduism tell us about the nature of the soul and its relationship to the Causative 
Force? 

How are Humankind and science in agreement with regards to the nature and structure of the 
Universe? 

How does Humankind's negative behavior affect the Causative Force? In which way does 
Hinduism address the problem? 

What does Hinduism tell us about our existence both within and outside of the Universe? In which 
way do we all possess significance in eternity? 

Why is it necessary that we treat all life forms in the Universe with equal respect? 
What does Hinduism tell us about the soul, and our awareness, after our death? 
What will happen to our soul if the Universe is destroyed? 
Why is Hinduism so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Judaism - 1000 BC # 110-119 

In which way did Judaism bring the concept of monotheism to the West? 
What have been the effects of Judaic teaching on the modern world? 
What does Judaism tell us about the Causative Force? 
What are the differences between Judaism and panentheism? 
What have they both in common? 

What does Judaism tell us about the immortality of the soul? 

Why is humanitarian behavior a natural outcome of Judaic and panentheistic beliefs? 
What does Judaism tell us about the nature of the Universe and our perception of reality? 
Why is Humankind, and the soul, so important to the Causative Force? 
What has been the global significance of Judaism? 
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Why is Judaism so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Religion: Buddhism - 500 BC # 120-129 

Why is the elimination of suffering such an important aspect of Buddhist philosophy and 
teaching? 

Why does Humankind's acceptance of status and hierarchy systems lead to abuse and suffering? 

How does our behavior, both positive and negative, affect the Causative Force? 

Why is it so important that we as a species eliminate suffering within society? 

How can our actions, both good and bad, have such a significant effect on the future? What do we 
mean by 'the Ripple Effect'? 

What is the significance of all life? How is the soul and eternity interconnected? 
How will our experiences affect the Causative Force? 

Why should Humankind respect all other life forms in the Universe? Why should they, in turn, 
respect us? 

What are the consequences and responsibilities of possessing free will? 
Why is Buddhism so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Christianity - 0 BC # 130-139 

In which ways did Christianity expand the concept of love to include all of Humankind? 

Why is the concept of universal love so important to us as individuals? Why is it so important for 
society? 

How do our positive and negative actions affect the Causative Force? How will they affect our 
own future in eternity? 

What will happen to our soul after our death? How will it affect the Causative Force? 

Why is our understanding of our relationship to the Causative Force so important? How will it 
influence the way we treat each other? 

In which way are we all contained within the Causative Force? 

How will our acceptance of universal love affect our perception of, and actions towards, other life 
forms in the Universe? 

How is our soul, and its significance, tied to eternity? 

Why should the elimination of suffering be Humankind's greatest priority? 



126 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 

Why is Christianity so important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Religion: Islam - 500 AD # 140-149 

Why is the elimination of suffering such an important aspect of Islamic teaching? 

What role does justice play in Islamic teaching? 

Why is it so important that Humankind attain social justice? 

What will be the consequences of Humankind's negative and positive behavior on the Causative 
Force? 

Why are we all finally responsible for our behavior and actions? 

Why is the Ripple Effect so important in how we perceive our actions towards each other? 
What is the nature and destiny of the soul in eternity? 

How will our perception of each other affect our treatment of other life forms in the Universe? 
Why is life, all life, important and valuable? 

Why is Islamic teaching important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Ontological Argument - 1000 BC # 150-159 

Why do we believe that a Causative Force exists? 

What is an ontological argument? What are its repercussions for Humankind? 
Why does Humankind seem to constantly seek a Causative Force? 
What is the nature of the Universe? 

What are the consequences of an omnipresent Causative Force? 

Why would the Causative Force have created the Universe? 

Why is it vital that we establish a clear definition of life? 

Why does Humankind possess significance within the Universe? 

What is the relationship between Humankind and the Causative Force? 

Why is ontological argument important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
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Religion: Modern Science - 1500 AD # 160-169 

Why has science played such a significant role in our understanding of the Universe and our place 
within it? 

What is the nature of the Universe? What exists outside of its boundary? 
What is the significance of Humankind within the Universe? 

Why should other life forms in the Universe be treated with equality and respect? 

What is the nature and function of the soul? 

How is Humankind, and other life forms within the Universe, interconnected and interdependent? 

Why is it so important that we eliminate suffering? 

What is the Ripple Effect? How does it affect our future? 

In which way are we all contained within the Causative Force? 

Why is modern science important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Atheism # 170-179 

What does atheism imply about the nature of the Universe? 

What are the ultimate consequences of atheistic beliefs? 

Does the Universe have a beginning and end? Does it possess a boundary? 

Is life significant? What is its significance under atheism? 

In which ways does atheism limit Humankind? How does it also limit the Causative Force? 
What does atheism imply about Humankind's significance in eternity? 
What relationship is there between atheism and the Causative Force? 
How is the Causative Force and Humankind interdependent? 
Who created the Causative Force? 

Why is atheism important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Religion: Classical/Traditional Theism # 180-189 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, are we then contained within the Causative Force? 
Why is 'transcendence' a contradiction of the idea of an omnipresent Causative Force? 
What exists outside the boundary of the Universe? 
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How does classical theism help us to understand the Causative Force's relationship to the 
Universe and to Humankind? 

Why is Humankind, as well as other life within the Universe, so important to the Causative Force? 
What relationship does life have to eternity? 

What roles do religion, philosophy, and science play in our understanding of ourselves and our 
destiny? 

Why are our actions, both positive and negative, important? 

Why is it necessary for Humankind to eliminate hierarchy and status within society? 
Why is classical/traditional theism important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Religion: Panentheism - 2000 AD # 190-199 

Under panentheism, what is Humankind's relationship to the Causative Force? 

Why will it be necessary to modify some of our present religious perceptions? 

How does panentheism show that we have meaning and purpose, even within a Universe that will 
eventually be destroyed? 

How are panentheism and omnipresence interconnected? 

Why is Humankind important and valuable to the Causative Force? 

How does Humankind affect the Causative Force? 

Under panentheism, why is all life within the Universe vital and important? 
What is Humankind's purpose in reality? 

How could panentheism provide solutions to present and future social dilemmas? 
Science: Entropy # 200-209 

How does entropy relate to the destruction of the Universe? 
What happens to our soul after death? 
Is the Universe alive? 

What exists beyond the boundary of our Universe? 
How does entropy reinforce the concept of panentheism? 
Where is the Universe located? 
Why is all life within the Universe vital and sacred? 
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How can entropy help explain the nature of the Universe? How can it help explain the nature of 
life? 

If our Universe will finally end, as entropy implies, can Humankind still find meaning and purpose 
in reality? 

Why is entropy important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 



Science: The Big Bang # 210-219 

What does The Big Bang tell us about the origin and future of our Universe? 

In a fundamental sense, what are the three choices we possess in conducting our behavior? 

Why is growth and change such an important aspect of our journey through life? 

Is awareness eternal or does it end after we die? 

If awareness is eternal, where does it go after our death? 

How are awareness and the soul interconnected? 

What will be the effects of our behavior, both as individuals and as a species, on eternity? 
Why is all life of equal value? 

Why is Humankind and the Causative Force interdependent? 

Why is The Big Bang important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Science: Symmetry # 220-229 

How does the concept of symmetry help us to understand the structure of the Universe? 
How is it possible that our Universe could be created from nothingness? 
How does panentheism relate to the concept of symmetry? 
What exists outside the boundary of the Universe? 

Is it possible for Humankind to find meaning, even within a Universe that will finally dissolve into 
nothingness? 

How is awareness interconnected with eternity? 

What happens after our death? 

Why is every life unique and important? 

How would Humankind benefit from a universal philosophy? 

Why is symmetry important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
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Science: Topology # 230-239 

How can Humankind adapt its approach to topology and mathematics to questions regarding 
religious and philosophical concepts? 

Why should religion, science, and philosophy unite in order to answer Humankind's quest for 
knowledge and purpose? 

How does our present understanding of reality interfere with our purpose in reality? Why do we 
need a perceptual shift in our understanding? 

How does topology help us to understand the structure of the Universe? 

Why is it so important to find universal truths? How will they affect our understanding and 
behavior? 

How can philosophy help Humankind in its quest for universal truths? 

Is it possible for Humankind to find purpose and value within a bounded and limiting Universe? 
How would our understanding of reality also relate to other life forms within the Universe? 
How is an 'outside' to our Universe possible? 

Why is topology important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Science: Set Theory # 240-249 

What are the four 'theisms' and what can they tell us about our existence within the Universe? 
Why is free will important? 

How can set theory help us to understand our relationship to the Universe and to the Causative 
Force? 

How could symbiotic panentheism provide us with a model of reality? 
What is the significance of life? 

Under symbiotic panentheism, how does the importance and significance of the individual become 
absolute? 

How can set theory help us to understand our place and purpose in reality? 
Do modern theisms fully accept the concept of omnipresence? 

How does symbiotic panentheism reinforce science, religion, philosophy, and prophecy? 
Why is set theory important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
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Science: Space - The Null Set # 250-259 

How are matter, energy, and time interconnected? 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, isn't it reasonable to conclude that Humankind is located 
within the Causative Force? 

What can symbiotic panentheism tell us about our relationship to the Causative Force? 

How could the Causative Force use Humankind as a means to change and grow? 

Why is it vital that we become responsible for our behavior and actions? 

Why is attaining a universal philosophy important for Humankind? 

Why should we respect other life forms within the Universe? 

What is the relationship of the soul to eternity? 

Does awareness continue after death? 

Why is space - the null set important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Science: Ecological Niche # 260-269 

What is an ecological niche? 

How does Humankind fill an ecological niche within the Universe? 

Why is Humankind's constant search for knowledge and meaning important? 

What is Humankind's relationship to the Causative Force? 

What is, or could be, the significance of life? 

How could Humankind tie its significance to eternity rather than to mortality? 
Why are ecological niches temporary in nature? 
Are we important to the Causative Force? 

In which sense is Humankind interconnected with the Universe and with the Causative Force? 
Why is ecological niche important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Science: Homo- ... # 270-279 

What is the fundamental difference between the human species and the rest of the Earth's 
creatures? 

How is Humankind capable of filling an ecological niche, one which is unaffected by time? 
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If we are the only inhabitants of the Earth who possess free will, what are our choices and 
responsibilities? 

How could symbiotic panentheism lead us towards an understanding of our purpose in reality? 

How could symbiotic panentheism help us to achieve a universal philosophy? 

What is the purpose of awareness? 

What is the significance of Humankind in eternity? 

How does symbiotic panentheism differ from atheism, pantheism, and classical/traditional theism? 

What will be the consequences, both for Humankind and the Causative Force, if we do not achieve 
a universal philosophy? 

Why is homo- important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Science: Palaeomagnetism # 280-289 

What can palaeomagnetism tell us about the geological history of the Earth? 

Using palaeomagnetism, how can we predict what will happen to the Earth in the future? 

Will the Earth be destroyed one day? 

Why is it so vital that Humankind prepare for the future? 

Why do we now need a perceptual shift in our understanding? 

How could a universal philosophy help us to reach our full potential? 

What is Humankind's purpose? Do we still have meaning and value, even within a Universe that 
will eventually be destroyed? 

How are Humankind and the Causative Force interconnected? 
How could Humankind have a purpose in eternity? 

Why is palaeomagnetism important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 
Science: Symbiosis # 290-299 

How do we share a symbiotic relationship with the Causative Force? 
Why does our Universe exist? What is its purpose? 

How are the Universe and Humankind located within the Causative Force? 
How does our behavior, both positive and negative, impact the Causative Force? 
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Is life eternal? 

How can the past help us to understand and shape our future? 

Where does our significance, both as individuals and as aspecies, lie? 

Why is it vital that we accept responsibility for our actions? 

How do science, religion, and philosophy help us to understand who we are? 

Why is symbiosis important to the concept of symbiotic panentheism? 

Philosophy: Unified View # 300-309 

What is the first aim of philosophy? 

How can philosophy make people more critical thinkers? 

How can philosophy help us to understand the function of the Universe? 

What have been the limits of philosophy? 

Why is it important that we achieve a 'unified view' or universal philosophy for our species? 

What would be the benefits of a universal philosophy? 

How can philosophy help us to understand the significance of life? 

Why is it important that we find a comprehensive definition of life? 

What is the function of the soul? 

What happens to us after death? 

Philosophy: Philosophy, Religion, and Science # 310-319 

How have philosophy, religion, and science attempted to understand reality? 
How do philosophy, religion, and science reinforce each other? 
How can philosophy help us to define the truth of reality? 

Why do we as individuals, and as a species, need to be responsible for our actions? 
If the Universe is in a constant state of change, isn't the Causative Force also changing? 
How is panentheism interconnected with philosophy, religion, and science? 
Why does life exist? 

What is the difference between reality and Reality? 
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How could the merging of philosophy, religion, and science help us to achieve an understanding 
of our purpose in reality? 

What would be the benefits of a universal philosophy? 



Philosophy: Confucianism # 320-329 

What is Confucianism? 

Why does Confucianism emphasize sincerity in personal and public conduct? 
What have been the positive influences of Confucianism? 
How could Confucianism be made stronger? 
What are rules of behavior? 

How does Confucianism reinforce the concept of an omnipresent Causative Force? 
Why does society remain in a state of confusion and conflict? 
What have been the failings of philosophy? 

If rules and laws are necessary for an orderly society, how can we find out what these rules and 
laws should be? 

Why is free will an essential aspect of our lives? 

Philosophy: Taoism # 330-339 

What is Taoism? 

How does Taoism differ from Western philosophy? 

Why does Taoism place an emphasis on the 'whole' rather than on individual aspects of our 
existence? 

How are panentheism and Taoism alike? 

In which ways does Taoism teach us tolerance? 

Why does Taoism emphasise the rights of the individual over the demands of conformity imposed 
by society? 

What is free will? 

Why is it essential that we have a choice over our own behavior and destiny? 

Why does our species need a sense of purpose? 

How do symbiotic panentheism and Taoism support each other? 
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Philosophy: Ancient Philosophy # 340-349 

In which way did Ancient Philosophy initiate a debate over the nature of reality? 

What is the function of philosophy? 

Why is a universal philosophy important for our species? 

How are faith and reason interconnected? 

How can something physical be generated from something non-physical? 
How are many of our present beliefs in agreement with Ancient Philosophy? 
What is the nature of the Universe? 

In which way are we contained within the Causative Force? 

Why is it important that we define who we are and our reason for existence? 

Why is it vital that we accept responsibility for our actions? 

Philosophy: Early Christian Philosophy # 350-359 

How did Early Christian philosophy undermine and surpass Ancient philosophy? 
Why did Early Christian philosophy reject science and reason? 

Why was the concept of panentheism considered such a threat to Early Christian philosophy? 
Why is life significant to the Causative Force? 

What did Early Christian philosophy imply about the nature of the Universe? 
What is Humankind's significance in eternity? 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, are we not then located within the Causative Force? 

How have Western/Middle Eastern religions expanded our understanding of the Causative Force? 

Why is a universal philosophy important? How would it affect the behavior of our species? 

How does symbiotic panentheism reinforce the concepts embraced by Early Christian philosophy? 



136 



Husserl, Hawking, & I 

Philosophy: Renaissance Philosophy # 360-369 

How does ontology and Renaissance philosophy differ? 

Why has ontology not provided the answers to our fundamental questions? 

In which way does faith provide a foundation for knowledge? 

What do we first need to do in order to achieve a universal philosophy? 

What would a universal philosophy have to provide? 

Why is existence significant? 

If the Causative Force is omnipresent, are we not then located within the Causative Force? 
In which ways has Renaissance philosophy failed to provide answers to Humankind's questions? 
Why is it reasonable for religion and science to unite? 
What would be the advantages of a universal philosophy? 

Philosophy: Appeal to Reason and Experience # 370-379 

What are epistemology and metaphysics? 

How can philosophy, religion, and science help us to understand reality? 

What is the nature of the Causative Force? 

What is the function of awareness? What is the function of life? 

Why is change important? 

Why is all life significant? 

What happens to us after death? 

What is the significance of every individual on eternity? 
What does philosophy need to do to achieve a unified view? 
Why is a Causative Force significant to our understanding? 

Philosophy: Appeal to Humanism/Adjustment # 380-389 

Why did philosophers turn their attention to the importance of the individual? 
What is humanism? 
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How was religion ahead of both science and philosophy in exploring the importance of the 
individual? 

Why must we never hide from our past? 

What is the significance of life? 

What is philosophy built upon? 

Why is the concept of equality important? 

What is life? 

What must we do as a species? 
What are the rights of the individual? 
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Ockham's Razor helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how Truth could exist 'within' 
God without causing God to be stagnant. 
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Part I: Expanding Understanding - Complexity 



Introduction: A new slant on the old 

Pre-Zeno: 'A' point from which to begin: The Hidden Historical Evolution of Human 
Philosophical Thought 

This work has been an examination of some of the most prominent philosophical paradoxes 
accumulated by humanity over the last twenty-five hundred years. It has come from the point of 
view of a new perception. Surprisingly or perhaps it could be stated, not surprisingly, it has 
generated totally new resolutions to these paradoxes, which have been confronting our field of 
academics over the last two and a half millenniums. 1 

And just how has this work created new perceptions and exciting innovative solutions to 
paradoxes, which have been befuddling philosophers for such a long period of time? This work 
has presented a new perception, which in turn has suggested exciting innovative solutions to 
paradoxes. The work was created/synthesized through the implementation of simplicity itself. 

One will note as one goes through this summation that it does not necessarily duplicate the exact 
schematics existing as the second page of the preceding tractates. This is as it should be for the 
overview presents us with a slightly different perspective than what we sense when we find 
ourselves immersed directly within the concepts themselves. For this reason one will, as one of 
many examples, observe Kant and Hegel combined in the sense that the two helped us to 
understand the concept of limited human perceptual abilities. 

Fifteen tractates, more than three thousand pages 2 of written material, and a thousand slides of 
visuals 3 leads us to having progressed, metaphysically speaking, from one perception of reality to 
an 'expanded' view of reality. With the advent of the previous tractates we now understand where 
we are. We now understand what we mean when we speak of an expanded location of the whole 
of reality. 

The concept of location changes: Panentheism 



Here 




To 




Here 








This work, however, does more than expand the perception regarding the size of reality. This work 
expands the perception regarding the 'action' of the parts to the whole as well as the whole to the 
parts. 
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As such, not only does the understanding regarding where we are 'located' become modified but 
the dynamics of our function within reality becomes modified. 

How do the dynamics of the system change? 

The concept regarding the intra-system dynamics changes: Symbiosis: 



Here 




To 




Here 








The dynamics now expand from action of the individual affecting the universe to action of the 
individual affecting what it is that lies 'beyond' the physical, 'beyond' the universe (Meta- 
physics). Metaphysics now takes its rightful place as a field of understanding, which permeates all 
fields of study from religion, morality, ethics, biology, psychology, social engineering, physics, 
and astronomy to and through mathematics, the language of science, itself. 

Combining the understanding of action as it relates to the whole of location one obtains: symbiotic 
panentheism or metaphysically speaking: the individual acting within God. 

This work exposes two basic errors emerging from past perceptions: 

Error one: Simple ideas come easily 

Error two: Totality's existence is stagnant. 

This tractate summarizes the basic steps we as a specie have taken regarding understanding our 
metaphysical journey. Such an understanding emerges with Zeno and proceeds through the 
present. But this tractate does more than summarize. This tractate points us as a specie forward in 
the direction of our next advances regarding the size of reality and regarding our function within 
reality. Both advances impact our understanding regarding the significance of the individual and 
impact our understanding regarding the significance of the whole of knowing. 

This tractate and the above diagrams will undoubtedly lead to their own perceptual errors. Such 
errors will unavoidable emerge as a product of existing limits of knowledge. The progress we are 
making regarding the whole of reality and our function within reality may appear to be slow and 
tedious, Be that as it may, we do appear to be making progress and as any theoretical 
mathematician of Chaos Theory will tell you: Once the butterfly has flapped its wings the 
repercussions of minute action can generate vast ripples 4 throughout the whole of reality. 

The ripples moving through society can in turn significantly impacts individuals found within the 
whole of reality, which in turn can generate huge repercussions 5 upon the whole itself. 



142 



Ockham 's Razor 



Part I: Expanding Understanding - Complexity 

Pre-Zeno: The Error of Perception Resolving the problem of the gods 




The error: The paradox of the gods - the exclusion of the abstract 
Understanding the rationale of physicalness emerges. 
The universe exists and it is thought to be the concrete/physical. 
As such, for the most part abstract functionality does not exist. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of the gods 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 



The physical exists 



The divine exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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500 BC The Error of Zeno: Resolving the problem of Physical Distance 




The error: The paradox of distance - the exclusion of the physical 
Understanding the rationale of abstraction emerges. 

The universe exists and it is thought to be the 'only' 'container' of the concrete/physical and of 
abstraction. 

As such, abstract functionality becomes confused with concrete/physical functionality. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Physical Distance 

The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 



The physical exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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322 BC The Error of Aristotle: 



Ockham 's Razor 
Resolving the problem of Cartesian Systems 




The error: The paradox of Cartesian systems - the exclusion of the unknowable 

Understanding the Universe as a system emerges. 

The system is a location for abstraction and the concrete/physical. 

As such the abstract and the concrete/physical functionality have a location within which to 
function but the understanding of their interrelationship remains in a state of confusion. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Cartesian Systems 

The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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525 AD The Error of Boethius: Resolving the problem of Free Will and Determinism 




The Abstract 
The Physical 




The error: The paradox of determinism - the exclusion of free will 

Understanding the relationship between free will, determinism, and reality emerges. 

The system is a location for abstraction and the concrete/physical - abstract and the 
concrete/physical functionality have a location within which to function but the understanding of 
their interrelationship remains in a state of confusion. 

As such, free will and determinism become identified as concepts of the abstract but the existence 
of free will and determinism immerges out of the sense of a contradictory paradoxical perception 
and remain as such. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Free Will and Determinism 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1543 AD The Error of Copernicus: Resolving the problem of Centrists Systems 




The error: The paradox of a center - the exclusion of non-Centricism 
Understanding our significance emerges. 

The sun now becomes the center of the concrete/physical. The concept of 'the center' remains and 
as such, the universe eventually evolves into being the concept with a center - the big bang. 
Confusion over the centrist perception remains not only in terms of the concrete but the concept 
remains in terms of abstraction. 

As such, Humankind 'looks to' the center of all things: the center of the concrete and the center of 
all abstraction. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Centrists Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1716 AD The Error of Leibniz: Resolving the problem of Theodicy 




The omni's.. | 

1. Omnipresence ' 

2. Omnipotence 5 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence ' 

. J 



The error: The paradox of Theodicy - The exclusion of responsibility 
Understanding the individual's responsibility to reality emerges. 

Imperfection becomes a location of the lack of perfect quality through the emergence of a new 
location. As the new location emerges, its characteristic becomes defined: Perfection exists - the 
concept of 'omni. . .' spreads to action as well as knowledge, power, and presence. 

As such, separation becomes a necessity. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Theodicy 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1804 AD The Error of Kant: Resolving the problem of non-Cartesian Systems: 



T 




The Universe Grows Again: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 



There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 




Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 



The error: The paradox of a non-Cartesian system - the exclusion of a 'foundation' 

Understanding there are things we will never know for we are limited by our very physical ness 
emerges 

The first location contains Humankind, which: 

1 . Knows some things about the universe within which it lives 

2. Can learn more about the universe within which it lives 

3. Will never be able to know all there is to know about the universe within which it 
lives 

The second location contains: 

1 . Scientifically speaking - primal cause 

2. Philosophically speaking - first cause 

3. Religiously speaking - the creator 

As such, the second location appears to be all knowing, all present, all powerful, and all 
benevolent: 



155 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of non-Cartesian Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable 
exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable 
exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1831 AD The Error of Hegel: 



Resolving the problem of Non-Cartesian Systems 



/ 



\ 



The Universe: ^ 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind ^ 
Can Never Know 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 



Perfection 
The omni's.. 



1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 

99999999999999 



The error: The paradox of a non-Cartesian system - the exclusion of a 'foundation' 
Understanding regarding the existence of a second location emerges. 

The question arises: Why is a second location necessary? If a second location is not necessary, it is 
a redundancy. The universe could just as well have always existed in which case the Cartesian 
system becomes a non-Cartesian system - a system with no beginning or end. 

As such, with the introduction of the concept of a non-Cartesian system, the debate begins 
regarding which system is real, which system is necessary, the Cartesian or the non-Cartesian. 
From this discussion emerges the discussion regarding the very necessity of a 'creator' . From this 
discussion emerges the question: Is there even a 'creator' at all and just where do we, humankind 
fit into the system? 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of non-Cartesian Systems 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism 
pxists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism 
pxists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1955 AD The Error of Einstein' 



Resolving the problem of Time and Space 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

1 . Omnipresence 

2. Omnipotence 

3. Omniscience 

4. Omni benevolence 

99999999999999 



The error: The paradox of functional time - the exclusion of timelessness 

Understanding the interrelationship between matter and energy and time and space emerges. 

Time becomes an innate characteristic of matter and energy as opposed to the historical perception 
of it being an abstraction of 'constancy' . 



As such, the need for a location 'larger' than 'physical' reality appears to become unnecessary. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of Time and Space 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time & Space exist 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1970 AD The Error of Russell: Resolving the problem of Non-members 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 

Exclusion 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 



Perfection 



The omni's.. 



5. Omnipresence 

6. Omnipotence 

7. Omniscience 

8. Omni benevolence 

99999999999999 



The error: The paradox of non-members - the exclusion of 'exclusion through inclusion' 
Understanding how it is we can 'exclude' through 'inclusion' emerges. 
Excluding while including becomes a rational concept. 

As such, two locations being independent one upon the other while simultaneously being 
dependent one upon the other become a necessity. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Non-members 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1976 AD The Error of Heidegger: 



Resolving the problem of the Void of a Void 



Nothingness 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 

Exclusion 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

5. Omnipresence 

6. Omnipotence 

7. Omniscience 

8. Omni benevolence 

99999999999999 



The error: The paradox of nothing - the exclusion of the Void of a Void 

Understanding that 'something', even if it is nothing, existing 'outside' totality becomes rational. 
Something comes of nothing 

As such, nothingness finds its significance in terms of the whole of reality. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of the Void of a Void 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1996 AD The Error of Philosophy: 



Resolving the problem of Either/Or 



Nothingness 



The Universe: 

Is a System Filled with: 

The Abstract 
The Physical 

Free Will 
Immersed Within 
Determinism 

The Lack of Significance 

Imperfection 

There Are Things Humankind 
Can Never Know 

Time and Space 

Exclusion 

Innate Characteristics 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Nothingness 



Abstraction is a system 
Filled with: 

Perfection 

The omni's.. 

9. Omnipresence 

10. Omnipotence 

11. Omniscience 

12. Omni benevolence 

97999999999999 



The error: The paradox of Either/Or - the exclusion 'both' 
Understanding the option of 'and' as opposed to either/or emerges. 
The perception of reality is too limited. 

As such, the simple becomes too complex to comprehend pragmatically. 
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2000 AD 



A new perception 



Resolving the problem of Either/Or 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



To Error is human, to forgive divine - Alexander Pope 
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1998 AD Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual Shift for Humankind - 



A New Perception 2000 AD 




> The resolution of past errors: the paradox of past paradoxes, paradoxically leading to self- 
resolution through self-generation of a new metaphysical perception: 

> Nothingness is nothingness. It takes up no 'space'. 

> Separation through inclusion once again emerges through the concept of 'nothingness' 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of the gods 



The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 
Potentiality exits 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 



Our firmest convictions are apt to be the most suspect; they mark our limitations 
and our bounds. Life is a petty thing unless it is moved by the indomitable urge 

to extend its boundaries. 

Jose Ortega y Gasset 
Spanish philosopher (1883 - 1955) 
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Part II: Applying Ockham's Razor: Reducing Understanding to Simplicity 

2002 AD Metaphysical Systems: Introducing the problem of Metaphysical System 

#7 and Metaphysical System # 9 




'Being': Totality, summation, the whole 



Applying Ockham's Razor: Reduction of complexity leads to simplicity 
Metaphysical systems of multiplicity to 'a' metaphysical system of singularity. 
Ockham's razor becomes a potential tool of Theoretical Metaphysics itself. 
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2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of the gods 

The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 
Potentiality exits 
Singularity of the 
Whole 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Multiplicity of Individuality 



Our firmest convictions are apt to be the most suspect; they mark our limitations 
and our bounds. Life is a petty thing unless it is moved by the indomitable urge 

to extend its boundaries. 

Jose Ortega y Gasset 
Spanish philosopher (1883 - 1955) 
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2002 AD Principle Three Introducing the problem of Principles One and Two 

Applying Ockham' s Razor: 



1 . Reduce it to its basic building material 

2. Build a system 

3. Examine the Impact 




'Being': Totality, summation, the whole 



Reductionism through: 

Theoretical Metaphysics 
Metaphysical Engineering 
Practical Metaphysics 

The ultimate goal attained: simplicity personified 

Truth One: You exist. 

Truth Two: The universe exists. 

Truth Three: Causation exists. 

The resolution of past errors: the paradox of past paradoxes, paradoxically leading to the solution 
of multiple paradoxes through the generation of a new perception: 

Nothingness is nothingness. It takes up no 'space'. 

Separation becomes inclusion once again through the concept of 'nothingness' 



171 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



2000 AD A new perception Resolving the problem of the gods 

The new perception emerges with the emergence of the twenty-first century and humankind's 
stepping into the frontiers of space. 




The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Nothingness exists 
Dualism exists 
Potentiality exits 
Singularity of the Whole 
'Being' - n 



The physical exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Time and Space exist 
Exclusion exist 
Innateness exists 
being - vb of action 



The divine exists 
The abstract exists 
Cartesianism exists 
Determinism exists 
Free will exists 
Significance exists 
Perfection exists 
The unknowable exists 
Non-Cartesianism exists 
Timelessness exists 
Spacelessness exists 
Inclusion exists 
Multiplicity of Individuality 
the individual n 



being - vb - passive 
state of existence 



Our firmest convictions are apt to be the most suspect; they mark our limitations 
and our bounds. Life is a petty thing unless it is moved by the indomitable urge 

to extend its boundaries. 

Jose Ortega y Gasset 
Spanish philosopher (1883 - 1955) 
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2002 Ockham's Razor: Introducing the problem of Reductionism 

Solutions to paradoxes through the Metaphysical System of Symbiotic Panentheism - the 
individual acting within God 

Ockham's razor applied to Paradoxes of Metaphysical Systems now provides us with a possible 
solution to age old philosophical paradoxes. 

If we acknowledge the rationality of the metaphysical system of: 




or more complexly illustrated as: 




or more simply expressed as the individual acting within God being, symbiotic panentheism, as 
opposed to: 

a. the individual acting within God - passive panentheism 

b. being being - only the universe exists 

c. the individual being - only you exist 

d. 'Being' being - only God exists 

e. etc. (the twenty seven alternative metaphysical systems defined in Tractate 13) 
Then we now have an understanding of: 

1 . The paradox of distance and motion and a resolution: 

2. The paradox of 'a' system and a resolution: 
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3. 


The 


4. 


The 


5. 


The 


6. 


The 


7. 


The 


8. 


The 


9. 


The 


10. 


The 


11. 


The 


12. 


The 


13. 


The 


14. 


The 


15. 


The 



Several question then arise in terms of Symbiotic Panentheism or the existence, being, of the 
individual acting within God 

a. What other Metaphysical System offers as much? 

b. What other Metaphysical System offers as many resolutions to paradoxes? 

c. What other Metaphysical System offers such simplicity? 

The implications of Symbiotic Panentheism: 

Establishing: responsibility for one's the individual 
Establishing: responsibility for one's being - actions, process/reality: 
Establishing: responsibility for one's 'Being': 
• 

Establishing: responsibility through accepting one's the individual acting within God: 
now become not only intuitively obvious but demonstratively obvious. 
Applying Ockham's Razor is now complete in terms of the old. 



What next? 

The questions now becomes: Why the summation at this particular point in the work? Why not 
wait for the end of the book to summarize what has been said? 

In terms of the first question: 

The summary is given before the end of the work because symbiotic panentheism represents the 
end of the metaphysical phase involving the action of choice. The choice confronting metaphysics 
historically was between reality being a Cartesian system - a system with a foundation or reality 
being a non-Cartesian system - a system with no foundation. Historically, the choice was to accept 
one which meant rejecting the other. 

Symbiotic panentheism, however, rejects neither the Cartesian form of reality nor the non- 
Cartesian form of reality. Symbiotic panentheism argues the concept that reality is composed of 
both. 

In terms of the second question: 
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This summary is presented in order to demonstrate how it is that the previous work of 
metaphysics, the need to choose, can now be concluded. The conclusion of the past chapter of 
metaphysics allows the next chapter of metaphysics to begin. The summary is given at this point 
in the work because not only is the work intended to close out the old, summarize the old chapter 
of metaphysics but the work also intends to open the new chapter for metaphysics. The new 
chapter's purpose is to expand the topic of metaphysics from one to three of many potentially new 
and exciting facets: Practical Metaphysics, Metaphysical Engineering, and Theoretical 
Metaphysics. 

• 

Practical Metaphysics was addressed in the book: Stepping Up To The Creator. 

Practical Metaphysics was further addressed in the technical form in Tractates One - Fifteen 
within this three -volume set: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

Metaphysical Engineering was addressed in the book: In the Image of God. 

Practical Metaphysics will now be address addressed in the technical form in Tractate Eighteen 
and the Conclusion - The Peer Review of this three-volume set: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception 

• 

Theoretical Metaphysics was addressed in the exploratory form in the book: You and I Together. 

Theoretical Metaphysics will be further addressed in Tractates Sixteen and Seventeen within this 
three-volume set: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 

a) being vb - the passive state of knowing - there is 'something' to know 

b) being vb - the active state of existence - the ability to know 

c) the individual n - individuality - various forms of perceiving what is knowable 

d) 'Being' n - the totality - a total summation of knowing what is, what was, what will be, and 
what could be known 

Being vb 

exist, in other words if we accept the limitations of our physical universe and acknowledge there is 
'something' 'beyond' the universe, accept the legitimacy of the field of metaphysics and if we 
acknowledge we as 'thinking' 'beings' are capable of understanding such an existence as a 
'beyond' the physical, of understanding what lies 'beyond' the universe simply because we are 
capable of perceiving of such a 'region', then the question now becomes, theoretical metaphysics 
now becomes: 

a) What lies beyond totality? 

b) What lies beyond the whole? 

c) What lies beyond 'Being' ? 

d) What lies beyond 'Knowing' 

e) Is there even such a 'thing' as something which is not some form of physical or knowing? 
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If we embrace the rationale that here is an 'outside' to the universe, a 'beyond' the universe, and if 
we embrace the concept: 

What we are capable of perceiving we are capable of understanding. 

then the answer to the question: 

What next? 

becomes intuitively obvious. But intuition is not enough and that is why we will move what 
should be intuitively obvious to being demonstratively obvious through the exploration of tractates 
sixteen and seventeen. 



1 Consider removing the phrase "haunting" with a more neutral word. 

2 The summation of Trilogy I - You and I Together Have a Purpose in Reality and Trilogy II The 
War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. The complete works of each trilogy as well as 
additional relevant material may be viewed in the library at the web address: 
www.panentheism.com . All material on this web site can be reproduced for educational purposes 
free of all fees and royalties. The legal copyright has been obtained only to protect the source and 
integrity of the work and guarantee your access and authorization to freely use and reproduce the 
work. 

3 A visual presentation consisting of approximately one thousand slides can accessed in the library 
at the web address: www.panentheism.com . All material on this web site can be reproduced for 
educational purposes free of all fees and royalties. The legal copyright has been obtained only to 
protect the source and integrity of the work and guarantee your access and authorization to freely 
use and reproduce the work. 

4 You will use this phrase two more times in the same paragraph. Rewrite the other two to avoid 
repetition 

5 See last footnote 

6 Q: Why do use this same footnote throughout the tractate? 
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Of 
A 
New 
Ontological 
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God 
Limits 
Symbiotic Panentheism 

and 

Growth 

(Purpose) 



Daniel J. Shepard 



Wrong Again 

Ontology/Theology 

Issue 16 

God 
Limits 
Symbiotic Panentheism 

and 

Growth 

(Purpose) 



Resolving the Paradox Regarding: 

> Refusing Responsibility 

> Our responsibilities lie in fulfilling our 
purpose for existing 

> Four verses Five Antinomies 

Daniel J. Shepard 
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Limits hels us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how Limitscould exist 'within' God 
without causing God to be Limited. 




T7S 



Wrong Again 



In Tractate 15 we observed: 



Abstraction 
Perfection exists: 
The omni's.. 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 

Omniscience 
The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 
An open system independent from infinity 

'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 



The Physical Universe is a Cartesian system: 
Free will 

Humankind loses the concept of centricism. 
'Imperfection' loses its perception of imperfection 
There are things humankind can never know while 

in the physical but... 
Time exists as a physical functionality of matter 
and energy 'within' the concrete/physical 
but... 

The emergence of 'abstract' hedonism 
The understanding of a non-Cartesian system 
evolves 'powered' by a Cartesian system 
Social turmoil yields to social rationality 
A closed 'system' limited by infinity 

Responsibility for "What could be" 
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Contents: 



If we then apply Husserl's reductionism to the overview of Tractate 15, we obtain the overview of this 
tractate, Tractate 16. The process of applying Husserl's reductionism and Ockham's Razor causes us to 
remove the superfluous, remove what it is we cannot 'change', and thus leave in place that which we 
can impact/affect/change 



'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 




Responsibility 
For 

"What could be" 




Purpose 

What is the purpose/role of the individual regarding the whole of reality? 
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Contents: 

Introduction: Our responsibilities lie in fulfilling our purpose for existing 
The fifth antinomy 

What does it mean to be a piece of the whole/the individual/God? 

Terms/concepts: 

Purpose 
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Tractate 16 



Wrong Again 



Introduction: Our responsibilities lie in fulfilling our purpose for existing 



We exist. All existences have a purpose, a function for existing. One's responsibilities lie in fulfilling one's 
purpose for existing as opposed to one's purpose being to fulfill one's responsibilities. It is purpose that 
both precedes and supercedes responsibilities. It is not responsibilities that precedes or supercedes purpose. 

If one cannot perceive of/cannot believe in/cannot rationalize a purpose for existing, a sense of despair 
and nihilism reigns. 

• 

If one cannot perceive of/cannot believe in/cannot rationalize a function for existing, irresponsibility 
and responsibility become impossible to differentiate. 

• 

If one cannot perceive of/cannot believe in/cannot rationalize one's responsibilities in existing, anarchy 
reigns. 

On the other hand: 

If one can perceive of/can believe in/can rationalize a purpose for existing, a sense of significance and 
hope reigns. 

• 

If one can perceive of/can believe in/can rationalize a function for existing, irresponsibility and 
responsibility become distinctly differentiated. 

If one can perceive of/can believe in/can rationalize one's responsibilities in existing, order reigns. 

The model of reality the new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism rationalizes would suggest 
we are responsible not only for the type of physical environments we create but we are responsible for the 
type of abstractual existence we create into which we, all of us, eventually enter. 

As such: Purpose, function, and responsibility become defined and with the definition, supported by 
observation/measurement/science, belief/faith/religion, and rationalization/reason/philosophy, comes a 
foundation of significance: purpose and responsibility. 

The expanded model of reality generated by this work defines our purpose: 

Our purpose is to create: 

Ourselves as individuals within which we are immersed 
The physical within which we are immersed 
The abstractual within which we are immersed 
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Plato addressed the concept of the physical and the abstractual in detail. Plato's system, however, was 
passive/stagnant in nature. Symbiotic panentheism also deals with the physical and the abstract but the 
system described by symbiotic panentheism is a dynamic/active system. 

Within Plato's system if one 'develops' the concept of a new chair one has in essence latched upon the 
concept of what already exists as a part of the whole of abstractual existence. Symbiotic panentheism 
reverses, turns this understanding on its head. Within the system of symbiotic panentheism, if one 
'develops' the concept of a new chair adds to the whole of abstraction that which had not existed before 
your development. 

The new metaphysical perception, symbiotic panentheism/the individual acting within God, requires four 
groups of people to fulfill our purpose for existing. Plato identified three of these groups as: 

1 . The ones who govern 

2. The ones who protect 

3. The ones who maintain 

The new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism suggests the three groups have no relativistic 
importance one to the other for none of the three could exist without the other two. 

The fourth group is composed of the one's who create and since we all create a unique pattern of perception 
regarding life, we all belong to this group. In addition to our all belonging to the group of creators there is a 
sub-element of the group, which creates newness for our experiencing to experience. 

This fourth group is composed of 'creators' and is dependent upon the three groups named by Plato. This 
fourth group is composed of original thinkers and creative perceptionalists. These original thinkers and 
creative perceptionalists are the creative artists, theoretical mathematicians, creative composers, theoretical 
physicists, creative writers, theoretical metaphysicians, creative inventors, . . . This fourth group becomes 
essential to fulfilling our purpose for existing both as a specie and as individuals. The three groups 
identified by Plato as being essential to existence now become four: 

1 . The ones who create 

2. The ones who govern 

3. The ones who protect 

4. The ones who maintain 

A list suggests relative order of value but relative order is nonexistent within the framework of symbiotic 
panentheism. As such it would be better to identify the four groups within the parameters of a model versus 
the processing of listing the four groups. At first thought the model would appear to be illustrated as: 
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In fact a more accurate depiction of the four groups and their interrelationship would be illustrated as: 




Since society is one of the primary units within which present day individuals exist then what 'society' is it 
that should act as the organization within which the 'creators' create. Which society is it that the 'warriors' 
should protect? Which society is it that the 'workers' should maintain? Which society is it the 'governors' 
should govern? The Society, which best accomplishes the purpose defined by the metaphysical model of 
symbiotic panentheism, is a society, which the sub-elements - individuals comprising society - believe best 
assists them both assists them in accomplishing their purpose for existing and fulfilling their 
responsibilities for existing. 

Such a society, like the individual, would be subject to the first two categorical imperatives, the first two 
responsibilities that emerge from the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism. These two universal 
responsibilities in order of priority are: 

1 . The first responsibility: 

To universally protect the 'right' of virgin consciousness (one's self and others equally) 
to journey unimpeded 

2. The second responsibility: 

To journey unimpeded 
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A society, however, cannot be holistically structured until the purpose for existing is defined. No present 
metaphysical model of reality, other than the new metaphysical perception presented within this work, 
symbiotic panentheism/the individual acting within God, defines our purpose for existing without creating 
conflicting paradoxical counterarguments. 

Tractates one through fifteen clearly demonstrate the ability of this new metaphysical perception, this new 
model of reality, to resolve long standing philosophical paradoxes, contradicting philosophical positions, 
philosophical antinomies. 

The fifth antinomy 

The fifth antinomy adds to Kant's four antinomies and addresses the concepts of 'a priori' and 'posteriori' 
Kant placed before philosophy. 

'a priori ' - prior to or independent of physical experience 
'posteriori ' - after or depended on physical experience 

Aristotle and Kant elucidated two opposite models of reality. 

Aristotle elucidated a model of reality: 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Kant elucidated a second option regarding reality. 
Kant reversed Aristotle's model. 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Aristotle is correct in his perception that the physical creates the a priori, a form of innate knowing. 
Kant is correct in his perception that the a priori, a form of innate knowing, creates the physical. 
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The to say Kant and Aristotle are both correct is to create a paradox of position. The creation of a paradox 
of position is nothing short of creating a unique antinomy for if Kant is correct then it would appear 
Aristotle is wrong and if Aristotle is correct then it would appear Kant must be wrong. 

The issue regarding the resolution of Kant's four antinomies was discussed in great detain within Tractate 
6: The Error of Kant. The solution to Kant's antinomies applies here as well. 

The solution: 

The antinomy appears to be: 

Either the physical creates the a priori or the a priori creates the physical. 

As with Kant's four antinomies, this fifth antinomy is in fact not an antinomy for reality is not an 'either/or' 
scenario but an 'and scenario. The statement should therefore read: 

The physical creates the a priori and the a priori creates the physical 

As such Kant and Aristotle are both correct but Kant and Aristotle are both wrong. 

Kant is correct in that he had elucidated a portion of reality and Aristotle is correct in that he had elucidated 
a portion of reality. 

On the other hand Kant and Aristotle where both wrong because they each thought their model of reality 
was what reality in fact was when in fact they each had elucidated only a part of reality. 

Three simple steps are involved with the process of solving what appears to be an Aristotelian/Kant 
antinomy. 

1 . Aristotle develops a model of reality. 

2. Kant reverses the model. 

3. This work merges the two. 
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As such: 



Aristotle elucidated a model of reality: 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Kant elucidated a second option regarding reality. 
Kant reversed Aristotle's model. 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 
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Now becomes: 

The merger 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



The dynamics appear simple but confusing. To understand the dynamics it will help to use graphics once 
again. 

The merger 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 



Becomes: 

The merger 




a priori 
a form of 
innate knowing 
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Which in turn becomes: 



i 



□ 



Key 



a prion 

Virgin ness 
Of 
Physical 
Experience 



Individuality 
of 

posteriori 
Completed 
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The resultant model demonstrates: 

1 . The a priori exists within the whole 

2. The a priori develops within the real/real illusion of the physical 

3. The a priori begins as 'virgin ness' within the physical 

4. The a priori is isolated from the whole of a priori in order to create itself as a unique entity of 
knowing/individuality/the individual/soul/essent/essence/consciousness of consciousness. 

5. The physical exists and is seen as a real illusion by the viewer while standing 'outside' the 
physical 

6. The abstractual exists and is seen as a real illusion by the viewer while standing 'inside' the 
physical. 

7. The whole is the whole because individuality of a priori remains as individuality within the 
abstractual. 

8. The whole would appear to exist, as a form of singularity, is a summation of a priori having 
experienced the physical as well as other types of realities/universes existing within itself. 

9. Individuality of a priori, having been 'filled' with experiencing, averts eternal recurrence through 
the continual process of addition, creation of a priori of other individuals to the whole. 

10. The whole averts eternal recurrence through the continual process of addition, creation of a priori, 
which in turn becomes its unique self through unique experiencing. 

1 1 . The whole becomes the sum total of all posteriori as well as the resultant product of such a 
summation. 

12. The whole is greater than the sum of its parts for the whole is the sum while the parts remain 
intact. 

13. The whole is all the parts plus itself. 

14. Purpose exists: The individual is a creator of reality 

15. Responsibility exists: We are responsible for what it is we create. 



The model can be simplified as: 




Within the model the concept of active action and passive action are implied and the concept of interaction 
of the elements to the whole are likewise implied through the establishment of the terms being - vb (the 
passive/the state of being), being - vb (action on the part of both the individual and the individual), the 
individual - n (multiplicity/individuality), and the individual - n (singularity/the whole). 
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The interrelationship of the parts and the dynamics of the model are summarized in the name of the system: 

Philosophically speaking: the individual acting within God 

Scientifically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Generically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

What does such a model mean when it comes to the understanding of reality? 

1. The abstractual 'creates' the physical through the generation of nothingness. 

2. In the case of our universe, the physical appears to operate within the parameters of symmetry. 

3. Symmetry generates the physical over time through the 'creation' of the physical itself. 

4. The developing physical provides both the 'location' where the a priori can become the posteriori 
and the means by which the a priori can 'create' newness. 

5. Through the a priori becoming the posteriori, both the physical 'becomes' and the abstractual 
'becomes'. 

6. The expanding physical expands the region within which new a priori, found located with seeds 
of 'virgin' knowing can fill itself with knowing. 

7. The expanding physical expands the region within which new a priori, found located with seeds 
of 'virgin' knowing can create. 

Again if becomes clear: Philosophy is wrong again in perceiving the antinomies 'to be', to exist as a noun 
of permanency. Antinomies exist as a verb of direction. Antinomies simply point to the region of 
contradiction wherein our lack of understanding creates the antinomy itself. In the case of philosophy and 
in particular metaphysics, the lack of understanding lies not with truth but rather lies in our erroneous 
limited perception of reality. 

What does it mean to be a piece of the whole/the individual/God? 

If we are a part of the whole and if the whole is defined as: 

1. The 'all of knowing' and the 'all of knowledge' 

2. The 'all of location' and the 'all of presence 

3. The 'all of power' and the 'all of the ability to use power' 

then the whole is: 

a. By scientific definition as defined by the language of mathematics: the Universal Set/the 
whole (as opposed to an element of. . .)and 

b. By philosophical definition: the individual (as opposed to the individual/the individual within 
the whole) 

c. By religious definition: God (as opposed to 'a' soul) 

The most actively progressing form of human perceptual development lies in the arena of observation 
dominated by the field of science as opposed to the more passive human perceptual developmental arenas 
of faith and reason dominated by the fields of religion and philosophy respectively. This is not to imply the 
most influential human perceptual field is science. What the statements says is that science is making more 
progress towards expanding 'new' understandings regarding reality. 

Because science is today the more progressive field of the three means humanity has of developing an 
understanding regarding the totality of reality and because this work, The War and Peace of a New 



191 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Metaphysical Perception, addresses philosophical paradoxes, we will use the term 'the whole' followed by 
the terms the individual and lastly God. 

The linguistics thus becomes, for the purposes of this tractate: the whole/the individual God. 



Being a part of the whole/the individual/God and having the 'free will' to affect the whole/the 
individual/God as well as affect parts of the whole/the individual/God our purpose for existing emerges. 
Our purpose for existing as 'beings'/unique souls within the whole, existing as /elements of the whole is to 
fulfill what it is we are capable of doing within the whole of reality. Our being capable of 'affecting' the 
whole, 'affecting the elements of the whole, 'affecting' what it is we and other 'beings' become, not only 
defines our purpose, to affect what it is we affect - to create what it is we create - but leads us to 
understanding both what our responsibilities are and where it is our responsibilities lie. 

The questions then become: What are our responsibilities? Where do our responsibilities lie? 

To understand what our responsibilities are and where it is our responsibilities lie we must first understand 
existence itself. The forms of existences being referred to here are not forms of the noun - existence but 
rather are the forms of the verb - existence. 

There are four forms of the verb existence: 



Example # 1: Practically 



The Verb 



Example 



1 



What 'was' 



Humans enslaved* other humans since before the 
beginning of recorded history 



2. 



What 'is' 



Humans today still enslave others. 



3 



What 'will be' 



Humans will continue to enslave others 
somewhere somehow 



4. 



What 'could be' 



Physical human slavery could be eliminated**. 



* 



No one race has a claim on slavery. 

1862 Lincoln signed the Emancipation Proclamation. 

1860 - 1865: 250,000 Americans die - the result: Slavery in The United States is banned. 
Physical human slavery is abolished in one region of the world. 



** 
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Example # 2: Altruistically 


The Verb 


Example 


5. What 'was' 


Slavery** 


6. What 'is' 


Slavery 


7. What 'will be' 


Slavery 


8. What 'could be' 


Reduction of Slavery - if we change our perception 

of what reality is and thus define/redefine our function for 

existing within reality. 


* Slavery is not an issue of race. Slavery is an issue regarding the lack of choice when choice 
exists. Slavery is not determinism. Slavery embraces individuals within all human cultures, 
geographical regions, races, religions, and societies. Slavery need not be physically forced 
complete dependency on the individual. Slavery can be abstractual in nature as epitomized by 
various forms of financial enslavement, religious enslavement, governmental enslavement, 
enslavement to drugs, social ideological enslavement, emotional enslavement... 



We are not responsible for 'what was', nor for 'what is' nor for 'what will be' but rather we are responsible 
for 'what could be'. We may 'have been' responsible for 'what was'. We may 'have been' responsible for 
what 'is'. We may 'have been' responsible for 'what will be'. We, however, are no longer responsible for 
any of these three forms of existence for all these three forms of existence are no longer within our 
influence of 'affective ness' for such actions are, by definition, determined. 

Where then does one's responsibilities lie? The responsibility of an entity, governed by the laws of free 
will, lie with the development of the form of existence known as 'what could be' . 

To better understand the concept of 'what could be' it may help to further examine where it is one's 
responsibility does not lie and then move on to examine where it is one's responsibility lies. 

One cannot be responsible for what it is one cannot change. Responsibility lies in what it is one is capable, 
within the free will framework, of 'affecting'. Responsibility does not lie in what it is one cannot 'affect'. 

One is not responsible for 'what will be' for the concept of future certainty as epitomized by the forces of 
nature uncontrollable through human technology is not one's responsibility. 

One may 'have been' responsible for 'what is' and 'what was' and as such, one may be responsible for the 
past that is to impact the future. If such is the case, one has a responsibility to the future in the form of 
assisting or protecting the future from the affect generated by one's past actions. 

There are, therefore, two forms of past action which initiate responsibility for the future. The concept of 
'affecting' lies both in the form of active and passive action. One may 'act upon' the future through action 
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but there is no denying that one can just as critically 'affect' the future through the passivity of action, 
through 'inaction'. 

Since perception generates actions and actions generate reactions and reactions generate social ambiance, 
one is responsible not only for one's actions but one is also responsible for one's perceptions. One's 
perceptions initiate one's actions, which in turn generates the thread from which the web of social 
ambiance is spun. The perceptions of reality one chooses to embrace, be it the Cartesian - reality is the 
physical (stars, galaxies, planets, human body, the brain, the heart, trees, . . .), the non-Cartesian - reality is 
the abstract (souls, the whole/the individual/God, gods, ghosts, spirits, emotions, mathematics, ...), the 
Cartesian separate from the non-Cartesian (The whole/the individual/God is separate from the physical.) or 
the metaphysical perception this work initiates - the Cartesian exists within the non-Cartesian (the 
physical/universe exists within the abstractual/the whole/the individual/God) is a choice one is given the 
free will to make. The choice is thus one's responsibility to make and the affect such a choice has upon 
one's actions is not somebody else's responsibility. The choice is every individual's responsibility. 

It is, in turn, the responsibility of philosophy to assist individuals in understanding the choices they are to 
make and understanding what the impact each potential choice generates. Philosophy is not responsible for 
the individual's choice. 

It is through reason that philosophy outlines the choices available to the individual regarding various 
models of reality. Philosophy illustrates the model and philosophy explains the impact, explains the 
ramification each model has upon 'affective behavior', 'affective action', be it passive or active action, 
which each model tends to generate. 

Finally we can begin to understand the purpose of philosophy. What we often forget, however, is that 
philosophy is not a 'knowing' entity. Philosophy, as a subject area of study, has no responsibility. 
Philosophy is comprised of thinkers and as such it is the philosophers that are responsible for what it is the 
field of philosophy initiates. Philosophers cannot hide behind the anonymity of the word 'philosophy' 
Philosophy through philosophers makes a statement regarding man's purpose for existing in reality. 
Philosophers, until the initiation of this work, have only offered two models of reality (the Cartesian or the 
non-Cartesian) to the individual. 

Although philosophy may have taken two thousand five hundred years to develop a third thought regarding 
what the whole of reality might be, philosophy has, nevertheless, finally completed the thought. The 
philosophical thought regarding a new perception of reality has now been completed and appears as: the 
individual acting within God 

With the completion of the thought comes the ability to model the thought: 





► 




The whole/the 

inHi viHiml/frnH 










The Universe 














The Individual 
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The model demonstrates that the abstractual existence of the individuality is found within the physical 
body, which in turn is found within the physical universe, which in turn is found within the abstractual/the 
whole/the individual/God. The model goes several steps further however for the model demonstrates that 
individuality remains as individuality and thus the individual does not become an unidentifiable entity but 
remains as a unique entity of knowing timelessly existing within the whole and making the whole what it 
is, whole. The model demonstrates that the individual has a purpose for existing and thus the individual has 
a responsibility to fulfill regarding its purpose for existing. 

In addition, zero, nothingness, the void now 'becomes' and as such is understood to be the verb and thus 
non-existent as a form of physical object or abstractual object but rather the void becomes the means by 
which existence itself becomes, became, moves from becoming to existing as something, not something as 
in the physical but something as in the abstractual, something independent of time and thus timeless, 
immortal. 

Within the model of symbiotic panentheism, if the physical is dissolved and the abstract is then dissolved, 
is any 'thing' left? We do not 'know' nor do we understand what it is that may exist beyond abstraction. It 
took us tens of thousands of years to move from the concept of the physical, of the material, of matter to 
understanding the concept regarding energy, forces one cannot 'touch' . 

It then took us thousands of years to move from the concept of energy forces to the concept of the abstract 
being what is, being the timeless means of existing. In fact the concept of abstractual existence is only now, 
with the writing of the first trilogy and the completion of these three volumes, in the early stages of 
perceptual understanding. 

Until the concept regarding the interrelationship of matter/energy, abstraction, and the void is better 
understood, we will not be capable of gaining an in-depth understanding regarding the next level of 
metaphysical development. 

This next level of metaphysical development 'could' bring us to the realization that, yes indeed, the abstract 
can be erased, destroyed. Is such a development likely? The concept of our being 'erased' as abstractually 
unique entities is highly unlikely. Such a development is contrary to every conceivable form of observation, 
faith, and reason to which we have been exposed within our history as a specie. There may emerge models 
of a greater reality, which temporarily imply the abstract can be erased but such perceptions will, with time, 
most surely be proven incorrect just as previously existing models are now, with this work, being 
demonstrated to be incorrect. 

In the meantime, we must come to understand that we cannot change/affect 'what was'. We cannot 
change/affect 'what is'. We cannot change/affect 'what will be'. We can, however, 

create/develop/mold/build what 'could be' and thereby 'affect' ourselves, the universe, and the whole itself. 
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Theoretical Metaphysics helps us understand 




Symbiotic panentheism helps us understand how a simple understanding of 
our nature and a simple understanding of God's nature does not limit us to 
expanding upon God's true nature. 



The Universe 

Filled with: 

An understanding of 
Ourselves & 
An understanding of^ 
God 




of God 



Symbiotic Panentheism 



The Beginning 



From Tractate 16 we obtain: 

Complexity: 



'What was', 'what is', 'what will be' 
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Continuing the process of applying Husserl's Reductionism: Removing the superfluous - 
removing semantics and introducing the dynamics of the system we obtain the illustration of 
Tractate 17: 



Simplicity 




Or more simply illustrated: 





0 







Scientifically 
& 

Religiously 
• 

Symbiotic Panentheism 



Metaphysically 
the individual acting within 



Theoretical Metaphysics 

What does 'theoretical' thought now investigate regarding the whole of reality? 
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Tractate: 17 

Theoretical Metaphysics 



You are still thinking too small. 

It would appear the end can never be found within a foundationless system, can never be found 
'outside' a non-Cartesian System. The lack of an end would appear to unequivocally establish the 
fact that the non-Cartesian is the 'absolute whole'. 

The appearance that the non-Cartesian is the 'absolute whole', however, is just that 'an 
appearance' . You, we, are still thinking too small. 

The pre-Zeno concept of a universe composed of the physical led to an understanding espoused by 
this work, led to an understanding of a non-Cartesian abstract system powered by a Cartesian 
system located 'within' the non-Cartesian system and as such became the focus of this work, The 
War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, as illustrated below: 




The understanding of this expanded system, a system religiously and scientifically called - 
symbiotic panentheism, and philosophically called - the individual acting within God, is the point 
of tractates one through sixteen of this work. 

It is this tractate, Tractate 17, which details why it is metaphysics, at the point of a new 
millennium, is capable of being divided into three subject areas of study: Metaphysical 
Engineering, Practical Metaphysics, and Theoretical Metaphysics. 

Tractates one through sixteen, the Conclusion, and the Postscript validate the subject areas of 
Metaphysical Engineering and Practical Metaphysics. 

Practical Metaphysics is a subject, which explores, expands, generates, analyzes, 
critiques, and debates knowing, the noun, and knowing, the verb, as they relate one to the 
other. 



200 



The Beginning 



Metaphysical engineering is a subject, which applies the implication regarding our 
models of reality to social structure, social morality, social ethics, social justice, social 
issues, .... 

Tractate Seventeen substantiates the concept that our understanding reality is an 'organic' process, 
a process in constant development. 

Tractate Seventeen, points the way for the development of theoretical metaphysical. Although the 
tractate may, at times, appear to be immersed in hopelessness, such is, in fact, not the case. 

The sense of hopelessness, futility, is simply the exemplification of the typically human 
characteristic of impatience, wanting to 'know', understand, and comprehend now not later. 

Having laid the groundwork for patience as opposed to impatience, we can now proceed towards 
what theoretical metaphysics is to encompass. 

First it is important to understand what Theoretical Metaphysics is not: 

Theoretical Metaphysics is not the examination regarding the personality of the 
whole. The examination regarding the personality of the whole is the field of 
Ontology. 

Metaphysics is the examination of three questions: 

1. Where: Where is the whole/singularity? Where are the 
parts/multiplicity/individuality of the whole? 

2. What: What is the whole/singularity? What are the 
parts/multiplicity/individuality of the whole? 

3. Why: Why does the whole/singularity exist? Why do the 
parts/multiplicity/individualities of the whole exist? 

The answers to these basic questions, where, what, and why, lead to the immergence of 
Metaphysical Engineering, Practical Metaphysics, and Theoretical Metaphysics through the 
process of definition emerging from reason, observation, and belief. 

A detailed examination of Metaphysical Engineering is provided in the first trilogy: The 
complete book - In The Image of God, sections of the book: You and I Together Have a 
Purpose In Reality, and tractates one through fifteen of this work. 

A detailed examination of Practical Engineering is provided in the first trilogy: the 
complete book: - Stepping Up To the Creator, sections of the book: You and I Together 
Have a Purpose In Reality, and tractates one through fifteen of this work. 

What then of Theoretical Metaphysics? It is this tractate, Tractate Seventeen, preceded by the 
groundwork laid in Tractate Sixteen, which not only outlines the direction in which Theoretical 
Metaphysics is now to proceed but also lays out the first two principles of Theoretical 
Metaphysics. 

1 . The parts/elements of the whole exist for the whole. 

2. The whole exists for its parts/elements. 

It is the existence of both principles that initiates the descriptive adjective describing the totality of 
reality: symbiosis. 
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Now one may immediately object to the concept of the whole existing for its parts, but how can 
one reasonable object since the whole is the whole and as such the whole can by definition have 
no function to something 'greater' than itself. 

One may object on the bases that the whole may have no function at all. To suggest the whole has 
no function, however, would in essence be the ultimate form of nihilism generating endless trauma 
and despair on the part of the elements of the whole. 

When examining the whole, one must remember that the whole, like truth, is relative to the 
'location' within which one makes the statement (See Relativistic 1 st Principles: Volume I, 
Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle). As such: When one is 'within' the individual the individual 
perceives itself to be a 'whole individual' comprised of its parts. When one is 'within' the physical 
universe, the physical universe perceives itself to be a 'whole universe' comprised of its parts. 
When one is directly 'within' the purity of abstraction, the abstract perceives itself to be the 
'whole of abstraction' comprised of its parts. The parts of the individual, the physical, and the 
abstract have been described in great detail throughout tractates one through fifteen of this work. 

In regards to the three questions, where - what - why: 

Practical Metaphysics and Metaphysical engineering deal with individuality of the 
parts/multiplicity as regards our most advanced understanding of the whole of reality. 

Theoretical Metaphysics deals with the whole itself: 



The Error of: A lack of Paradoxes 

What has not been addressed within this work is that the whole/ singularity of existence itself. The 
understanding regarding: Where is the whole? What is the whole? Why does the whole exist? is 
the work of Theoretical Metaphysics and as such is the focus of this tractate, the last 
developmental tractate within the series. 

If the whole is now understood to be virgin elements of uniquely developing abstraction existing 
within the physical being of the individual and the physical being of the individual existing within 
the physical universe which in turn exists within the abstract of the whole as illustrated by the 
model: 



Where: Where is the whole? 

What: What is the whole? 

Why: Why does the whole exist? 
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Then the question for theoretical metaphysics becomes: What lies 'beyond'? What lies 'beyond' 

the whole of abstraction? 

The question can be illustrated as: 




The illustration actually becomes: 
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If we determine that existence exists beyond the furthest reaches of our perceptual abilities, 
beyond the whole of abstractual existence, then surely 'something' would exist beyond abstractual 
existence. Once we understood the '?' exists, the '?' would begin to reveal itself to us. Again we 
come back to the Aristotelian concept of existence being a form of onion we peel away not from 
the outside in but rather filling in the peels from the inside out. 

After beginning to understand the physical, the abstractual began to reveal itself to us. After 
beginning to understand the abstractual, 'nothingness' began to reveal itself to us. Now it may be 
true that nothingness appeared as 'an element' of the abstract and thus contained within the 
abstract but as we learned in Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein - Resolving the Problem of Physical 
Time, 'nothingness' becomes the very boundary separating one peel of the onion of reality from 
another and as such can only exist as a 'barrier', exist as a boundary separating one layer form 
another but cannot exist as the ultimate 'outside' barrier since the ultimate 'outer' layer has 
nothing from which it is to be separated. It is the ultimate 'outer' layer that then becomes the 
foundationless system 'containing' the inner peels of reality. If such were not the case, and if 
'nothingness' were the ultimate of existences, then nihilism trumps existence, disorder supercedes 
order, despair would dominate hope, . . . 

This work has espoused the concept that paradoxes exist because we do not have a grasp of the 
larger reality. If the model presented by this work presents solutions to presently existing 
paradoxes then it would appear that new paradoxes would arise with our beginning to understand 
the'?'. 

As of yet such paradoxes do not exist and as such we have no idea as to what '?' is but that does 
not mean the '?' does not exist and in fact that is the very essence of theoretical metaphysics. 
Theoretical metaphysics is the examination of the potential for '?' to exist and the development 
and examination that such an existence would create. 

Again it must be strongly reiterated that if the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism, 
initiated by this work, eliminates most philosophical paradoxes as it espouses to do that does not 
imply paradoxes do not exist, will not arise from such a model. What is implied is that paradoxes 
regarding the three items, the physical, the abstract, and nothingness, will be basically eliminated. 

The concept: 

Knowledge moves our perceptual understanding of the system into that of being a system 
filled with paradoxes and a lack of paradoxes. As such, paradoxes and a lack of 
paradoxes, with the help of knowledge, now have a location within which they can be 
found. However, the understanding regarding the role of paradoxes and a lack of 
paradoxes as well as the understanding regarding the interrelationship between paradoxes 
and a lack of paradoxes not only remain in a state of confusion but even more 
disconcerting, the existence of such a interrelationship is not recognized as a significant 
aspect of the 'larger' system. 

now becomes the last paradox to be resolved by this work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception. 



Endless Paradoxes followed by endless answers 

The suggestion that having found a metaphysical system which may resolve some of the more 
outstanding paradoxes and antinomies in no way suggests the end of paradoxes. 
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The emergence of paradoxes is nothing short of an indication that we are continually learning. If 
the whole is an active entity then 'newness' is constantly being generated as opposed to simply 
existing just beyond our reach awaiting our discovery. 

If newness were simply existing just beyond our reach awaiting our discovery, then given enough 
time it is conceivable we could eventually know everything there is to know. This is what is 
referred to as a passive form of knowledge, a limited form of knowledge, a horizon of knowledge 
that does not move. 

If newness is constantly being generated then given enough time it is inconceivable we could 
eventually know everything there is to know for the more we observe and learn the more that is 
created. This is what is referred to as an active form of existence, an eternally moving horizon of 
knowledge 

As we have learned throughout this work, paradoxes have revealed themselves and we have, 
overtime, with the development and uncovering of knowledge, resolved said paradoxes. For 
example: 
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Paradox 1 



'A' region for seamlessness and 'A' region for multiplicity exist simultaneously 

Resolved 



Paradox 1: Resolving Zeno's multiplicity and seamlessness does nothing but open up the potential 
for new paradoxes. 



????????? Dominates 
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Paradox 2 

There is not 'one' 1 st truth but there are multiple relativistic 1 st truths 

• 

Resolved 

Paradox 2: Resolving Aristotle's closing of the outer boundary of the physical universe does 
nothing but open up the potential for new paradoxes. 



The region creating the 1 st truth: Causation 
exists 




A fourth 1 st 
truth 



The region creating the 1 st truth: '?' 
exists 
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Paradox 3 

Free will and determinism exist simultaneously independent yet dependent upon one another 

• 

Resolved 

Paradox 3: Resolving Boethius' simultaneous existence of divine foreknowledge and free will 
does nothing but open up the potential for new paradoxes. 



????????? Dominates 
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Paradox 4 

There is a region where Centricism dominates and there is a region where non-Centricism 

dominates 
• 

Resolved 

Paradox 4: Resolving Copernicus' simultaneous development of the sole existence of Centricism 
does nothing but open up the potential for new paradoxes. 



????????? Dominates 
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Paradox 5 

Omni-benevolence is not an 'Omni. . .' 
Resolved 

Paradox 5: Resolving Leibniz' issue regarding theodicy does nothing but open up the potential for 

new paradoxes. 



What was, what is, what will be, and ? 
The past, present, future, and ? 




The Beginning 



For whom does '????' exist? 



????????? lies beyond the 
abstract? 




Individual element 
Of 

Abstraction 
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The model of symbiotic panentheism demonstrates we exist as a part of the whole and 
demonstrates that as a part of the whole we have a function to the whole. If the ultimate whole is 
the physical, as the Empiricists suggest, then we can begin to understand our function and 
therefore our responsibilities for existing lie in a form of materialism, physical hedonism. . If, on 
the other hand, the ultimate whole is the abstract, as the model of symbiotic panentheism suggests, 
then we can begin to understand our function and therefore our responsibilities for existing lie in a 
form of altruism, abstractual hedonism. 

But what if we discover that the ultimate whole is something other than the abstractual or the 
physical? The concept of the ultimate whole being something other than the physical or the 
abstractual leads to the question which theoretical metaphysics is created to explore: 

Can we know of '?' ? 
Can we know what lies beyond what it is we are presently capable of perceiving? 

As far as we are aware only the physical, abstraction, and nothingness exists but what of that 
which we do not know? 

If we are composed of abstraction, the physical, and nothingness is it possible to know of that 
which one is not composed? 

Again the answer is yes and no. At this point in time we can know what the '?' 'is not' but until 
we learn what '?' is, we can only know it in the form of what '?' is not. We will have to wait for 
future developments if we are ever to know of '?' in the form of what '?' is. 

Will such an occurrence ever occur? We have known of the physical for a long time. We have 
known of the abstract for a shorter period of time. We have known of nothingness for an even 
shorter period of time (See a Zero: The Biography of a Dangerous Idea) 

Will a new understanding emerge? Why not? The physical emerged. Abstraction emerged. 
Nothingness emerged. Why not '?' emerging. 

This work has demonstrated to us that it is because the abstract is the ultimate 'location' within 
which we find ourselves to exist that it is the abstract, altruism, abstractual hedonisms towards 
which we must ultimately aspire. 



The abstract 




The individual 
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If '?' does emerge as a 'location within which the whole of abstraction exists: 




then we will find ourselves unable to state anything less than: It is the '?' which is the ultimate 
form of existence towards which we must aspire for we are a part of '?' and '?' is incapable of 
being the whole without all of its parts. It is '?', '?'- ism, '?' hedonisms towards which we must 
ultimately aspire for the whole (?) exists for us and we exist for the whole, we exist for the '?'. 

The statement that the '?' exists for us and that we exist for the '?' in no way brings us back to the 
concept of not understanding our purpose for existing. The statement in no way suggests we 
cannot begin to understand our purpose for existing. It is the philosophical desire to mince words, 
twist concepts, debate simply for the purpose of debating that leads us to an immediate sense of 
hopelessness regarding ever knowing the answer to the question: Why do we exist? It is the 
immediate desire on the part of the philosopher to question the ability to 'know' that traps us as 
individuals within the seemingly hopeless quagmire of linguistics, which generates the perception 
that there is nothing we can 'know' and therefore it is impossible to 'know' why we exist. 

With the advent of this work, metaphysics not only explains why it is we can 'know' we have a 
purpose for existing but also explains what that purpose is and what our responsibilities are 
regarding that very purpose. 

The '?' is not a question of uncertainty but rather a simple statement that another layer of reality 
may exist and there is no reason for us to fear examining such a concept for examining such a 
concept in no way changes the principles now established by this work: 

1. We/multiplicity/individuality exist for the whole/singularity/'Being' 

2. The whole/singularity/'Being' exists for us/individuality/multiplicity 

Theoretical Metaphysics as of the dawn of the new millennium 
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Where we left off: Volume II: Tractate 12: 1998 AD Symbiotic Panentheism 

A Perceptual Shift for Humankind - A New Perception 2000 AD 



o 




Abstraction Grows: 

Perfection exists: 
The Omni's: 

Omnipresence 

Omnipotence 

Omniscience 
The abstract is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist 
Determinism emerges out of constancy 
Time exists as an abstract functionality 'within' abstraction 



o 




o 




The Universe is a Cartesian system: 
Free will 

Humankind loses the concept of centricism. 

'Imperfection' loses its perception of imperfection 

There are things humankind can never know while in 
the physical but... 

Time exists as a physical functionality of matter and 
energy 'within' the concrete/physical 



o 



o 






^Nothingness 
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The new perception of reality generated by this work establishes much regarding reality including: 

1. Nothingness is nothingness and as such both exists and has functionality as nothingness. 
Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger 

2. From nothingness matter and energy emerge. Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein 

3. From nothingness time and space emerge. Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein 

4. Through nothingness, separation through exclusion becomes separation through inclusion. 
Tractate 9: The Error of Russell. 

This is where we left our undeclared examination of Theoretical Metaphysics and as such, this is where we 
must begin the process of understanding the method called 'looking for a pattern' which can assist us in 
comprehending the potential whole of reality as opposed comprehending what we wish the whole of reality 
to be. 



Looking for a pattern 

We begin the process of looking for a pattern of reality with Tractate 13: Metaphysical System # 28. 

As we discovered, model building through the application of Ockham's Razor provided us with the model 
of reality illustrated as: 




'Being' : totality, summation, the whole 
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Th illustration of the individual existing within the physical universe which in turn is located within the 
purity of abstraction emerges as the ultimate accomplishment of applying Ockham's Razor and Husserl's 
reductionism. Attaining such a simplistic model using Ockham's Razor is nothing short of generating the 
personification of simplicity itself and the beauty the Greeks assigned to such simplicity. 

The first step the method 'look for a pattern' requires is to examine the concept of individuality. This step 
must be taken if we are to expand upon the outer fringes of Being/the Primal Force/the whole itself. 




In order to examine individuality we have no choice but to begin by separating the elements of the model 
and then strip away parts of this diagram. This process will allow us to examine the model's very core. 

First the separation: 
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Through the process of discarding the outer layers from the fundamental model of reality we obtain the 
core. We thus obtain: 



Which of course is: 'being'/individuality/multiplicity. 

In Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, we found individuality to be a form of experience emerging from 
existence being wrapped in time generated by the physical. By traveling through the physical, the 
individual 'became'. 'Became' what? was the question addressed within Tractate 8? The individual 
'became' an entity of experience which itself wrapped 'coherent time' within itself. 'Coherent time', 
through the emergence of the individual became captured as an unique element, versus a universal fabric, 
of a timeless 'location' . The individual gained a perception of being: 



* 




And thus we can take: 



* 
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And replace it with: 




Or for the purposes of simplicity, we now obtain: 
I ".. 1 

>••••£• 

*•••■»£' 

Where 

equals the flow of time 

and 

equals a unit of individuality from the beginning of its 'virgin consciousness' to the end 

I of it's experiencing 'within' the physical, a form of 'taser' beam (See Tractate 8: The 

Error of Einstein) 

As such: 




219 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



Becomes: 




Which becomes: 




In essence, we have a form of abstractual 'constancy of time'/multiplicity of time versus a 'seamlessness' 
of time. Thus the concept of a 'concrete/physical variability of time'/multiplicity of time emerged and the 
understanding regarding the multiplicity of time existing within the multiplicity of individuality gained a 
form of interactive potentiality within a location void universal time itself. In short, timeless existence 
becomes a rational concept worthy of our attention as philosophers - metaphysicians in particular, 
scientists - cosmologists in particular, and theists - ontologists in particular. 



If we continue the pattern of adding layers to the model, what then would be the next step or diagram added 
to this sequential flow of ideas? 



It would, could, may, and has the potential to be: 
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Now in fact this may not be the case at all. 

We are most likely jumping ahead of ourselves and in our excitement, rushing into a symbolic 
representation, which has no merit. Now this is not to say the idea of what we wish to draw has no merit. 
What it says is simply what it says: the drawing, symbolic representation, may have no merit. 

Setting aside the issue of merit at this point, we find we have two choices regarding an expanded view of 
the whole of reality. We can arbitrarily decide what the next drawing should be or we can use reason based 
upon an understanding regarding our perceptual development of reality. In short, we can use the arbitrary 
influenced by our personal hopes, emotions, beliefs, desires, personal preferences, ... or we can us a 
technique known as 'look for a pattern' . 

A second look at the pattern formation: 

Looking for a pattern is a skill, which makes use of several concepts: 

1 . Keep it simple 

2. Provide enough of the pattern to be sure it is a pattern 
With this in mind let's begin to review the pattern: 
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First we had a perception that we as individual existed within a physical universe: 




This led to our sensing there was nothing other than the physical universe within which we existed: 




This led to a perception of reality potentially being the physical universe existing and a primal force 
existing transcendent of the physical universe perhaps being a reality: 

f I 

I I 
I I 
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This led to the perception that the individual existed within the physical universe and the primal force did 
in fact (a religious perception of 4 billion living human beings) exist as a separate entity 'overseeing' the 
physical: 




This led to: the individual acting within God as espoused by the concept of emanation but where the whole 
embraces the physical universe itself and the term - being - is non-italicized to indicate the passivity of the 
individual as regards the individuals ability to 'change'/impact/affect the whole of 'Being/the 
whole/summation/the purity of abstractual existence found to exist 'outside' the physical universe: 
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This in turn led to the concept of 'being' being 'Being as espoused by symbiotic emanation, symbiotic 
panentheism where the whole embraces the physical universe itself and where the term - being - is 
italicized (as opposed to being non-italicised) to indicate the active nature of the individual as regards the 
individual's ability to 'change'/impact/affect the whole of 'Being/the whole/summation/the purity of 
abstractual existence found to exist 'outside' the physical universe: 




The diagram in its simplest form becomes: 




The dotted line becomes a solid line to indicate the furthest boundary of our present perceptual abilities. 
The arrow is ignored for the system's name embraces the concept of symbiosis as clearly indicated by the 
system's names: symbiotic emanation, symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being (italicized) 'Being'. The 
names enfold both the passivity and action of individuality - 'being'. 
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It is at this point in time, the dawn of a new millennium, that the concept of the individual acting within 
God, the concept of a Cartesian system powering a non-Cartesian system, emerges. It is at this very point in 
time that one must take pause and use extreme caution, for the concept has not been examined to its fullest. 
A full examination of the model is an endeavor that does not happen in a matter of years or even decades. 

Therefore to assume the model is 'the' model or to assume the model is an 'absolute' incapable of being 
'expanded' is getting ahead of ourselves and for this very reason the theoretical speculation regarding an 
expanding model of symbiotic panentheism is classified as 'theoretical metaphysics'. 

We must, therefore acknowledge that: 





4 4 










'Coherent Time' 
Within experience 











may, in fact, not be an accurate diagram regarding the whole of reality and thus: 




Experience 
Within 
'Incoherent Time' 



'Coherent Time' 
Within 
Experience 



May not be the case. 

Therefore, we must recognize that the next diagram: 
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Or more accurately: 
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may not be the case and thus we have little choice but to go back to the more simplistic diagram of: 




In order to determine where to place: 




Just because we found the concept of 'separation through exclusion' to be lacking in terms of resolving 
paradoxes of our past (see Tractate 9: The Error of Russell), does not mean 'separation through exclusion' 
may not, could not, does not exist in regards to the interrelationship existing between the first three 
metaphysical elements and the new element - '?', the fourth potential element of metaphysics. 
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But why the dotted line? The line is dotted because at this point we have no idea regarding what this fourth 
element may be let alone if the dotted line represents a Cartesian system, a non-Cartesian system, or 
something else altogether. 

As such we have no idea regarding where to place this new element in relationship to the integrated system 
of the first three forms of being: the individual acting within God 

We don't even know if this new element, this fourth element, is 'within' any one, any two, or all three of 
the first three. 

Now it would appear that this fourth 'location' could not be 'within' the other three or it would be a part of 
the other three. This, however, is not necessarily the case. Since we have no idea whatever as to what this 
fourth element is, should the fourth element in fact exist. We have no conception of the fourth element's 
characteristics and as such the fourth element, should it exist, has the potential to be anywhere and anything 
other than what it is we are capable of conceiving at this point in time. 

This then brings us back to our question: What is the next diagram in the sequence? 



The surprise of nothingness: 

We begin with no dimensions. We begin with nothing - no length, no width, no depth, no space, no time, 
no energy, no matter, no abstractuals of any type. 



Zero dimensions 



We move to one dimension and when we do so we find the dimensionless point is actually five points: 



One dimension 
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We move from one dimension into two dimensions and find the five points are three entities: 



Two dimension 





We move from two dimension into three dimensions and find the three entities take form: 
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We then add the concepts of time and distance and obtain: 





'Being' - summation, 
the whole, totality 
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If we reverse the process step by step we reduce the image to its essence, nothing physical, only the the 
singularity of individuality exists. This statement, within the context of symbiotic panentheism, in no way 
implies only the whole exists for the whole cannot be the whole if nay of its unique parts of knowing 
dissolve into a state of non-being. 

Regarding dimensions 5,6, 7. . .: Dimensions . . .5, 6, 7, ... are dimensions much too involved for us to 
examine within the scope of a tractate regarding theoretical metaphysics and as such are left to the 
theoretical physicists and theoretical mathematicians to contemplate. 



Revisiting Metaphysical Engineering through Theoretical Metaphysics 

The development regarding a fourth element of reality leads us back to Tractate 13: Metaphysical System # 
28. Now, however, the title finds itself becoming: Metaphysical System # 257. 

With the introduction of a new element, a fourth element, to the basic three elements, the potential number 
of possible metaphysical models grows exponentially. The potential models grow from 28 to 257. As such 
Tractate 13 would now take on the following initial appearance: 

Regarding metaphysical systems: 

Building metaphysical systems is the process of moving forward with what theoretical metaphysics puts 
into place. 

Theoretical metaphysics brings to the building site the materials with which the metaphysical engineer 
begins the construction of the model itself. 

As such, let us examine the building materials which theoretical metaphysics has put before us. Once we 
have taken this step, let's examine some of the potential models metaphysical engineering could construct. 

Since a relatively large number of models will be presented, we will examine only four in detail. We will 
then take the final model and put it into non-technical language, generalizations. 



Preliminary: 

Metaphysical systems are systems reduced to their simplest forms. As a preliminary, we will examine 
visuals of a few metaphysical systems, which could emerge from four basic components: individuality, 
action, '?', and summation. 

We will represent the four through linguistic symbolization and definition as follows: 
Linguistic symbolization: Definitions: 

1. 'being' n: individuality 

2. being vb: action, Process/reality 

3. '?': ?????? 

4. 'Being' n: summation, totality 

The analysis, which follows, is an examination of individuality and its relationship to the whole as well as 
the whole to individuality. We will not be discussing 'Being's' significance to 'Being,' to summation. In 
essence we will be examining the internal dynamics of metaphysical systems rather than the external 
dynamics of such systems. 

We begin by establishing four potential components for a metaphysical system. Having done that, we will 
diagram, model, two hundred fifty seven systems that could potentially emerge from them. 
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Metaphysical Engineering: 



Metaphysical Concepts: 



You: 'being', Individuality 



— O ■ 



You: 'being', Individuality - magnified 5x 





O 



You: 'being', Individuality - magnified 12x 






The Physical Universe: being - action, Process/reality 



The Purity of Abstraction within which universes lie 




The Whole: 'Being', summation, totality 



The process of developing the 257 models of reality through metaphysical engineering, then follows the 
process established within Tractate 13. Due to limited space we will not detail the process here but we will 
illustrate model # 257. 
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Metaphysical System # 257: 




Which in essence is a replication of the previous model we developed through the process of 'looking for a 
pattern: 




The complete examination regarding what the two hundred fifty seven models imply in regards to the 
potential purpose and potential responsibilities regarding the individual are not the focus of this Tractate 
but it can be stated at this point that the fundamentals of Tractates 13 through 16 remain intact and the 
resultant concepts of purpose generating responsibilities remains intact: It is responsibilities which emerge 
from purpose not purpose which emerges from responsibilities. 
Theoretical Metaphysics: The eternally moving horizon of knowledge 
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It is possible to model an understanding demonstrating how pure free will can exist uncompromised by 
'divine foreknowledge' . In the process of establishing a model where free will and determinism may be 
interdependent of each other's existence, we will see how it is metaphysics is alive rather than being 'dead' 
as we presently 'believe' . Even more excitingly, we will observe how it is metaphysics retains an ever- 
moving horizon, which may well extend infinitely beyond our reach just as a finality to the extent of 
knowledge itself may extend infinitely beyond our reach. 

This tractate and Tractate 13 have demonstrated the understanding that as concepts of singularity increase 
geometrically in number the models increase exponentially in number. 

A metaphysical understanding that 1 st truth is simply singular in nature generates a singular metaphysical 
model. 

A metaphysical understanding that two 1 st truths exist generates five metaphysical models. 

A metaphysical understanding that three 1 st truths exist generates twenty-eight metaphysical models. 

A metaphysical understanding that four 1 st truths exist generates two hundred fifty seven metaphysical 
models. 

The issue and understanding regarding the logic involved regarding the rationality as to the existence of 
multiple 1 st truths was examined in great detail throughout this work. The issue as to the validity regarding 
multiple 1 st truths will therefore not be addressed within this tractate. What is being addressed within this 
tractate is the concept of theoretical metaphysics, the initial understanding regarding what it is that may lay 
'beyond' the whole as is presented within this work, what lies 'beyond' the purity of abstraction within 
which universes lie. 

It is the singularity of 'the' whole, which constantly presents itself within this work. But what of the 
potential existence of no 'whole' existing? The issue regarding no whole was partially addressed within 
Tractate 13: 

Concepts of multiplicity are no doubt just as much a possibility as concepts of singularity and 
cannot be ignored. 

And just what is a concept of singularity as opposed to a concept of multiplicity? To understand 
the concept one can take any of the three metaphysical concepts. As an example: Take the concept 
of unique individuality, in order to be unique it is usually considered to occur only once within the 
system. Granted there could be an infinite number of unique individualities but in our present 
understanding of reality it is assumed 'a' particular individuality occurs only once. This need not 
necessarily be the case, however. 

The possibility of 'a ' unique individual existing more than once, and for that matter, occurring 
more than once at the same 'time ' 'within ' 'a ' metaphysical system is not being denied. However, 
the intricacies of such a possibility are not the issue of this particular tractate. 

Systems limited to four metaphysical concepts of singularity: 
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A metaphysical system incorporating four 1 st truths is presently capable of being understood as: 
The materials: 



'being', being, ?, and 'Being', 




The system could be: 

1. A system less system 

2. A system less system of separation through exclusion 

3. A system less system of separation through inclusion 

4. A system of system ness 

5. A system of system ness of separation through exclusion 

6. A system of system ness of separation through inclusion 

7. ... 
8 

9. ... 

10. A system 



As was discussed in Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, the symbolic representation of the individual: 



\\/_ 



can be replaced with: 




which in turn can be symbolized as: 
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The result of redefining a symbol for individuality gives us a fresh look at reality. The model of reality 
incorporating four 1 st truths now takes on the appearance of: 




The great desire here is to quickly use Ockham's Razor to avoid complexity. It is for that reason the 
concept of: 




evolves so quickly, but do not forget the lesson of Volume II, A Virgin Consciousness. Philosophers from 
Zeno through Russell generated irresolvable paradoxes not because the paradoxes were in essence 
irresolvable but because the paradoxes were perceived to be irresolvable when examining said paradoxes 
within the restrictions placed upon them perceptually. 

So it was paradoxes bloomed and flourished over the last twenty five hundred years of philosophical 
thought. So it was: 



'a' system remained unresolved 



1. 


The paradox 


2. 


The paradox 


3. 


The paradox 


4. 


The paradox 


5. 


The paradox 


6. 


The paradox 


7. 


The paradox 




unresolved 


8. 


The paradox 


9. 


The paradox 


10. 


The paradox 
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11. The paradox of monism and dualism remained unresolved 

12. The paradox of relative value remained unresolved 

13. The paradox of exclusionism/separation remained unresolved 

14. The paradox of metaphysical multiplicity remained unresolved 

15. The paradox of 'being' being separated from 'Being' being remained unresolved 

So it is the concept of responsibility for: 

1. one's 'being' 

2. one's being - actions, process/reality 

3. one's 'Being': 

remained riddled with philosophical paradoxes and philosophical choices. So it was society was to be 
inundated with confusing thought, paradoxical justice, contradictory debate, personal conjectures, 
emotional principles, wishful delusions, and fanciful theories which would rationalize the actions of 
intimidation, abuse, domination, submission, personality complexes of superiority as well as inferiority 
throughout the two thousand five hundred years to come, throughout the centuries of pain, sorrow, agony, 
and despair not only in terms of the physical body and mind, not only spiritually, but in terms of the very 
soul, 'being' itself, in terms of perhaps 'Being' Itself. 

So it was the concept of taking responsibility for 'being', being, and 'Being could never come to fruition all 
because we pre-supposed 'what was' rather than waiting patiently for an understanding of 'what might be'. 

Let us not do the same thing with the new understanding that a fourth 1 st truth may exist. It takes a long, 
long time to learn from mistakes and it takes even longer to back track and begin anew a development 
regarding a new perception if in fact it is even possible to develop a new perception based upon a fourth 1 st 
truth.. 

With this said, lets take what should be our first step and begin the examination of a fourth 1 st truth which 
at this point in time remains totally outside the realm of our discussions regarding reality. 



Systems limited to four metaphysical concepts of singularity: 

The materials, 1 st truths, with which the metaphysical models are built now become: 
'being', being, ? , and 'Being' 



* 



The individual exists - I exist, you exist 




The universe exists 



The purity of abstraction exists 
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???? exists 



At this point one must not loose track of the concept that 'nothingness' exists but is not the '???' of which 
we speak. The understanding regarding why it is 'nothingness' is not the '????' is fully addressed within 
previous tractates and in specific Tractates 1, 2, 8, 9, and 10. 

Now, as before, the system/model could be: 

A system less system 

A system less system of separation through exclusion 
A system less system of separation through inclusion 
A system of system ness 

A system of system ness of separation through exclusion 
A system of system ness of separation through inclusion 



A system 
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Speculative summary possibilities regarding the interrelationship of four 1 st truths : 



This fourth metaphysical unit may be what holds 'beng', being, and 'Being together 




This fourth metaphysical unit may be the pinnacle of a structure based upon 'beng', being, and 

'Being 




'Being 



being 



'being' 
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This fourth metaphysical unit may be the base of a structure from which 'beng', being, and 

'Being springs 




'being' 



being 



'Being' 



This fourth metaphysical unit may be altogether different from any of this, altogether separate from 

'beng', being, and 'Being 




Or? 'Or' who at this point knows? 
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Theoretical Metaphysics: 

This process of understanding the unknown that lies 'beyond' perceived reality is known as Theoretical 
Metaphysics. Theoretical Metaphysics is very different from both Metaphysical Engineering and Practical 
Metaphysics. 

Metaphysical Engineering takes concepts theoretical metaphysics puts into play and then proceeds to create 
functional social solutions to seemingly irresolvable social paradoxes. (For 30 examples see: In the Image 
of God, Book H, Trilogy I). 

Practical Metaphysics takes concepts theoretical metaphysics puts into play and examines their validity 
against knowledge we had, have, and will have in place. (For 30 examples see: Stepping up to the Creator, 
Book III, Trilogy I). 

Theoretical Metaphysics with the development of symbiotic panentheism, with the development of the 
individual acting within God, begins its own unique cutting edge development. Theoretical Metaphysics 
initiates the speculation as to what it is the whole (the Cartesian found within and powering the non- 
Cartesian) lies. 

With the advent of our understanding the whole of reality, understanding the individual acting within God, 
we now can begin to understand the age-old questions regarding 'being'. The questions: 

Philosophically: 

Where is 'being'? 
What is 'being'? 
And lastly 

Why does 'being' exist? 

Scientifically: 

Where is the life? 
What is the life? 
And lastly 
Why does life exist? 

Religiously: 

Where is the soul? 
What is the soul? 
And lastly 

Why does the soul exist? 
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With the advent of our understanding the whole of reality, understanding of the individual acting within 
God, we now can begin to understand the age-old questions regarding 'being'. The questions: 

Philosophically: 

Where is being - action, process/reality? 
What is being - action, process/reality? 
And lastly 

Why does being - action, process/reality exist? 

Scientifically: 

Where is being - action, process/reality? 
What is being - action, process/reality? 
And lastly 

Why does being - action, process/reality? 

Religiously: 

Where is being - action, process/reality? 
What is being - action, process/reality? 
And lastly 

Why does being - action, process/reality exist? 

Theoretical Metaphysics is now standing at the cusp of beginning to theorize the answers to the questions 
never before thought possible, namely: 

Philosophically: 

Where is 'Being'? 
What is 'Being'? 
And lastly 

Why does 'Being' exist? 

Scientifically: 

Where is the First Cause? 
What is the First Cause? 
And lastly 

Why does First Cause exist? 

Religiously: 

Where is God? 
What is God? 
And lastly 

Why does God exist? 

How can we possible know answers to such questions? We can begin at the simplest of steps. We can begin 
in terms of what it is we 'know' the fourth metaphysical building block is not. 

We know the fourth 1 st truth is not the physical/the concrete/foe ing - action, process/reality. The concept of 
the physical has already been addressed as one of the three metaphysical building blocks we have in place: 
'being', being, and 'Being'. 
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We know this fourth building block of metaphysics is not 'being', individuality, a piece, part of abstraction, 
for 'being' has already been addressed as one of the three metaphysical building blocks we have in place: 
'being', being, and 'Being'. 

We know this fourth building block of metaphysics is not 'Being', the summation of abstraction for 'Being' 
has already been addressed as one of the three metaphysical building blocks we have in place: 'being', 
being, and 'Being'. 

We know this fourth metaphysical unit is not the means by which 'Being' expands upon itself for being in 
the active sense is accounted for within the metaphysical system of the individual acting within God. 

And there is more we know regarding what the fourth metaphysical unit, what the fourth 1 st truth, is not. 
The fourth metaphysical unit, the fourth 1 st truth is not 'nothingness' for nothingness, with this work has 
been fully incorporated as a part of reality, included 'within' reality as a functioning entity unique in and of 
itself. 

What then can we say regarding what this fourth metaphysical unit is? At this point there is only one thing 
we can say for certain regarding what this fourth metaphysical unit is: The fourth metaphysical unit exists 
for we have conceived of it. 

So when will we 'know' more regarding what this fourth unit of metaphysical existence is? 

We are going to have to wait until later for our answers, much later, much much later. We are most likely 
going to have to wait until after we have answered some additional questions regarding 'being', being - 
action, process/physical reality, and 'Being'. As we answer these questions we will have taken another step 
towards understanding this fourth unit of metaphysics. We must be patient. We must move forward with 
the expansion of our understanding regarding 'being' being 'Being. We must move forward with our 
knowledge base that leads to answering pressing questions regarding Metaphysical Engineering and 
Practical Metaphysics. 

And what of the future? In the future we will see another metaphysician come along who will be capable of 
expanding the understanding of reality beyond the limits created by the perceptual model of symbiotic 
panentheism, which has expanded upon the perceptual models Aristotle and Kant had put into play. Until 
such a human, extraterrestrial, or artificial intelligence of some form emerges, there is no need to wait 
immersed in stagnant anticipation. There is much to do philosophically, scientifically, and religiously until 
then. 

And just how long will we have to wait before such a metaphysician comes along and stumbles across the 
cusp of another metaphysical insight waiting to expose itself to our curiosity? Who knows? It may not 
happen until the onset of the next millennium, the approach of the year 3000 AD, but of one thing you can 
be fairly certain, it will happen for we have dreamed it and as such it is as certain as any potentiality we can 
conceive. 



Philosophical Progress 

Philosophical growth regarding the understanding of reality can be illustrated in terms of the distant past, 
the recent past, the near future, and the far future: 
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The Distant Past 

500 BC - 1724 AD 



Volume I 



The time period occupied with 

> Understanding 

> Concept expansion 

> Explosive philosophical 
growth 

> Examination 

> Theory development 



Leibniz 
1716 AD 



Copernicus 
1543 AD 



Aristotle 
322 BC 



Boethius 
525 AD 



The time period occupied with 

> Evaluation 

> Analysis 

> Critiquing 

> Examination 

> Theory testing 

> Redundancy 



Kant 
1724 AD 



Zeno 
500 BC 



Understanding the Cartesian Theory of Reality 
500 BC- 1724 AD 
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The Recent Past 



1804 AD - 1945 AD 



Volume II 



The time period occupied with 

> Understanding 

> Concept expansion 

> Explosive philosophical 
growth 

> Examination 

> Theory development 



Heidegger 
1976 AD 



Russell 
1970 AD 



Hegel 
1831 AD 



Einstein 
1955 AD 



The time period occupied with 

> Evaluation 

> Analysis 

> Critiquing 

> Examination 

> Theory testing 

> Redundancy 



Shepard 
1945 AD 



Kant 
1804 AD 



Understanding the Non-Cartesian Theory of 
Reality 
1804 AD - 1945 AD 
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The Near Future 



???? AD - ???? AD 



The time period occupied with 

> Understanding 

> Concept expansion 

> Explosive philosophical 
growth 

> Examination 

> Theory development 



???? 
1976 AD 



1111 
???? AD 



7777 
1111 AD 




???? 
1111 AD 



Volume III 



The time period occupied with 

> Evaluation 

> Analysis 

> Critiquing 

> Examination 

> Theory testing 

> Redundancy 



???? 
???? AD 



Understanding the Cartesian within the non- 
Cartesian Theory of Reality 
1945 AD- 
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Placing the distant past, the recent past, the near future, and the far future end to end we obtain a timeline of 
human philosophical knowledge illustrated as: 



Knowledge 




The Distant Past 



The Recent Past 



The Near Future 



Time: Human history regarding the understanding of the whole of reality 




Significant Perceptual Reorientations 





1: Zeno / Aristotle - Reality is Cartesian in nature - Empiricism 

2: Kant / Hegel - Reality is Non-Cartesian in nature - Existentialism 

3: ? / Shepard - Reality is both Cartesian and Non-Cartesian in nature - Existential 
Empiricism, Symbiotic Emanation, Symbiotic Panentheism 
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Advancing knowledge 

Why then does the whole exist: The whole exists not for what lies outside itself but rather the whole exists 
for what lies within itself, exists for its parts just as the environment exists for its parts, government exists 
for its constituents, society exists for its members, religion exists for the individual. 

In essence it is not the individual that exists for the good of the whole but rather it is the whole, which 
exists for the good of the individual. This work clearly demonstrates the significance of the individual and 
as such acts as the ultimate philosophical work substantiating the human history vector that intuitively 
suggests:. 

1 . Human purpose has phenomenal significance. 

2. Human responsibility is definable. 

3. Neither human purpose nor human responsibilities are to be taken lightly. 

Our specie has sacrificed much emotional trauma and spilled much human blood to elevate the significance 
of the individual. The sacrifice has been freely given to keep the intuitive perception regarding the 
significance of the individual alive. Now, with this work, an ally of intuition has been developed and that 
ally is knowledge based upon reason. 

This ally of knowledge is more formidable than what it may appear to be at first glance. Knowledge is a 
stagnant concept when examined from our past perceptions. Our past perceptions of knowledge presented a 
limit to what we could learn for we could only learn of what exists. The ally developed by this work is an 
ally of both existing knowledge and developing what 'could exist' but doesn't exist knowledge. This ally is 
an eternally moving horizon of knowledge. 

The eternally moving horizon of knowledge, within the model of symbiotic panentheism will never be 
reached for by definition it is we, you and I, future souls, all beings within the universe which harbor 
abstractual thought processes which are the very means by which knowledge is created. It is by definition, 
we, you and I together, who circumvent the horrors of eternal recurrence faced by God itself, faced by the 
whole itself, faced by 'Being' itself, faced by you and I ourselves. 

We, you and I, are the very means by which nihilism itself is defeated. 
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Western Philosophy helps us understand 
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Prologue 

Looking at the historical developmental aspect of philosophy as opposed to the historical 
paradoxical development addressed in Tractates 1 - 1 1 of this work, we find what 
appears to be an endless array of questions emerging. In fact it is not the questions which 
'emerge' from the philosophical development but the philosophical development, which 
emerges from the questions. As philosophy develops, it in turn creates its own set of 
unique questions. 

Passive observation elucidated by the Aristotelian Cartesian System of Cause and Effect 
was examined in some detail within Volume I of this work. The Cartesian system 
emerged as a means of answering question regarding 'reality' as we perceived it to be. 

As to be expected when examining the progress of humanity's philosophical 
development, the philosophical development emerging from the foray of the initial 
questions led to the system of reality being elucidated as Cartesianism. Cartesianism, the 
concept of 1 st truth generated by the understanding of a 'cause and effect' reality, in turn 
initiated its own unique set of questions which remained unanswered in terms of the 
limitations a Cartesian system presented regarding the whole of reality. Such unanswered 
questions riddle the description regarding the historical development of Western 
Philosophy as presented within Stephen Moor's synopsis. 

The direct and indirect questions expressed within the synopsis are addressed in the 
conclusion, The Peer Review, of Volume III. The directly and/or indirectly posed 
questions elucidated within the synopsis are addressed in the Peer Review following this 
tractate. The process of answering the questions within a separate tractate, rather than 
intermittently throughout this particular synopsis, is utilized to prevent interrupting the 
flow of the synopsis itself. The historical synopsis lays the necessary foundation by 
which the reader can better understand the historical influence underlying the questions 
submitted by the philosophers participating in the simulated peer review found within 
part two of the conclusion of this work. 

One must keep in mind that it is not just the Aristotelian Cartesian System of Cause and 
Effect which we find emerges from questions being asked and which leaves its own 
unique questions in place. 

We also find the Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesian system, a system lacking 'a' first truth, a 
system lacking 'cause and effect', a foundationless system emerging from the questions 
being asked. The development of a non-Cartesian system in turn leaves its own unique 
set of questions. It is the questions left by both the Cartesian and the non-Cartesian 
systems, which initiate the question: Why now? Why does the new system, Cartesianism 
existing with non-Cartesianism, Cartesianism, Cartesianism acting as the 'power' source 
for non-Cartesianism, 'a' first truth found within the lack of 'a' first truth, multiplicity 
found within singularity, 'being' being 'Being, symbiotic panentheism emerge now at 
this point in time. 

The non-Cartesian system emerged as a result of the questions the emergence of the 
Cartesian system put into play. 
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The reason the New Metaphysical Perception of the individual acting within God 
emerges now is that the unique questions left in place through the independent 
development of both the Cartesian system and non-Cartesian systems describing 'reality' 
beg to be answered. Neither the Cartesian nor the non-Cartesian systems are capable, on 
their own, of answering all the unique questions each system generates. It is the 
development of this new Metaphysical model, it is the development of a third 
metaphysical system which provides 'a' and perhaps 'the only', means of answering such 
questions based upon reason/philosophy. 

Having presented the need for Tractate 18: The Historical Development of Western 
Philosophy: we are now ready to examine the historical development of Western 
Philosophy as presented by Stephen Moore. 
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1. Introduction 

This short introduction to philosophy is included in this volume in order to assist 
the reader in understanding some of the central issues of philosophy. This 
introduction isn't intended to be comprehensive. The complexity of the subject, 
and its long history, would make that impractical in such a limited space. 
However, it does present some of the central positions and points of dispute in 
the unfolding story of philosophy: a story that is still being written. 

But what is philosophy? Is there a precise description or definition of this vast 
subject available? The big stumbling block to defining the subject is that it covers 
a period of over 2000 years. Philosophy is a very individualistic endeavor. Even 
within the various disciplines that are a part of the philosophical tradition, there 
are numerous definitions and interpretations. The phrase "the devil is in the 
details" is very appropriate as applied to philosophy. Also, the unique 
personalities who practice philosophy play a vital role in shaping its meaning and 
purpose. 

And what are the major themes and questions of philosophy? There are many, 
but the most persistent of these would include the following: 

• What is existence? 

• Do we exist, and why? 

• What is reality? 

• What can we know? 

• What is knowledge? 

• What is truth? 

• What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

• Why is the individual important? 

• What is our function within society? 

• Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

• Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

• What is morality? 

Philosophy - loosely defined - is the journey to find answers to these questions. 
The methodology used to respond is constantly evolving. Analysis, reflection, 
and interpretation are central, as are critical assessments of various philosophical 
positions. Above all, philosophy, which comes from the Greek work philosophia, 
means the love of wisdom. 

The study of philosophy, in the Western tradition, began in Ancient Greece early 
in the 6 th century B.C. Since that time, the range and scope of its journey has 
expanded into very specialized and distinct branches. Among these branches are: 

• Metaphysics The Study of Existence 

• Epistemology The Study of Knowledge 

• Ethics The Study of Action 
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• Politics 

• Esthetics 

• Logic 

• Language 



The Study of Force 

The Study of Art 

The Study of Reason 

The Study of Communication 



These in turn consist of many subcategories, including: 



Empiricism 

Phenomenology 

Positivism 

Pragmatism 

Existentialism 

Materialism 

Nihilism 

Atheism 

Cultural Theory 

Ethics 

Politics 

Ontology 

Teleology 



Rationalism 

Transcendentalism 

Utilitarianism 

Critical Theory 

Deconstruction 

Linguistic Analysis 

Aesthetics 

Humanism 

Eastern Philosophy 

Bio-Ethics 

Logic 

Cosmology 

Idealism 



And the methods used to explore these sub-categories also vary. There is a 
constant tension in the history of philosophy between attaining a completely 
"objective" understanding of reality, as opposed to a less stringent or 
"subjective" understanding. Going back to first principles is a reoccurring theme, 
as is the reassessment of well-established or even forgotten works. It is organic. 
It changes constantly. Unlike science - which progresses by discarding its present 
assumptions for newer ones - philosophy continually returns to its past in order 
to formulate new philosophical perceptions. As we change, so does our 
appreciation of our philosophical heritage. 

This tractate begins just before the Pre-Socratics, and ends with the work of 
Ludwig Wittgenstein. The philosophy of Wittgenstein, which focused on logical 
positivism and linguistic analysis, is where this brief overview of philosophy 
ends. This is on account of the continual influence that Wittgenstein's work has 
had on modern philosophy, particularly in academia. Metaphysical speculation 
has been put aside, in favor of a more mechanistic study of the internal workings 
of the philosophical method. 

But what should the future of philosophy look like? Should it continue on its 
present course, a course that excludes metaphysical speculation, or should it 
return to a more inclusive and broader understanding of philosophy's function? 
Philosophy, in its present form, has turned away from the very questions that it 
was created to answer. As such, it has become less and less relevant to the public, 
a public that still seeks answers to questions regarding meaning and purpose. 
Philosophy - like science and religion - is isolated from other disciplines. But 
wisdom is holistic and inclusive. If philosophy, science and religion could be 
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reconciled and united, then a new foundation would be established to answer 
these questions. 

One response to the present impasse is Symbiotic Panentheism. It explores a new 
perception that could integrate the three disciplines of philosophy, science and 
religion. In so doing, it outlines how the conflicts that have defined our species 
could be eliminated. As our perception of our significance changes, so do we. 

A brief overview of Symbiotic Panentheism is included at the end of this tractate. 

2. Before the Pre-Socratics 

Before the Ancient Greeks, two great Empires existed in close proximity to the 
Eastern Mediterranean: the Egyptian and the Babylonian. These two Empires, 
though they differed outwardly in many respects, had much in common with 
each other. Both the Egyptian and Babylonian Empires were the first two 
examples of urban civilization, each of which supported large populations. 

Despite their size, there was little or no diversity of outlook or opinion. It was the 
kings and priests - possessors of magical powers - who ruled their people. These 
civilizations, with their theocratic and monarchical institutions, had little 
tolerance for diverse viewpoints. As a consequence, there was little scientific or 
technological progress or innovation other than that employed to support the 
prevailing belief systems. This isn't to say that there weren't advances in 
knowledge. It was that these advances were the sole domain of the kings and 
priests of the time. These cultures relied exclusively on custom, priestly 
revelation, and divine authority for their social cohesion. As such, all knowledge 
was used to maintain the prevailing view. For example, Egyptian geometry was 
used to build the great pyramids, while Babylonian astronomy and mathematics 
were used - exclusively by the priests - to make "magical" predictions. In 
essence, the prevailing outlook of both the Egyptian and Babylonian empires was 
that the world was explainable in strictly mythical terms. The gods had created 
the world, and were responsible for all aspects of it. The pre-Socratics 
dramatically challenged this worldview. 

3. The Pre-Socratics 

Western philosophy began with the pre-Socratics. These were a group of thinkers 
who lived and worked in Miletus in the early part of the 6 th century BC. These 
thinkers had moved eastwards to settle on the islands and Aegean coastline of 
Asia Minor. In the truest sense, these settlers were pioneers. The conditions they 
confronted in Ionia were quite difficult. The land was essentially arid: only olives 
and grapes could be harvested from such dry land. And access to more fertile 
territory was blocked by vast mountain ranges. As a consequence, they turned to 
the sea for their survival. In so doing, they discovered that they were in close 
proximity to two great civilizations: the Egyptian and the Babylonian. Because of 
the limitations imposed by their physical environment, and their need for trade, 
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the Ionians possessed a very different outlook from that of their neighbors. The 
pre-Socratics developed a fresh and dynamic way of looking at the world. They 
turned away from the established theocratic and monarchical structures of their 
neighbors, and created social structure based upon republican city-states. In these 
city-states, those who governed did so by the consent of the people. 

From the very beginning, the Ionians were willing to embrace new ideas and 
perceptions. In so doing, they were able to shape those ideas and perceptions to 
new purposes. For example, both Babylonian astronomy and Egyptian geometry 
were vital as an aid to maritime navigation. Using these tools, in such a 
revolutionary new manner, allowed them to trade with diverse cultures scattered 
all around the Eastern Mediterranean. In so doing, they were exposed to new 
knowledge and perceptions. 

4. The Invention of Philosophy 
Thales of Miletus (585 B.C.) 

The invention of philosophy is attributed to Thales of Miletus who lived in the 6 th 
century BC. Though little knowledge remains of his life and work, there is 
evidence that it was he who introduced Egyptian geometry to Ionia. He is also 
credited with a practical knowledge of Babylonian astronomy. Thales was 
considered to be one of the Seven Wise Men or Sophoi. The Sophoi were 
credited with an outlook that was essentially inventive and practical: They 
desired to strip away all dogma in order to get to the underlying truth of nature. 
The study of the origin and nature of the physical world was their highest 
priority: all else was discarded. Thales of Miletus was the first of these Sophoi to 
formulate a purely natural explanation of the world. Though the views of Thales 
and his contemporaries may seem primitive by current standards, he began a 
process of critically examining the natural world around him, free of all 
mythological components. As with the other pre-Socratics - Anaximander and 
Anaximenes - very little is known about the reasoning underlying their positions. 
As such, it would be easy to criticize their assumptions and conclusions about the 
"natural" world. However, these were the first steps away from a strictly 
mythical way of thinking about existence. Thales, for example, held that "all 
comes from water." Given the abundance of water on the earth, and its 
importance to the preservation of life, it is a reasonable assumption to make. 
Given the multiple states that water can have - solid, liquid, and gaseous - as 
well as its sheer abundance, it was reasonable to postulate its significance. 

Anaximander (612-545 B.C.) 

Thales 's student, Anaximander, found this assumption about existence to be far 
too simplistic. He recognized that the world, and cosmos, was in a constant state 
of change. He proposed to explain this change by referring to the Apeiron. The 
Apeiron was something both infinite and indefinite. Within it, the four states - 
hot, cold, wet, and dry - arose. Anaximander believed that the conflict and 
interaction of these states gave rise to the cosmos, the earth, and to life. 
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Anaximenes (545 B.C.) 

The successor to Anaximander, Anaximenes, returned to a position akin to that of 
Thales. Anaximenes believed that there must be a single form of "stuff as the 
primary source of everything. He suggested that vapor or mist was this "stuff." 

Heraclitus(500B.C.) 

Heraclitus of Ephesus was dissatisfied with the pre-Socratic way of 
comprehending the world. Heraclitus rejected, in particular, the ideas of harmony 
implicit in the pre-Socratic position. He saw the natural world as an environment 
of struggle and difficulty and concluded, "all was flux" and was ever changing. 

5. The Eleatics 

The Eleatics rejected the views of Heraclitus, and defended the stability and unity 
of the natural world. Parmenides, founder of the school of Eleaticism, stated that 
"what exists" cannot come into being, nor can it pass away, because it would 
have to either come out of nothing, or to become nothing - whereas nothing, by 
its very nature - does not exist. It follows that there can be no motion, for how 
can one object occupy the space of another? Our perception of change is thus an 
illusion. This idea - for its time - was revolutionary. For the first time, it 
introduced the idea that there are two forms of truth: the real and the perceived. 

Zeno of Elea 

Another Eleatic, Zeno of Elea, a friend of Parmenides, attempted to address the 
criticisms of Parmenides' philosophy. Zeno patiently listened to the arguments 
against Parmenides' position that plurality and change is an illusion: that there is 
but one solid "being." Zeno argued that if we did accept the assumption that there 
is plurality and motion, we would arrive at equally strange conclusions. In 
creating his famous paradoxes, he attempted to demonstrate the absurdity of the 
idea that the world is constantly changing. 

Zeno's Paradoxes: Paradox #1: The Dichotomy 

We cannot travel around a racetrack. Since we must first go halfway, and 
half of halfway, and half of half of halfway, etc., we have an infinity of 
smaller distances to travel. As such, we cannot get under way in any 
finite time-span. 

Zeno's Paradoxes: Paradox #2: Achilles and the Tortoise 

Given even a small head start, a tortoise could never be overtaken by the 
faster Achilles in a race. For Achilles to catch up to where the tortoise 
began, he would have to travel a certain distance. By the time that he had 
traveled that distance, the tortoise will have already advanced, however 
slowly, to the next position. Though the distances would get gradually 
smaller, Achilles could never overtake the tortoise. 
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Zeno's Paradoxes: Paradox #3: The Arrow 

An arrow never moves. If motion occurs in discrete intervals, then at any 
single moment during its flight, the arrow is not moving. It has to occupy 
the position it is in. Since the flight of the arrow is made up of a 
succession of such positions, it cannot be shown that the arrow moves. 

Zeno used these paradoxes to demonstrate that by accepting the idea of motion - 
and change of any kind - we arrive at absurd conclusions. We should therefore 
reject "change" as a natural part of the world. How can there be unity in a world 
that appears to be multiple? 

6. Empedocles, Plurality, and Greek Atomism 

The Atomists - Leucippus (440 B.C.), Epicurus (341-271 B.C.), and Democritus 
(460-370 B.C.) - attempted to counter the position put forward by Parmenides by 
introducing plurality back into our worldview. Contrary to Parmenides' 
argument, the Atomists argued that "nothing" does, in a way, exist. It takes the 
form of empty space. As such, there are two fundamental principles that govern 
the physical world: empty space and filled space. The filled space consists of 
indivisible atoms, which are tiny, indivisible, and unobservable. Within the 
framework of these "atoms", there is, contrary to Parmenides' position, constant 
change. Since these "atoms" exist, their motion is not only possible, but also 
inevitable. The Atomists concluded that everything that happens in the world is 
caused by these "atoms" colliding with each other. The activity and change we 
observe in the world is due to the effects of these collisions. This pluralistic view 
of reality became a dominant trend in philosophy for many later generations. 
Anticipating much of the deterministic positions taken by modern philosophy, 
Epicurus ventured to conclude that all our actions, on account of fundamental 
physical laws, are inevitable. 

7. The Sophists 

Athens in the 5 th century underwent a series of external attacks, and some internal 
rebellions, which contributed to a renewed interest in practical philosophy. The 
Athenians, despite all their external and internal threats, were able to maintain a 
relatively democratic government where many Athenian citizens were able to 
directly participate in important social decisions. In order to participate fully as a 
citizen, it was important to attain skills in debate and reasoning. The sophists 
arose to fill this need. They were skilled teachers who were adept in the art of 
rhetoric and debate. It was these skills that were most valued in the effective 
exercise of citizenship. The word "Sophist" is derived from the verb 
sophizesthai, which means, "to make a profession of being inventive and clever." 
This accurately described the sophists who, unlike the philosophers mentioned so 
far, wished to be paid for teaching their skills. The Sophists rejected almost all of 
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the philosophy that preceded them. They were not interested in abstract 
speculation. In the truest sense, they were phenomenologists: they focused 
exclusively on the "phenomenal" everyday world as opposed to the abstract 
"real" world described by earlier philosophers. According to the sophists, what is 
truly important is to be successful in life and gain influence and power over 
others. Though the earlier Sophists were more restrained in openly preaching 
immoralism, the later Sophists showed much less restraint. Thrasymachus of 
Chalcedon declared openly that "right is what is beneficial for the stronger or 
better one." 



8. Socrates (469-399 B.C.) 

The most respected and admired philosopher in the 5 th century was Socrates. He 
employed many of the argumentative techniques of the Sophists, but he did not 
teach for money, nor were his aims similar to theirs. Socrates was dedicated to 
truth. His dedication to honest and careful reasoning was to transform the entire 
field of philosophy. Socrates insisted that he possessed no wisdom, but was 
striving for it. His goal was purely the attainment of genuine knowledge about 
existence. He was concerned primarily with questioning all previous assumptions 
and wouldn't settle for anything less than a rigorous account of the nature of 
things. In formulating this approach, he was the first great exponent of critical 
philosophy. Socrates is unique in that he didn't write anything during his 
lifetime, nor was he interested in directly teaching his philosophy. He was more 
interested in engaging everyone - old or young, rich or poor - in a debate about 
the nature of things. In doing so, he felt that the inconsistencies of many opinions 
and actions could be revealed - thereby revealing the truth of things by 
eliminating the flawed assumptions. We know of his work through the writings 
of his most famous student: Plato. Socrates adhered to two fundamental 
principles in conducting his life: 

• Never do wrong, nor participate in wrongdoing 

• That a person who understood what was good and right would not act against 
those principles 

On numerous occasions, he demonstrated unshakable adherence to these values, 
and at the expense of his life. After the Battle of Arginusae, a majority in the 
Athenian assembly demanded death without trial for the admirals. Socrates - 
who was the assembly's president - refused to put the proposal to a vote because 
he felt it was wrong to condemn anyone without a fair trial. Though he was 
threatened for not doing so, he refused to change his position. Later, after the 
overthrow of democracy, the so-called Thirty Tyrants ordered him to arrest an 
innocent citizen. Again, he refused. Though these principled stands won him the 
admiration of many, it created a great resentment among those in power. Later, 
when democracy was restored, he was condemned to death. He was accused of 
impiety and of corrupting the youth of Athens with his ideas. Following 
Socrates' death, his influence began to grow considerably in Greek and Roman 
philosophy. Many of his followers, including Xenophon (430-350 B.C.) and 
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Aeschines (390 B.C.), tried to preserve his philosophical method by writing 
Socratic dialogues. Schools were also founded to help promote various aspects of 
his philosophy. 

9. Plato (427-347 B.C.) 

Plato was the most important follower of Socrates. He is most famous for his 
book The Republic in which he described the creation of an ideal society. The 
Republic was a socio-political book that outlined how an ideal society would 
function. According to Plato, an ideal society would be ruled by an elite, an elite 
skilled in the art of reason: the philosophers. There would be two other classes 
within that society: the warriors, who would protect the society from external 
threats, and the working population. Neither the philosophers nor the warriors 
would be allowed to own property. They would be expected to lead an austere 
and simple life, dedicated to the harmony of the ideal state. Despite the influence 
and importance of The Republic, Plato's most significant contribution to 
theoretical philosophy was in his Theory of Forms or Ideas. In questioning 
someone's strongly held opinion, Socrates had often asked what it was that 
people were referring to when they talked about something being good, or 
beautiful, or brave. Plato had asked what is the Idea or Eidos that a person has in 
mind when he called something "good." Plato concluded that this Idea or Eidos 
exists in the world beyond that of our senses. Plato called this the world of Ideas. 
In this world of Ideas, what we perceive with our senses is but a very imperfect 
representation of an external and eternal Idea. In one of Plato's most famous 
examples, in the seventh book of his Politeia, he created the scenario of the man 
in the cave. In this example, Plato said that we are like people in a cave who are 
looking at a wall - and seeing nothing but the shadows of the real things that are 
behind our backs being projected on the wall. He said the philosopher was the 
one who had the perceptual tools to leave the cave and see the world - the real 
world of Ideas. Because the philosophers had the ability to really see the "real" 
world, then it would follow that they should also be the governing elite who 
would guide the rest of society. 

10. Pythagoras (570-495 B.C.) 

In the 6 th century, a Greek colony arose in Italy led by Pythagoras of Samos. 
Unlike many of the earlier philosophers, the Pythagoreans tried to develop a 
completely new and unique philosophy or their own. Pythagoras - who had 
traveled in the East and to Egypt - founded a philosophical society in southern 
Italy. Because the Pythagoreans were a secretive quasi-religious sect, only 
fragments of their teaching survive. However, scholars believe that he introduced 
the concept of the "transmigration of souls" because of what he had learned in 
the East. But Pythagoras' most influential contribution, both for philosophy and 
for science, was his doctrine that "all things are numbers," meaning that the 
"essences" and "structures" of all things can be determined by finding the 
numerical relations contained in them. Pythagoras is most recognized for his 
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contribution to mathematics. He discovered that mathematical ratios exist in the 
real world. For instance, the length of a musical string directly affects the pitch of 
that string when plucked. Pythagoras also conducted an extensive study of the 
motion of celestial objects. In both of these previous examples, he recognized 
that there was a fundamental order to the nature of things. He concluded that the 
aim of human life was to life in harmony with this natural order. 

11. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) 

Aristotle, a contemporary of Plato, soon raised objections to the theory of Ideas 
put forward by Plato. Aristotle declared that it is unnecessary to assume that there 
is a separate realm of perfect Ideas. He rejected Plato's claim that we are but 
imperfect copies of perfect Ideas. Aristotle recognized that all living things 
develop from an imperfect state to a more perfected state. A seed grows into a 
plant; a baby grows into an adult. The question for Aristotle, then, was what kind 
of perfection was it possible for a human being to reach. Aristotle was a great 
Empiricist, and tried to base his arguments solely on empirical observation. In the 
1 st century, Aristotle's writings were rediscovered. Many great schools of 
commentary and criticism arose to discuss and explain his philosophy. He work 
was to have a great influence on medieval philosophy. 

12. Hellenistic and Roman Philosophy 

Following the death of Aristotle, the Greek city-states began to crumble. The 
Hellenistic kings who had succeeded Alexander made life more troubled and 
insecure. It was in this troubled atmosphere that two dogmatic philosophical 
systems were created: the Stoic and the Epicurean. Each in their own way gave 
consolation and fortitude in difficult times. 



Stoicism 

Zeno of Citium (300 B.C.) founded the Stoic system of philosophy. The system 
comprised many of the elements found in both the philosophies of Socrates and 
Heraclitus. It stressed the importance of endurance and self-control. The Stoics 
taught that pleasure and pain were of no importance to a person's happiness. The 
possession of virtue, and not worldly wealth or power, was of prime importance. 
The Stoics also believed in divine providence. 

Epicureanism 

The Epicureans took the opposite approach to that of the Stoics. They held that 
pleasure was the very essence of a happy life, and that the gods were indifferent 
to human beings. But Epicurus wasn't an atheist. Lucretius (94-55 B.C.) praised 
him for liberating mankind from its religious fears. Epicurus felt it was important 
to look upon the gods as perfect beings, in order that men could also approach 
perfection. 
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13. The Skeptics 

Pyrrho of Elis (365-270 B.C.) founded the school of Skepticism. The main 
doctrine of this philosophy was that we could never know anything with 
certainty. We cannot even trust our own senses. This philosophy had a profound 
influence on later philosophers such as Hume and Kant. 

14. Medieval Philosophy 

The period from the 5 th century to the 15 th century is known as the Middle Ages, 
or the medieval period. Medieval literally means "the in-between time" which 
began in the 5 th century with the fall of the Roman Empire, and ended in the 15 th 
century with the beginning of the Renaissance. During the medieval period, 
western thinkers sought to create a synthesis between religion and philosophy. 
Early medieval philosophy drew heavily upon the neoplatonic philosophy of 
Plotinus, who seemed to provide the most support for religious belief. Later in 
the medieval period, the metaphysics of Aristotle gained a wider audience. In 
every instance, the goal was to create a philosophical foundation for religious 
thought. The philosophers of the medieval period were usually churchmen. Their 
goal was to use philosophy as a means of giving a rational interpretation of 
Christian faith. Any philosophical speculation, other than supporting church 
dogma, was strictly discouraged. Philosophy during this period was considered to 
be the "handmaiden" of theology, and philosophical speculation other than 
supporting the church was frowned upon. Despite these constraints, much 
creative philosophy did take place during this period. With the collapse of the 
Roman Empire in the 5 th century, and the decline and fall of its civilization, a 
new Christian culture emerged in Europe. Monasteries now became the new 
centers of learning and education. During this period, philosophers such as 
Augustine (354-430), Boethius (480-525), and Anselm (1033-1109) attempted to 
unite Greek thought with Christian belief. 

15. Saint Augustine / Augustine of Hippo (354-430) 

Saint Augustine was the first great medieval philosopher. Augustine was a North 
African rhetorician - and follower of Manichaeanism - who converted to 
Christianity. He devoted his career towards creating a philosophical system that 
employed aspects of neoplatonic thinking in support of Christian orthodoxy. 
Augustine believed that philosophy was only useful or meaningful to those who 
already had faith. He said, "I believe in order that I may understand." He rejected 
the epistemological criticisms of earlier philosophers such as the Skeptics. He 
argued that even if everything around us is an illusion, then one inescapable truth 
will still remain: that I exist. This view has much in common with Descartes. 
Augustine, for example, believed that there existed - beyond the world of the 
senses - a spiritual and eternal realm of truth. This truth is the object of the 
human mind, and the goal of all our striving. He identified this truth with the God 
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of the Christian faith. Augustine felt that man was a combination of two 
substances: the body and the soul. The soul is the most important and the 
superior of the two. The truth of existence could not lie in a contingent and 
changing world, but in the truth that could only be found by inner reflection. The 
mind was the means of finding the "intelligible light" where the real truth could 
be found. Consequently, the soul's immortality is proved by its possession of this 
unchanging "truth." Thus, the "intelligible light" is where real truth is found. 
Augustine's moral philosophy was also to have a profound effect on the 
development of Christian theology. Augustine argued that evil may exist, but it 
isn't real. Evil is, by his definition, the absence of good. Augustine believed that 
we were all sinful by nature, but that a good God had given us the freedom to 
choose our own actions. But the question then arises: if we are sinful by nature - 
and have original sin - then how can we make free and moral choices? Augustine 
argued that the redemptive grace of God alone offers us hope. To prove that God 
exists, Augustine drew heavily upon the ideas of Plato and Pythagoras. If we are 
capable of achieving mathematical knowledge - thereby transcending the sensory 
realm of appearance - we can therefore logically conclude that our souls are 
immaterial and immortal. Augustine recognized that additional metaphysical 
support was needed for this argument. Where does the abstract mathematical 
knowledge come from? What is the eternal source of these abstractions? This, he 
concluded, must be God. 



16. Boethius / Anicius Manlius Severinus (480-525) 

Boethius was one of the most important philosophers of the Middle Ages, not 
just for his creative work, but also for the fact that he translated many Greek 
works into Latin. He translated the logical writings of Porphyry (232-304) - a 
Neoplatonist - and also many of the works of Aristotle. In his creative 
philosophy, his presentation of the Aristotelian doctrine of universals was very 
influential for later philosophers. Are "universals" real? If so, are they corporeal 
or incorporeal? If incorporeal, do they exist in the world of our senses, or apart 
from it? If "universals" are not real, are they then only mental concepts? These 
questions were to become a dominant focus of medieval philosophy. 

17. Saint Anselm / Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1 109) 

In the 1 1 th century, Peter Damian - who was critical of the newly emerging 
independence of philosophy - revitalized Benedictine monasteries. He felt that 
philosophy, and secular learning in general, were harmful to faith. Other monks 
too, such as the Cistercian Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-1153) were similarly 
critical of the new secular learning. But not everyone accepted these reforms. 
Anselm, in particular, was a keen student of the dialectic method, and of 
philosophy in general. Anselm, a passionate logician, used both faith and reason 
in his pursuit of truth. He believed that faith should come first but also that 
reason must follow in order to demonstrate reasons for why we believe what we 
do. One of his most famous works, the Proslogium, contains Anselm' s most 
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famous proofs for the existence of God. The reasoning - what is usually referred 
to as the ontological argument for the existence of God - was as follows: 

• From faith, we believe God to be the greatest entity. 

• There are two ways to believe something: either it exists in reality, or it exists 
in our intellect. 

• If God is the greatest entity, then it must exist in reality and in the intellect, 
than simply in the intellect alone. 

• It is therefore contradictory to believe that God exists only in the intellect, for 
the greatest entity must exist both in reality and in the intellect. 

• Therefore, God must exist in reality. 

In the 12 th century, the center of learning moved away from the monasteries and 
to the towns. Near Paris, Peter Abelard (1079-1144) founded a number of schools 
in order to explore the relationship between religion and philosophy. New 
methods of education were emerging during this time. These methods - known 
as scholasticism - placed far more emphasis on the exploration of dialectic and 
logic, than on simply adhering to tradition and custom. This new scholasticism 
created a complete Cultural Revolution. Around this same time, the works of 
Aristotle were being translated into Latin. Previously, only a few of his minor 
works were known. Now, with works such as Analytica Posteriora, Topica, and 
Analytica Priora, Aristotle's methods of discussion and enquiry were reaching a 
wider audience. Many other texts from both the Greek and Arabic world were 
also translated. In Europe, this was to create a "knowledge" explosion. 

18. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) 

The most influential medieval philosopher was Saint Thomas Aquinas. For 
Aquinas, reason and faith cannot contradict each other, for they both come from 
the same divine source. Aquinas was the first philosopher to show the church that 
it was possible to incorporate many of the metaphysical and epistemological 
teachings of Aristotle. This was a great departure from the dominance that 
Neoplatonism had during the early medieval period. Aquinas believed that 
theology was a science. Careful application of reason will demonstrate the 
certainty of theoretical knowledge. For Aquinas, it was always preferable to 
support one's belief with a rational argument. Aquinas objected to Anselm's 
ontological proofs for the existence of God. Aquinas argued that since we are 
ignorant of the divine essence from which it began, we couldn't even begin to 
demonstrate its necessary existence. Aquinas said that we must first begin with 
the sensory experiences that we do not understand. Then we should reason 
upward to locate their origins in something eternal. Aquinas formulated "five 
ways" to prove the existence of God. The first way is the argument from motion. 

• From our sensory experience, we see that something is moving 

• To move, something has to be moved, or put into motion, by something else 

• The series of movements cannot reach back infinitely 
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• Therefore, there must be a first mover 

• This mover must then be God 

There are many objections that could be made regarding the above arguments. If 
the second statement is absolutely true, then the conclusion must be false. Why 
must there be a first mover? Couldn't there be countless first movers? If a first 
mover did exist, why assume that it would resemble the God of Christianity? 
Even if the above ontological argument succeeded, it wouldn't necessarily 
support orthodox religion. The 2 nd way has the same structure as the 1 st , but 
begins from experience of an instance of efficient causation. The 3 rd argument 
relies heavily upon a distinction between contingent and necessary "being." The 
4 th way is based upon a moral argument. To make a moral argument, we make a 
distinction between what we "judge" and the standard to which we hold as an 
ideal. This argument relies heavily on Platonic Idealism. The 5 th way is known as 
the Teleological Argument. The order and arrangement of the natural world 
implies the deliberate design and intention of an intelligent creator. Therefore, 
our existence must have meaning. 

William Ockham (1285-1347) 

By the 14 th century, the views of Thomas Aquinas - Thomism - were called the 
"old way" of achieving philosophical knowledge. The "new way" or "modern 
way" began with William of Ockham, an English Franciscan who represented his 
Order in numerous controversies over papal authority. In his philosophy, he was 
primarily concerned that an over-emphasis on "universal" forms would 
undermine the theological doctrine of free will. Ockham, like his predecessors, 
wished to defend the Christian doctrine of the omnipotence and freedom of a 
divine being - God. For him, God's freedom is incompatible with the existence 
of divine ideas. God doesn't use preconceived "ideas" when he creates, but 
creates the universe as he wishes. Consequently, human beings have no natures 
or essences in common. The only reality is "individual" beings or things. These 
beings or things are unique, and have nothing in common. Only concrete 
individual substances, and their particular characteristics, are real for Ockham. 
There are similarities among these "individual" things - and we can categorize 
them - but they are still unique to each other. Because God is free, he can create 
the universe - and its rules - as he wishes. Fire could be cold rather than hot. 
Light might be dark, rather than bright. Ockham distrusted our ability to find the 
truth of things. Instead, he relied on "probable" arguments to support his 
position. A vital principle in his philosophical method was that "plurality is not to 
be posited without necessity." This economy of thought is often referred to as 
Ockham' s Razor. The views of William of Ockham spread widely in the late 
Middle Ages, despite being censured by a papal commission at Avignon in 
France. 
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20. The Collapse of Scholasticism 

In the 14 th and 15 th centuries, the critical philosophy of Ockham began to 
undermine the scholastic project of synthesizing the traditions of philosophy and 
religion into a single and comprehensive system of thought. Many argued that the 
attempt to unite religion with philosophy had failed. Many prominent thinkers of 
the time - Jean Buridan (1300-1358), Nicholas of Autrecourt (1300-1350) - felt 
that such a synthesis wasn't possible. Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), who 
deliberately embraced contradiction in trying to unite religion with philosophy 
made one final attempt. Cusa argued that if God's perfect unity can encompass 
contradictory qualities, then the contradictions evident in the philosophical 
tradition should also be embraced in a single comprehensive whole. Its logical 
consistency was, therefore, unimportant. 

21. The Renaissance 

By the end of the 15 th century, the cumulative achievements of scholasticism - 
the comprehensive body of philosophical work developed by numerous medieval 
scholars - were gradually being eroded. This work, based mostly upon a 
neoplatonic and Aristotelian foundation - and which was directed towards 
supporting traditional Christian theology - began to be undermined. Beginning 
with the Renaissance, philosophers began to move away from theology as a vital 
part of their work. The old authority of the Roman Catholic Church was 
weakening, and Renaissance thinkers felt that their role wasn't simply to explain 
and complement divine revelation and scripture. Instead, there was a new focus: 
the individual. Just as many religious reformers had challenged ecclesiastical 
authority in the late medieval period, so too did Renaissance thinkers move away 
from institutional authorities in education and science. There was a renewed 
emphasis on individual freedom and choice. Many humanists of the Renaissance 
period, such as Giovanni Pico (1463-1494), expressed a profound confidence in 
the power of human reason to enable us to understand human nature, as well as 
our place in the "natural order." Philosophers such as Marsillio Ficino (1433- 
1499) and Desiderius Erasmus (1466-1536), rejecting the numerous 
commentaries written by the scholastics, returned once again to the study of 
ancient classical texts. Other humanists, such as Francisco Suarez (1548-1617) 
and Giordano Bruno (1548-1600), attempted to create entirely new metaphysical 
systems by incorporating these classical texts with modern developments of the 
period. These philosophers were also very different from their predecessors in 
that their thinking was directly related to their national origins. The philosophy of 
Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) was directly related to the political climate in 
Italy. Likewise, the philosophies of Francis Bacon (1561-11441626 and Thomas 
Hobbes (1588-1679) had a direct connection with English life. This was very 
different from the philosophers of the medieval period. The works of Thomas 
Aquinas (1225-1274), Albertus Magnus (1200-1280), and St. Bionaventure 
(1221-1274) were unrelated to the country of their birth, and was more directly 
connected to their positions in the ecclesiastical hierarchy. 



266 



Why Now? -A Short Introduction to Western Philosophy 



The Renaissance period also placed a greater emphasis on using empirical 
methods for attaining knowledge. Copernicus (1473-1543) created a theoretical 
foundation for a heliocentric view of the universe. Kepler (1571-1630) later 
added the mathematical structure to support the heliocentric view. During the 
same period, Galileo (1564-1642) documented numerous direct observations of 
terrestrial and celestial motion. By emphasizing the importance of direct 
observation, Renaissance thinkers created the foundation for a completely 
empirical view of the world, a view of the world that was completely new. This 
"new science" coincided with - and was made possible by - new advances in 
instrumentation and optics. Without these tools, an accurate empirical study 
could not have been made. A number of other inventions, taken from the East, 
were to completely transform Europe in the 15 th century: gunpowder, block 
printing, and the compass. Gunpowder became an agent of the new spirit of 
nationalism. It was used to destroy the massive fortifications of the old feudal 
order, thereby threatening the rule of the churchmen. The advent of the printing 
press also enabled the spread of knowledge throughout Europe, thereby ending 
the monopoly of the ecclesiastical elite. Classics in philosophy and literature 
were reaching a wider audience, and with it new questions. Because of the 
invention of the compass, it was also now possible to navigate safely at huge 
distances. This facilitated the entry into the Western Hemisphere. 

But the "empirical view of reality" did have its critics. In translating and studying 
the ancient classical texts, the humanist scholars came upon the work of Sextus 
Empiricus (3 rd Century A.D.), who introduced the philosophical concept of 
skepticism and the limits of human knowledge back into the debate. Michel de 
Montaigne (1533-1592) was one of the most prominent exponents of the 
skeptical view. Montaigne believed that we were arrogant in believing that we 
could attain a complete and accurate view of the natural world. Why should it be 
there for our benefit? Why do we believe that we should understand it at all? 
Wasn't it arrogant to believe that we were meant to understand it? His argument 
rested upon a number of assumptions: 

• Our senses are unreliable, and therefore prone to error 

• Logical reasoning cannot be demonstrated without circularity, therefore 
logical reasoning is not reliable 

• We should, therefore, doubt everything and settle for "mere opinion" 

• The "new science" can offer us no hope. Everything new is eventually 
surpassed 

In responding to the challenges put forward by Sextus Empiricus and Montaigne, 
philosophers defined four distinct areas of philosophical enquiry: 
metaphilosophy, ethics, metaphysics, and epistemology. It was within these four 
areas of enquiry that many of the later philosophers addressed themselves. 

• Metaphilosophy 

What is the purpose of philosophy? Does it have a place, generally, in human 
life? 
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• Ethics 

How do we judge and evaluate human behavior? What is "the good" and 
what motivates our moral actions? Without the support of religious belief, is 
a moral life possible? 

• Metaphysics 

Does God exist? What is the universe made of? What is the meaning and 
purpose of the universe? Why are we in the universe, and what is our 
purpose? 

• Epistemology 

Is certain knowledge of the world possible? What does it depend upon? 

In addition to the above four areas of enquiry, there arose three special categories 
of philosophical interest: political philosophy, humanism, and the philosophy of 
nature. 



22. Political Philosophy 

When secular authority replaced ecclesiastical authority as the dominant focus of 
interest, there was a shift of attention from religion to politics. Ideas that had lain 
dormant since pre-Christian times, concerning the nature and moral status of 
political power, were now renewed. Political philosophy, particularly in England, 
France, Italy, and Holland, began to flourish. But political philosophy during the 
Renaissance was essentially dualistic. It recognized a conflict between two 
opposing points of view: political necessity and general moral responsibility. 
Many philosophers of the time, including Machiavelli and Hobbes, attempted to 
resolve the conflict between these two positions. Both struggled with the conflict 
between institutional power and human freedom. By different means, they both 
concluded that only with a strong institutional base could morality flourish. 

23. Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) 

Niccolo Machiavelli, early in the 16 th century, wrote one of the most influential 
books on political philosophy: The Prince. Machiavelli, once a state secretary of 
the Florentine republic, resigned his position in order to write about political 
philosophy. His work primarily explored ways in which political power could be 
seized and maintained by the state. On initially reading his work, the impression 
is given that his main concern is solely with maintaining the power of the state, 
with little regard for the moral consequences of doing so. The term 
"Machiavellian" is often used in present times to refer to someone who is 
politically deceitful and unscrupulous. But this is a mischaracterization of his real 
attitude towards morality. For Machiavelli, the unification of Italy was of prime 
importance. In order to make this unification possible, he believed that only a 
strong state - based upon the ancient Roman virtues - could provide the proper 
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environment for morality to flourish. The Prince, published in 1513, offered 
practical advice on how to rule. The successful Prince, it maintained, must 
demonstrate virtu - skill or prowess - in both favorable and unfavorable times. 
Unlike the ethical philosophers, Machiavelli held that success in the public arena 
was distinct from private morality. The question, for Machiavelli, is not what 
make a human being good, but what makes him a good prince. A good prince 
will use any means necessary in order to create the foundations of a stable state. 

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) 

A century later, Thomas Hobbes - tutor to Charles II - proposed the idea of a 
"social contract." Hobbes believed that the life of man in the "state of nature" 
was "solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short." In this brutish world, which 
preceded civilized social structures, "every man's hand" was "raised against 
every other." Thus, in order to live in a civilized world, it was necessary to create 
a "social contract." Within this social contract, we would be expected to 
surrender our individual rights in order to benefit from the security of a stable 
society. This "commonwealth" would provide the environment for liberty, 
freedom, cooperation, and contentment. According to Hobbes, the formation of 
the commonwealth would create a new entity: the Leviathan. It was to the 
Leviathan that complete responsibility for social order and public welfare was 
entrusted. But who would embody the role of the Leviathan? Hobbes proposed 
that all private rights should be subservient to that of a single authority. In return 
for this, private citizens would expect to receive general protection, as well as the 
rule of law. In Hobbes' s view, the Leviathan could be a legislature, a single 
human being, or even an assembly of citizens. But Hobbes maintained that the 
best choice would be a hereditary monarch. By investing power in such a stable 
institution as the monarchy, we would protect our rights, collectively, as citizens. 
It was only when the sovereign failed to keep the commonwealth united, and to 
protect it, that his authority could legitimately be called into question. 
In addition to his political philosophy, Hobbes is also credited with the creation 
of one of the most comprehensive philosophical systems of the time. His 
philosophy - which is usually labeled as mechanistic materialism - sought to 
provide a consistent description of man, nature, and society. It had much in 
common with the views of the early Greek Atomists. Hobbes distinguished 
between two philosophical approaches: synthetic and analytic. When we reason 
"forward" from causes to effects, we are reasoning synthetically. And when we 
reason "backward" from effects to causes, we are reasoning analytically. Hobbes 
also distinguished between "content" and "method." The philosophical questions 
we choose to pursue are matters of "content." The reasoning and language we use 
to address these questions is referred to as the "method." In addition, Hobbes's 
study of language led him to adopt a nominalistic position. Nominalism denies 
the reality of universals. 

Hobbes's metaphysical foundation was that "reality" is matter in motion. The 
real world of our senses in located within a universe of constant movement and 
change. Therefore, the task of philosophy was to trace the causes and effects of 
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these movements and their "effects" upon our minds. Hobbes classified three 
main areas of study: 

• Physics 

The science of actions and motions on natural bodies 

• Moral philosophy 

The study of "the passions and perturbations of the mind" and how it is 
"moved" by appetite, desire, envy, or fear 

• Political or civil philosophy 

How our chaotic behavior is constrained and guided by a force or power in 
order to create peace and prevent civil disorder 

25. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) 

The most significant philosopher of the late 17 th century was Rene Descartes. He 
was a French citizen, but wrote his most productive work in Holland, which was 
very tolerant of new ideas. Descartes was educated in the scholastic tradition, but 
his pursuit of both mathematical and scientific truth eventually led him away 
from that tradition. His primary concern was with the creation of a secure 
foundation for the development and advancement of human knowledge. 
Descartes is considered to be the father of what we call Modern Philosophy. His 
ability to synthesis philosophical influences from the past, with the revolutionary 
advances now taking place in science, singled him out as one of the most 
influential and dominant philosophers of his time. In creating his "Cartesian" 
philosophy, he drew heavily upon earlier philosophers. From Aquinas and 
Anselm, he incorporated theological questions into his work. From the ancient 
Skeptics - Sextus Empiricus and Pyrrho - he formulated a new and revitalized 
skepticism. He was also heavily influenced by both the ancient Stoics, as well as 
with the work of Augustine. 

As well as being a great philosopher, Descartes was an exceptional 
mathematician, and was the inventor of analytic geometry. Mathematical logic 
and reasoning played an important role in his philosophical studies. Descartes is 
considered, along with Francis Bacon (1561-1626), to be a founder of modern 
Empiricism and Rationalism. Descartes defined philosophy, in his Principia, as 
the "study of wisdom or the perfect knowledge of all one can know." In 
explaining the relationship between philosophy and our lives, he used the 
metaphor of the tree. The root of this tree is metaphysics. The trunk is physics, 
while the branches are morals, mechanics, and medicine. Descartes primary 
concern was with the trunk of the tree, which represented physics. In fact, unlike 
Aristotle - who attempted to create a metaphysics upon physics, Descartes did 
the opposite. He attempted to create a "physics" build upon a "metaphysical" 
foundation. 
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Descartes can also be credited with introducing dualism into our philosophical 
speculations. This dualism took two forms: the first was between God and the 
material world. The second was between the material world and the mind. 

Descartes employed three distinct methods to build his philosophy. These were 
as follows: 

• Skepticism 

To systematically question and doubt every belief that does not pass the test 
of indubitability 

• Subjectivism 

To base all knowledge upon a foundation of certainty. For Descartes, 
consciousness, and in particular self-consciousness was that foundation. As 
such, "I think, therefore I am" emerges as the only innate belief that is 
unshakable by doubt. In fact, we can never to absolutely sure of the existence 
of the world as we can of our own existence. Therefore, the task of the 
philosopher is to study the mind, for only the mind can get to the truth 
underlying the everyday appearance of things. This had much in common 
with Platonic idealism 

• Mathematicism 

To reject any idea that is not concise, clear, and free of contradiction 

These can be alternatively stated as: 

• Only those things which are indubitable are true 

• Every question should be divided into manageable parts 

• Start with the simple, and build towards the complex 

• Frequently review the entire argument for consistency 

Though the above stated principles lay a very firm foundation for philosophical 
enquiry and progress, it must be remembered that Descartes was also a good 
Catholic. As such, he did not apply his own principle of radical doubt to his own 
religious beliefs. This led to numerous self-contradictory positions in his 
philosophical work. Though he profoundly respected Galileo's writings, he chose 
to withdraw his own cosmological treatise, Le Monde (The World), from 
publication when the Inquisition condemned Galileo, in 1633. Descartes 
understood that his methods were radical, and hence a threat to the church. These 
concerns aside, he was strongly influenced by his religious faith. 

The duality that existed between his religious beliefs and his scientific 
empiricism were evident from the very beginning. For example, Descartes stated 
that animals were complicated machines, but they had no soul. They are 
"clockwork" creatures. But how do we know, as human beings, that we are not 
also "clockwork" creatures? Descartes replied that "I know I have a soul" 
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because "I think, therefore I am." From this assumption, he concluded that a 
perfect god must exist. His argument was as follows: 

• I know that I exist 

• Since I am not perfect, I could not be the cause of my own existence 

• Something must have caused my existence because I exist 

• Whatever caused me must have also have a cause 

• The chain of causes must eventually end with a first cause 

• This first cause must be a perfect entity, a self-caused being 

• This entity must be God 

• God, being a perfect entity, would have no reason to deceive me 

• I can therefore conclude that my search for truth is a noble and attainable 
one, since a perfect entity created me 

The problems with the above chain-of-reasoning are numerous. The first is that it 
uses a circular argument to prove the existence of God. Descartes first uses the 
existence of God to say that it is rational to assume the reliability of clear and 
distinct ideas. He then uses these very same "reliable" ideas to prove the 
existence of God. Descartes responded to this criticism by stating that his 
argument wasn't circular because "intuitive" reasoning, in the proof of God's 
existence, requires no additional support in the moment of its conception. The 
problem with this reply is very significant. The attempt to prove the existence of 
God is Descartes first challenge after he has first stated that "I think, therefore I 
am." If this first effort should be flawed in its approach, then it follows that every 
other conclusion should become questionable. 

Though Descartes may not have adhered entirely to the principles of radical 
doubt he had previously outlined, his influence was great in the 17 th century. 
Even though Scholasticism was still being taught in the universities, it was 
Cartesianism that dominated intellectual life in Europe. Despite Descartes efforts 
to respect his theological convictions, it was inevitable, because of his popularity, 
that his work should come under scrutiny by church authorities. The Roman 
Catholic Church, in 1663, placed many of his writings on the Index of Forbidden 
Books. Academia consequently banned the teaching of his philosophy. But there 
was one exception: the Dutch universities. In Utrecht and Groningen, 
Cartesianism thrived in the free and tolerant atmosphere. It was in this setting 
that Cartesian principles were further developed, principles which were to have a 
radical effect on philosophy to this day. 

26. Rationalism 

If Descartes original intention was to create a comprehensive outline of scientific 
certainty, it was his successors - Leibniz and Spinoza - who formulated that 
intent into a coherent framework. Leibniz and Spinoza had much in common 
with Descartes. They both accepted a mechanistic and deterministic view of 
reality. And both shared, with Descartes, an extensive knowledge of 
mathematics. Leibniz, accurately reflecting the spirit of the times, said, "True 
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reasoning depends upon necessary or eternal truths, such as those of logic, 
numbers, geometry, which establish an indubitable connection of ideas and 
unfailing consequences." But if it was Descartes who regarded mathematical 
reasoning and logic as the paradigm for achieving progress in human knowledge, 
it was Spinoza and Leibniz who extended these principles even further. 

Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) 

Spinoza, in particular, introduced completely new methods of philosophizing to 
17 th century Europe. For him, philosophy provided the means by which 
humankind could attain perfection. This perfection would be achieved when 
humankind could perceive the universe in all its "wholeness." Spinoza was a 
pantheist in that he perceived the universe to be a single and infinite "substance." 

It was in his book Ethica Ordine Geometrico Demonstrata or Ethics 
posthumously published in 1677, that he outlined the primary elements of his 
philosophy. By synthesizing ideas found both within Cartesianism and 
Scholasticism, Spinoza attempted to create a comprehensive picture of the 
universe, a universe governed by unchanging laws of "logical necessity." From 
doing so, Spinoza concluded that there could be only one "substance" or "God" 
in the universe. This "substance" or "God" has infinite attributes. These attributes 
are themselves infinite. To quote Spinoza: 

"Deus sive natura " 

("Whatever is, is in God or nature. ") 

It follows then that this "substance" or "God" must be indivisible and completely 
unified, as well as eternal. 

For Spinoza, the appearance of separateness that we see around us is not an 
accurate representation of the underlying reality. These separate phenomena are 
all aspects of a single "substance" or "God." The two dominant attributes of this 
"substance" or "God" are "extension" and "thought." The universe that we 
perceive around us, with its diverse physical phenomena, is a part of God's 
essence. This is what Spinoza is referring to when he speaks of "God's" or 
"nature's" "extension." In the mental realm, the existence of thought - modified 
by "infinite intellect" - produces the "truth." This "truth" includes all of the 
mental events which are the modes of "thought." 

Spinoza went on to argue that the realm of "extension" and the realm of 
"thought" were causally independent of each other. Each of these realms were 
closed and self-contained systems. Despite the impossibility of any causal 
interaction between them, Spinoza speculated that the inevitable unfolding of 
their independent attributes must proceed in parallel with each other. According 
to Spinoza, "The order and connection of ideas is the same as the order and 
connection of things." As such, every physical event in the world of "extension" 
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must have a corresponding mental event in the world of "thought." This is so 
because everything flows from the same infinite being. 

What does this mean for us as human beings? According to Spinoza, we are not 
substances, for only Nature or God is truly substance. But then what are we? 
Because our existence is reliant upon the reality of the one real "substance", we 
must conclude that we are then but a small part of that substance. According to 
Spinoza, we exist as "modes." As "modes", what kind of knowledge can human 
beings attain? Spinoza outlined three distinct forms of knowledge: 

• Opinion 

The first type of knowledge is "opinion." This is the most unreliable source 
of knowledge, for it depends either on our sensory experiences, or else upon 
our memory and imagination. Therefore, we should disregard the misleading 
information provided by our senses, as well as the customs and habits into 
which we have been indoctrinated. 

• Reason 

The second type of knowledge is "reason." By analyzing the effects of 
particular phenomena, we can reason back to original causes. This will lead 
us back, eventually, to the ultimate cause: the final truth. 

• Intuition 

The third type of knowledge is "intuition." By using our "reason" to 
recognize the original cause, we then use this knowledge of the "divine 
essence" to intuit everything about reality: what was, what is, and what it will 
be. 

Spinoza used the above argument as a foundation for morality. But how can we 
live a good and "moral" life if we are unaware of how our actions affect the 
essence of reality? What we define as "good" may in fact, over the long term, be 
"evil." Therefore, the greatest good that humans can do is to understand their 
place within the structure of the universe, this universe being a natural expression 
of the essence of "God" or "Nature." 

But if everything is determined, as Spinoza maintained, how can we then speak 
of good or evil? If our actions are predetermined strictly by cause and effect, how 
then can we speak of human freedom and choice? By acquiring an adequate 
knowledge of the desires and emotions that are the "causes" of my "effects", I 
become free. This freedom is my reward, because it allows me to see that I am a 
significant "mode" in the greater reality. 

28. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz ( 1 646- 1 7 1 6) 

Leibniz was a mathematician, as well as a philosopher. His mathematical 
achievements were extensive: He invented infinitesimal calculus. But it was for 
his contribution to philosophy that Leibniz is most recognized. Leibniz published 
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only three books on philosophy during his lifetime. These were Discours de 
metaphysique (Discourse on Metaphysics) in 1686, Theodicee (Theodicy) 
published in 1710, and La Monadologie (Monadology) published in 1714. These 
books were not overtly technical, and were written for the general reading public. 
The more technical aspects of his work were discovered, centuries after his death, 
in notebooks and letters. 

In the field of philosophy, he was the first to distinguish between "truths of fact" 
and "truths of reason." In so doing, he sought to draw a distinction between the 
"contingent" world of observation, with that of the logical or empirical world of 
reason. By applying rigorous and formal reasoning, Leibniz believed that we 
could attain knowledge of the ultimate structure of reality. The technique that 
Leibniz used was logical analysis. For Leibniz, every proposition can be 
expressed in the form of a subject-predicate. Additionally, every correct 
proposition is a statement of identity: that is that the predicate is wholly 
contained in its subject. For example: 

2 + 3 = 5 

According to Leibniz, everything that we know or believe can be expressed in 
one of two forms: "truths of fact" and "truths of reason." One of the most 
significant aspects of his philosophy was that all existential propositions are 
"truths of fact" and not "truths of reason." 

For Leibniz, the "subject" of any proposition signifies a single, self-contained, 
and indivisible "object" or "monad", while the "predicate" expresses a variable 
such as "quality" or "property." Unlike Descartes, whose system was dualistic, 
and Spinoza, whose system was monistic, Leibniz proposed a system based upon 
plurality. Within this plurality, there existed an infinite number of "monads." 
These "monads" were unique unto themselves, and each experienced the 
universe from a unique perspective. This view was in stark contrast to Spinoza, 
who viewed the universe as a single substance. 



Isaac Newton (1642-1727) 

The true founders of the period known as the Enlightenment were John Locke 
and Isaac Newton. It was Newton - the successor to Copernicus and Galileo - 
who wrote one of the most significant and influential books of the time. This was 
the Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica or The Mathematical 
Principles of Natural Philosophy, which he completed in 1687. This publication 
sought to create, by applying the principles of logic and mathematics, the first 
great synthesis of mathematics with nature. By utilizing many of the ideas found 
within the work of Spinoza, Leibniz, and Descartes, Newton attempted to apply 
these new principles to the natural world. Newton's own work had a 
revolutionary impact in the 18 th century. Because of him, there was a renewed 
interest in applying the tools of logic and mathematics to the natural world. In 
these, the 17 th and 18 th centuries, natural science gained prominence over purely 
abstract mathematical reasoning as a means of understanding reality. Along with 
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Newton's insights into the laws of motion and gravitation, there were other 
breakthroughs among his contemporaries in chemistry, physics, and biology. 

30. John Locke (1632-1704) 

John Locke was greatly impressed with the achievements that were being made 
in the natural sciences, and wished to extend these achievements by creating a 
complete theory of knowledge. This theory of knowledge would be based on a 
careful and rigorous study of nature. His goal was to establish a comprehensive 
epistemological foundation for knowledge - one that was devoid of superstitions 
or uncritical assumptions. 

Locke's first question was "How to we acquire knowledge?" In his An Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding (1690), he began by studying what our 
knowledge consists of. It is made up of ideas. These ideas can take many forms. 
They encompass perceptions, emotions and reflections. Locke's primary 
assumption about ideas was that they were not innate. They were derived solely 
from our experience. Locke proposed the principle of empiricism, which states 
that all our knowledge is derived from experience. This "experience" is obtained 
either by sensation (from the external world) or by reflection (from the inner 
world of the mind). Anticipating the eventual emergence of linguistic philosophy, 
Locke showed the relationship of words to ideas. For Locke, words signify ideas. 
Disputes arise when words are used carelessly, without clear "signification." 
Therefore, the "word" and the "idea" can only be meaningful if both co-exist. To 
use a "word" without reference to a particular "idea" is meaningless. There was 
also on additional problem: The Extent of Knowledge. Locke understood that our 
knowledge is quite limited. If we can only achieve knowledge when we have a 
genuine understanding of the "essence" of things, then it follows that our 
knowledge will always be limited. Locke had to finally conclude that achieving a 
completely epistemological foundation for knowledge was beyond our reach. We 
must content ourselves with relative or probable knowledge. But this, according 
to Locke, was sufficient for our purposes. We have, within our grasp, access to 
knowledge which will secure our "great concernments." These "great 
concernments" relate to our survival in everyday life. We do not need a great 
understanding of the "essence" of food, for example, in order to survive. We can 
exist and prosper, even with partial knowledge. Regarding morality and our 
relation to a creator, Locke held that our partial knowledge of things was 
sufficient for our needs. 



31. George Berkeley (1685-1753) 

A major critic of Locke's work was George Berkeley. Berkeley believed that 
Locke had not carried the principles of empiricism to their logical conclusion. He 
proposed an entirely radical alternative to the moderated empiricism of both 
Locke and Descartes. 
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Berkeley held that these earlier philosophers had failed to draw the correct 
conclusion from their studies. They had tried to avoid the problem of attaining 
knowledge by the act of separating "material" objects from our ability to perceive 
their "essences" correctly. In fact, this "representationalist" model of knowledge 
acquisition, according to Berkeley, was inherently flawed. 

Berkeley countered that there was a viable alternative. Our common sense clearly 
shows that perception consists of two distinct elements: the "perceiver" and the 
"perceived." The "perceived" can only be ideas, since these are the only things 
that are real. We must discard the notion that material objects are real since we 
cannot confirm their existence - in a truly empirical sense - simply by the act of 
observation. We continually encounter the problem of "relative perception" or 
"relative essences." 

In fact, the model put forward by Locke changes from: 

Perceiver Ideas Material Objects 

To Berkeley's model of. . . 

Perceiver Ideas 

For Berkeley, only the "ideas" are real. The "representationalist" position is 
flawed in two major respects. The first is that it cannot provide a purely 
empiricistic account of the connection between "ideas" and the "objects" they are 
meant to represent. Secondly, this flawed empiricism has serious consequences. 
It creates a relativistic perception of reality. This relativism inevitably leads to 
skepticism, and hence to atheism. To avoid this relativism, we must embrace 
immaterialism. 

For Berkeley, there are no "abstract" ideas. In his Principles of Human 
Knowledge, Berkeley argued strongly against Locke's assumption that "general 
terms" (or words) can signify "abstract" ideas. There are no abstract ideas. 
Everything exists within the mind. 

If we accept Berkeley's claim that materialism leads to atheism, then the 
converse is also true: that immaterialism can restore our religious faith. Since our 
knowledge and "perception" of reality is "mind-dependent", then it follows that 
there must be a primary perceiver, God, in whose mind all ideas are contained. 

David Hume (1711-1776) 

The Scottish philosopher, David Hume, attempted to counter Berkeley's 
immaterialist philosophy by extending and developing many of Locke's 
philosophical assumptions. By the late 18 th century, science had made incredible 
progress. Mere metaphysical speculation, according to Hume, had become 
outdated. Hume rejected the notion that there should be a positive outcome for 
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our philosophical investigations. Instead, he felt that an extreme philosophical 
skepticism was necessary in order to find the truth of reality. Hume's starting 
position was, however, value independent. It wished neither to arrive at a purely 
materialist conclusion, nor an immaterialistic one. Hume believed that the correct 
goal of philosophy should be to explain why we believe what we do. He explored 
this goal extensively in both his Treatise of Human Nature and in An Enquiry 
into Human Understanding. 

Hume began his exploration of human belief by distinguishing between 
"impressions" and "ideas." "Impressions" are our "immediate" experiences. We 
"see" or "taste" or "touch" in an immediate sense. Our "ideas" are different. 
They are but flawed copies of our original experiences. They are our memories of 
these sensations. Hume thus declared that our primary aim should be to find the 
origins of these "ideas." In doing so, he distinguished between two particular 
concepts: "Relation of Ideas" and "Matters of Fact." "Relation of Ideas" refers to 
beliefs or opinions that are partially or entirely created within the mind. These 
ideas are contingent on speculation and theorizing. "Matters of Fact", however, 
are beliefs that we hold about the outside world that clearly refer to an external 
object or phenomena. These latter perceptions of reality are a priori beliefs. They 
"precede" experience, and would exist independently of our knowledge of them. 

Hume gradually eroded away many of the assumptions we take for granted. 
Many of our beliefs are based on habit. We are conditioned to believe and accept 
assumptions that have no basis in reality. These habits or customs are self- 
reinforcing and create a "subjective reality" that we mistake for an "objective 
reality." Even our assumptions regarding cause and effect are an illusion. These 
causes and effects are distinct and separate. That they occur in "constant 
conjunction" is no empirically reliable guide to the validity of their existence. 
Even the existence and autonomy of a "self comes under attack. Hume asks, 
"From what antecedent impression does the idea of the self arise?" But where, 
according to Hume, is the "I" that I refer to when I say, "I believe. . ."? No matter 
how hard I try to observe the events "in my mind", where is the "I" that I speak 
of? When I look inward, all I see are a numerous succession of individual ideas 
or sensations, each of which are linked by the habit of association and familiarity. 
Thus, our belief that there is an "I" within our minds is an illusion that we accept 
as a matter of habit, but not by empirical observation and verification. The idea 
of the "self or the "soul" is thus an illusion. We are but a mixture of distinct and 
separate sensations and perceptions. Yet another illusion we possess, according 
to Hume, is our faith in the existence of the external world. We believe in it, not 
because it can be shown to exist empirically, but because of the habit of 
familiarity. It is natural to believe in its existence, but its provability is in 
question. What then can we know? It would seem that Hume's empiricism, 
unlike that of even Locke or Berkeley, leads to total and absolute skepticism. 
Hume suggested that we adopt a "mitigated skepticism", one that accepts the 
limits of human knowledge. Pure mathematics because it rests entirely upon the 
relations of ideas - and that presumes nothing about the external world - is our 
only safe guide to truth. 
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But how do we address the question of God, of morality, or the foundation for 
ethical behavior? Though it is impossible to account for our feelings in a purely 
empirical way, our feelings can nevertheless provide a reasonable guide for our 
behavior. When we help someone, we tend to feel good about ourselves. When 
we do wrong, we have feelings of regret or guilt. Initially, this foundation for 
moral behavior seems extremely flawed. The subjective nature of its premises 
can lead just as easily to negative behavior. Hume responds by saying that our 
subjective approach to morality is at least equal to our faith in the existence of 
"facts" concerning the natural world. Both rely on an absence of rational 
evidence. Hume concluded that he had provided humankind with a moral 
principle that was consistent and no less significant than the "certainties" of the 
natural sciences. 



33. George Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831) 

Of all the German Idealists, Hegel was the most prominent. His aim was to 
construct an entirely comprehensive system of knowledge about reality. Hegel 
held that reality must be rational. The multiplicity of things is an illusion, for they 
are all part of a singularity or unity. This "absolute consciousness" contains 
everything that is knowable, or that can be experienced. Hegel focused on the 
study of logic in order to frame his study of reality. By utilizing logic, Hegel 
proposed the concept of the dialectic. For Hegel, a concept (thesis) can be 
countered with an objection (antithesis), thus leading to an accommodation 
between the two (synthesis). This synthesis wasn't static. It becomes the new 
thesis. As such, it anticipates the emergence of yet another antithesis - leading to 
a new synthesis. For Hegel, all of our ideas are part of a totality which he called 
"The Absolute" or "Absolute Spirit." In his Phenomenology of Spirit, Hegel 
described "Absolute Spirit" as the evolution of Spirit from Subjective Spirit to 
Objective Spirit, and finally then to Absolute Spirit. This final stage in our 
understanding - Absolute Spirit - finally transcends the old dichotomy between 
empiricism and rationalism. For Hegel, all history is moving towards Absolute 
Spirit. 

34. Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) 

One of the most outspoken critics of Hegel's extreme rationalism was Soren 
Kierkegaard, the Danish philosopher. Kierkegaard was unique in the history of 
philosophy in that he published much of his work under different names, or even 
posthumously. Kierkegaard did so because he was deeply concerned with the 
problem of attachment. We become too easily attached - out of habit - to 
systems of thought or beliefs. This attachment undermines our ability to think 
freely: without habit or conditioning. Kierkegaard rejected absolutely the central 
premise of Hegel's work, the striving towards Absolute Spirit, focusing instead 
on the importance of every individual as being unique and separate. But how 
should the individual live? What should he follow, and what should he reject? 
Kierkegaard distinguished between two types of truth: objective and subjective. 
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Given the limits on our ability to discern what are, in absolute terms, objective 
truths, we should instead embrace subjective truths. It is more important, 
according to Kierkegaard, how we believe something, rather than what we 
believe. Most importantly, are we acting in an authentic or inauthentic manner? 

35. The American & British Idealists 

In the 19 th century, the study of idealism continued to prosper. Its desire to unify 
all knowledge into a single comprehensive system attracted some of the best 
American and British philosophers. These included T.H. Green, Edward Caird, 
F.H. Bradley, Andrew Seth, and Josiah Royce. 

36. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) & John Stuart Mill (1806-1873): 
Utilitarianism 

Another major philosophical movement of the 19 th century was that of 
Utilitarianism. This movement originated in Great Britain. Its key figures were 
Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. Bentham and Mill founded their 
principles upon a foundation of utility. Both Bentham and Mill used the "utility" 
of an idea as a guide to its intrinsic merit. For instance, Bentham based his 
"moral theory" upon a simple calculus. What are the consequences of certain 
types of behavior? What are the positives, and what are the negatives? Those 
actions that extend human happiness - as opposed to those which prevent human 
unhappiness - are deemed the most utilitarian. Because a society consists of 
individuals, those actions which increase the happiness of the greatest number is 
considered to be the most beneficial. However, this did not mean that there 
should exist a "tyranny of the majority." Every individual has the right to choose 
their own lifestyle, as well as possessing freedom of thought and action. The state 
could only legitimately intervene in curtailing this freedom if the freedom of 
other individuals was threatened. 

John Stuart Mill was born fifty eight years after Bentham. Mill focused much of 
his work upon creating a completely moral foundation for utilitarianism. As a 
starting point, Mill stated that ". . .everyone can agree that the consequences of 
human actions contribute importantly to their moral value" and that ".. .actions 
are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to 
produce the reverse of happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and the 
absence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure." But how do 
we know what the consequences of our actions will be? How can we be expected 
to be mindful of all the possible effects of our choices? Mill understood that 
"pure" or "idealistic" utilitarianism was unrealistic. Hence, he proposed a 
secondary form of utilitarianism. A set of moral rules, decided upon collectively, 
would provide a reasonable (but always revisable) guide to our moral decisions. 
However, Mill was mindful of the abuses of state power. In his book On Liberty, 
he clearly states that "The only purpose for which power can be rightfully 
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exercised over any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to 
prevent harm to others. " 

37. Fredrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) 

Like Kierkegaard, Nietzsche was also deeply concerned with the plight of the 
individual within a social setting. How are we to act? Are we to be part of the 
herd, or can we live independently? How can we act in an authentic manner? 
Civilization - according to Nietzsche - was guilty of indoctrination. Habits and 
customs are substituted for true individualistic independence. We surrender our 
autonomy for the comforts of slogans and propaganda. Nietzsche rejected 
traditional values - both social and religious - and was committed to restoring the 
deep and passionate instincts of our nature. We can be heroic, but only if we 
unburden ourselves of tradition and habit. We attach ourselves to organized 
religions, according to Nietzsche, because we have become cowards. Values, 
codes of behavior, morality: these are illusions. We have no certainties, and the 
belief that we do or could acquire them is a cage we choose to live inside. 
Because of his austere and nihilistic outlook, many consider Nietzsche to be 
outside the realm of proper philosophy. Also, unlike many of his contemporaries 
and predecessors, Nietzsche didn't follow a strict methodology. In many ways, 
he was a poetic philosopher. 

38. Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism 

Early in the 20 th century, logic and mathematics began to gain prominence within 
the field of philosophy. Unlike before, logic and mathematics now took a central 
- rather than a peripheral - position within the study of philosophical questions. 
The work of Bertrand Russell (1872-1970) in these areas was instrumental in 
laying the foundation for the current direction in philosophy. 

In the early 1920' s, soon after World War I, a number of philosophers and 
mathematicians began focusing on the study of logic to resolve philosophical 
problems. The purity of their approach had enormous repercussions. Because 
their methodology depended on purely logical tautologies (an extension of 
Russell's "formal system"), they rejected metaphysical speculation. What the 
"formal system" couldn't synthesize, it rejected. This rejection characterizes 
philosophy in the 20 th century. But logical positivism, because it depended on 
empirical data, was very seductive. Like science, it offered philosophy a chance 
to move beyond the never-ending debates that dominated its history, and to make 
"progress" in our knowledge. Logical positivism was powerful because it seemed 
to offer an objective response to the then prevalent subjectivity. At the heart of 
this "objective response" was the concept of "verifiability." This "verifiability" 
followed the logical structure of: 

• A statement is based upon a proposition. 

• A proposition can be verified or rejected. 

• If the statement can be verified, it is meaningful. 
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• If the statement cannot be verified, it is meaningless. 

This strict methodology was a complete rejection of the existing methodology of 
metaphysics. Metaphysics draws some of its inspiration from abstract 
speculation. We make educated guesses. We make observations. We formulate a 
hypothesis to demonstrate a "truth." The principle of "verifiability" is almost 
entirely absent from metaphysics. But why should this absence be seen as a 
negative? Why should only empirically provable propositions - which only 
occupy a small portion of our perceptions - be seen as the only propositions that 
possess value? Within the system of logical positivism, religion is considered 
meaningless: it cannot be verified empirically, as are most epistemology 
propositions and moral values. The only thing that is left is mathematics and 
natural science. 



39. Karl Popper (1902-1994) 

An interesting rejection of the purity of logical positivism was put forward by 
Karl Popper. Unlike the greatest proponents of logical positivism, Popper 
believed that even verificationism - the foundation of logical positivism - was 
itself an illusion. According to Popper, even a scientific fact isn't absolute. It is a 
hypothesis only. A scientific hypothesis is true only until it can be proved false. 
By continually applying the principle of "falsifiabilty", we gradually attain a 
more accurate picture of reality. 

40. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) 

Analytic philosophy took many forms. The logical positivism of philosophers 
such as Bertrand Russell and A.J. Ayer (1910-1989) was quickly succeeded by 
another variation: the analysis of language. This movement began with Ludwig 
Wittgenstein. Unlike the logical positivists, Wittgenstein felt that most 
philosophical problems were not genuine problems at all. They resulted from a 
confusion of language. Like Russell and Ayer, Wittgenstein held that 
mathematical logic was the surest means of understanding reality. But 
Wittgenstein applied this form of logic to the use of language. Only true 
statements (empirically provable observations of reality) are valid. When we've 
attained a completely comprehensive list of these "true statements", we will then 
have a complete understanding of reality. Much of the confusion we have about 
truth and reality, according to Wittgenstein, is due to our poor understanding of 
language. The absence of precision in how we formulate statements is the 
problem, for these distort our perceptions of reality. But are subjective statements 
- statements that cannot be verified empirically - worthless? Initially, 
Wittgenstein said that they were, but he later changed his opinion. After 
abandoning philosophy for more than a decade, Wittgenstein began to doubt the 
validity of his earlier position. In fact, Wittgenstein declared that the very value 
of language is its innate subjectivity. Rather than setting an unrealistic goal for 
the empirical certainty of individual statements or propositions, we should regard 
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language as a flexible tool of communication and meaning. We use "language 
games" to communicate with each other. The terminology and methods we 
employ - when speaking with someone who shares a particular interest - are 
appropriate for that context. They may seem meaningless or trivial to someone 
who doesn't share that interest, but they are still valuable within a narrow 
context. 



A Brief Overview of Symbiotic Panentheism 

(Extract from Tractate 12 - Volume II: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception - by Daniel J. Shepard) 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted 
concepts of present-day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the 
general flow symbiotic panentheism takes when integrated with the most 
generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 
Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three fields, 
some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic 
panentheism adds to the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the 
future of our species, society, and the individual. 



God and Panentheism 



1. 


Reality exists 


2. 


The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 


3. 


God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our 




known reality. 


4. 


God is bigger than reality. 


5. 


God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original 




knowledge. 


6. 


God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot 




create new, creative, untainted knowledge within Itself. 


7. 


God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 



Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and 
seven. Panentheism accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience while at the same time acknowledging the full significance of 
omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by recognizing God's ability to 
become even more so. 



The Soul and Symbiosis 

1. Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the soul. 
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5. 


The soul, being within reality, which in turn is within God, is a part 




of God. 


6. 


The individual is not God. 


7. 


The individual is a part of God. 


8. 


Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual 




and God. 


9. 


Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience. 


10. 


Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience 




untainted by God's knowledge. 


11. 


Souls can learn and grow. 


12. 


God can learn through the journey of souls. 



Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the 
human species, the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God 
and given an importance to God. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to 
the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the soul in a symbiotic relationship 
- a mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 



Human Significance 

1 . Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine 
its behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the 
level of our behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to 
have the free will to assist God in the one thing God cannot do as 
God - grow. 

6. The soul being God but separated from God (being non- 
omnipresent, non-omniscient, non-omnipotent) has the ability to 
learn, experience, and create isolated from God. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help 
God, ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human 
significance now becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now 
becomes defined as significant for it becomes significant beyond human needs. 
Human significance now becomes significant to God Itself. 



Social Ramifications 

1 . The essence of all individuals is the soul. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of God, a piece of God. 

3. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such. 
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4. The soul, a piece of God, is important to and needed by God. 

5. The individual, a piece of God, deserves to be treated with the respect 
due to God. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical 
systems and perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the 
most fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the 
hierarchy system created between God and humans. It eliminates the status levels 
between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy what humanity has; it 
adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of 
God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the 
individual and of the species to this one way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic 
panentheism, a philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that 
actually defines a purpose for humanity, for the individual, for the environment, 
and for our relationship to God. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see 
that God grows. We have the free will to determine the direction God grows. 
This is truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for 
the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, 
humanity will rise to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little 
doubt that society, families, and individuals could use more human, humane, 
godly compassion in their journeys. To begin to understand this logic, one must 
examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three most 
universally accepted characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. 

Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, 
God does not exist and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges 
God's knowledge base over atheism. Under pantheism, God and reality are one 
and the same size. God has size and God has knowledge. However, the 
knowledge has limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the universe, 
whatever that size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's 
knowledge base over pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold 
that God knows everything that has been known, is known or could be known. 
This places limits on God. Since God knows everything, it closes the door on the 
possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God 
knows. But whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of 
omniscience and leaves God in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism 
goes on to expand God's possible knowledge base through accepting the 



285 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even for 
God. Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the 
four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omniscience to God, for it is the only theism to assign the knowledge of how God 
gains more knowledge to grow. 

Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no 
size, It has no power. God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over 
the perception of atheism. Within pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all 
the power of our universe and no more, for that is all there is. With the concept 
that God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's power is greater than 
in the case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases God's 
power by stating that God is all-powerful; however, it limits God's power to that 
of Its total power. Under classical and traditional theism, God is all-powerful but 
is limited, for It is not powerful enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through 
incorporating the concept that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the 
power to use Its knowledge to become even more so. This is not a factor tied to a 
location in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and realities - not 
God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end concepts 
built into universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic 
concept of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the 
complete characteristic of omnipotence to God, for it assigns the ability and 
power of God to gain more knowledge. 

Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is 
omnipresent, God is infinitely small, and its nothingness can be found 
everywhere. God's absence is everywhere. This is clearly the smallest form of 
God. Pantheism enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one God and 
that God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the 
size of reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional 
theism enlarges God over pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is 
greater in size than reality. Classical and traditional theism imply, however, that 
God and reality are separate items from each other. God transcends reality. God 
is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism 
purports that God is omnipresent. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is 
everything and thus, there is no place for reality to be other than within God 
Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic 
of omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence incorporating all 
of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond 
and between them. 



286 



Why Now? -A Short Introduction to Western Philosophy 



Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the 
expansion of the very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God 
that, in turn, through increased awareness, expands omnipresence itself by 
definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, 
in general, wants or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism manages to do so in total. Panentheism is the foundation for 
symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" the "symbiosis" becomes 
illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, 
while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, 
and omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of 
permanent equilibrium we have assigned to God, a state we often refer to as 
stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous 
perceptual and behavioral shifts for our species, society, the environment, and the 
individual. Understanding the differences between the four basic perceptions of a 
causative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and 
panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of symbiotic 
panentheism in particular. 

God 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical 
discussions around God or god. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that 
humans have, to our knowledge, always conceptualized God or a form of God in 
some sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this nugget of the universality 
of humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? The 
source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with 
which to identify: either there is a God, an originator, an original force, a source 
of a beginning, or there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is 
only one observation a this point in time that we cannot directly tie to having a 
beginning, an origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all 
things, except reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must 
also have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator, God. 
Another way of saying this is that all things in reality appear to be affected by 
time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in 
essence, most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The 
second option is the premise that reality itself is different from everything within 
it and has no origination; in other words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would 
accept the concept that God, an originator, is illogical. This thought process 



287 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our observations point. It 
would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that there 
is no God or originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, 
that there is a God to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct 
observations and logic. The premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no 
creative originating force, that there is no God, is supported by nothing we have 
observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of reality having 
no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is 
"possible" but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an 
original force, a source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the 
concept of reality, where reality fits into consciousness, and where humanity, as 
well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit into all of this. In other 
words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The picture 
we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, 
we will gain greater resolution regarding our observations. In the meantime, keep 
in mind that the Creator of reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so 
regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, 
through time and custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that 
whom we have drawn the Creator to be, through time and custom, was what we 
needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. The Creator is what the 
Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find comfort 
in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be 
mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have 
not fully accepted the concept of other life forms and have not done so because 
they do not know how to fuse them into their doctrines of classical or traditional 
theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with that very problem without 
destroying their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under classical or 
traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our 
home, and to our planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) 
and as knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, 
equilibrium, decline - three choices we can comprehend for the state of God. 
Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an unnatural state of 
being. Religiously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent God 
appears to be a contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent enough to become even more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium 
is not an option. Being tied to a God that exists in a state of decline is not a 
preferable or advantageous choice to bestow upon our Creator. The only state of 
being we can comprehend for God is that of a growing God. 
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Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial 
relationship between us and our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it 
could just as well be a mutually destructive relationship depending upon the 
actions we take under free will. This is precisely where our responsibility lies. 
We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of God that 
exists. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two 
possibilities that could exist between two identities. Understanding our 
significance in reality and to its Creator would definitely help us understand what 
actions we, humans with freewill, should take while functioning within reality. 
Our actions affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's 
physical mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even 
total annihilation of our reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as souls, 
for they transcend reality and embrace - fuse - with the very essence of God. 

Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become 
more so 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that 
already exist 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn 
more 

The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined 
these paradoxes ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate 
our irrationality into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience does not alter or call for the elimination of our 
rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three paradoxes expands 
our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and 
our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so 
does not bring down the foundations of our society; rather, it provides a 
foundation to our foundation. Omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience are 
paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue to perpetuate these 
concepts. 

Panentheism, the picture grows: 

A-theism 

Our universe, reality, is alone. 
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Pan-theism 

Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within it. 

Pan-en-theism 

Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms 
waiting for a prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other 
half to, "God is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligence's within 
realities, humanity, the individual, is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle 
the hierarchical and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a 
part of God and continually contribute to God's knowledge and awareness. We 
create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all have an awesome responsibility. 

My thanks to Stephen Moore for this contribution of this tractate and the editing and 
layout involved in the three volume set comprising the work: The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception. 
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The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 
Peer Review II - Historical Development 

The following one page summations emerge directly from the issues discussed in Tractate 18: 
Why Now: A Short Introduction to Western Philosophy. The numbering system is left intact to 
facilitate the reader's ability to quickly cross check the context from which the questions are 
extracted. Both the numbered table of contents and the panel orientation are provided. 

The questions are at times expressed as addressing issues regarding a particular philosopher and at 
other times the questions appear to be addressing issues regarding a subject area of philosophy as 
opposed to originating from an individual. The reason subject areas of philosophy are included as 
focal points is due to the understanding that subject areas represent the perceptions of groups 
composed of individuals as opposed to being a single individual. As such a group of individuals 
have as much impact upon philosophy as do individuals themselves. 

As the questions and answers progress, one will begin to understand how it is that the forty 
philosophers/philosophies each represent a piece of the jigsaw puzzle which when fully assembled 
created a picture of a complete model of reality. The problem up to the time of this work was that 
neither the Cartesian nor the non-Cartesian models explained reality in a manner eliminating 
contractictions as opposed to creating contradictions. None of the philosophers/philosophies had 
put the puzzle pieces together as a complete picture, a complete system. As such, each 
philosopher/philosophy fought to preserve their personal piece of the puzzle. 

Assembling the forty puzzle pieces generates the concept of the individual acting within God 
being in addition to the concept of the individual acting within God being. In short assembling the 
forty puzzle pieces generates item # 41 of Tractate 18. 

This work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception deals specifically with the 
aspect of the individual acting within God, understanding individuality, as it pertains to 
metaphysics and leaves the aspect of the individual acting within God to a field yet to be named. 

The question becomes: Why does the new metaphysical understanding being introduced emerge 
now? The new metaphysical perception emerges now because we have reached the limits as to 
what it is the Cartesianism metaphysical system and the non-Cartesianism metaphysical system 
have to offer us intellectually both as individuals and as a specie. 

We as individuals and as a specie have progressed beyond the confining limits Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism impose upon us as intelligent explorers of the vast expanses of our physical 
universe. In fact: We as individuals and as a specie have progressed beyond the confining limits 
Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism impose upon us as intelligent explorers of the vast expanses of 
future universes we begin to discover. 

Having explained the limits of Cartesianism and non-Cartesianism as opposed to the 
expansiveness a non-Cartesian system powered by a Cartesian system, the individual acting within 
God creates, we can now begin a detailed examination of the system through a short summation 
format where the forty isolated pieces of the puzzle, as listed in Tractate 18, are exposed to the 
new Metaphysical system's examination. 

The first short summation outlines twelve major questions and themes, which define the essence 
of humankind's search for its identity, its purpose, its meaning, for the very meaning of existence 
itself. In fact the twelve questions and themes strike at the heart of the most fundamental of human 
inquiry: Is there such a 'thing' as existence itself. 
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1. Introduction - Ql: What are the major themes and questions of philosophy? 

There are many, but the most persistent of these would 
include the following: 

What is existence? 
Do we exist, and why? 
What is reality? 
What can we know? 
What is knowledge? 
What is truth? 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Why is the individual important? 

What is our function within society? 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

What is morality? 

S: This work introduces a new metaphysical perception, which presents specific answers to these 
twelve questions. All of the questions are addressed in great detail throughout the work, The War 
and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. In fact the very purpose of the work is to explain the 
shortcomings generated by the Aristotelian Cartesian system and the Hegelian non-Cartesian 
system in regards to their developing conflicting answers to these twelve questions. 

But the work does more than simply point out the shortcomings of the two metaphysical systems. 

This work provides a solution, builds a model, which answers our questions regarding the whole 
of reality itself. This work provides reasonable/rational/non-paradoxical answers to all twelve 
questions simultaneously. The means to finding the answers to the twelve questions 
simultaneously lies in expanding our perception of reality. The single model, which answers the 
twelve questions, inserts the Cartesian within the non-Cartesian. Such a process can occur only 
with the development of a metaphysical model, which is original but not original. Such a system 
merges the Cartesian system and the non-Cartesian system into one system, a Cartesian system 
within a non-Cartesian system. When taking into account the active existence of the verb being, 
symbiosis, as well as the passive form of the verb being, panentheism, one obtains the simple 
description of the system, symbiotic panentheism. 

Philosophically a description of the new metaphysical system might better be described as the 
individual acting within God. The reason the system is not titled the individual acting within God 
is because we in philosophy are concerned with our, 'beings' role in reality. We are concerned 
with what it is we/'beings' are to accomplish in reality. We are concerned with the 
individual' s/'being's role in terms of existence. We are concerned with the answers to the twelve 
questions listed in terms of our/'beings' function. 

❖ 

The point: The twelve questions and themes as well as questions and themes similar to those 
listed, are relevant to the public and those controlling the arena of philosophy have no right to 
exile discussion of such questions from the field of philosophy just because they/the leaders in the 
field of philosophy religions, and science consider such questions to be irresolvable. The leaders 
in the fields of philosophy, religion, and science may believe the questions cannot be answered 
while their separate fields remain isolated one from the other but that does not mean we as a 
specie cannot answer such questions if we bring philosophy, religion, and science together to 
tackle the problem as opposed to our present approach of keeping these fields of study isolated 
one from the other. And who would benefit from such a cooperative action? You and I would 
benefit. Our specie would benefit. Future 'being's we encounter on our travels throughout the 
universe would benefit. The whole itself would benefit. 
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1. Introduction - Q2: Can you provide a brief simplistic explanation regarding 

answers to the twelve questions? 

What is existence? 
Do we exist, and why? 
What is reality? 
What can we know? 
What is knowledge? 
What is truth? 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Why is the individual important? 

What is our function within society? 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

What is morality? 

S: A brief answer to these twelve questions is provided as a one-page synopsis preceding each 
Volume of this three -volume work. A slightly longer answer is provided as Tractate 12: Resolving 
the Problem of Nihilism. 

Having stated where it is one can obtain a brief answer to the twelve questions; let me attempt to 
answer the questions in light of the new model - symbiotic panentheism where a greater reality 
exists as abstraction within which the physical universe is located: 

What is existence? Existence is both physical in nature and abstractual in nature. 

Do we exist, and why? We exist. We exist to circumvent the concept of eternal 

recurrence Nietzsche introduced which in scientific terms might be referred to as 
permanent equilibrium as opposed to the process of growth or decay. 

What is reality? Reality is both physical in nature and abstractual in nature. 

What can we know? We can 'know' what we create and experience abstractually 
and what we create and experience physically 

What is knowledge? Knowledge is that of which we are aware. 

What is truth? Truth is what is relevant to an existence functioning within either of the two 
regions of existence: the physical and the abstract. 

What is the purpose and meaning of life? The purpose in life is to add to the Whole 

Why is the individual important? It is from the individual/multiplicity that the 
Whole/singularity becomes more than what it is. 

What is our function within society? Our function within society is to 'create' and 

experience and to be responsible for what it is we as individuals 'create'/'experience' 
for it is what we as individuals 'create'/'experience' that we add to the Whole. 

Is there a difference between "appearance " and "reality " ? Appearance is what 
composes the abstract and 'reality' is what composes the physical. 

Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? If we exist we possess free 
will. Without free will we are not who we appear to be, ourselves. 

What is morality? Morality is universally acceptable knowing action of free will 

which initially emerges from the categorical imperatives a metaphysical system 
(systems encompassing physical universes and what it is physical universes lie 
within) generates. Morality then progresses as knowing actions of free will which 
one initiates based upon the combination of beliefs/religion, observations/science, 
and reason/philosophy. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Answers to such questions can be stated and the rational/reasonableness of such 
answers are available in their entirety in The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. 
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1. Introduction - Q3: Philosophy appears to have formed many specialized 

branches of study, all of which ignore the question 
regarding the individual's purpose for existing. Can you 
comment briefly regarding: 

Above all, philosophy, which comes from the Greek work philosophia, means the love 
of wisdom. 

The study of philosophy, in the Western tradition, began in Ancient Greece early in the 
6 th century B.C. Since that time, the range and scope of its journey has expanded into 
very specialized and distinct branches. Among these branches are: 



Metaphysics The Study of Existence 

Epistemology The Study of Knowledge 

Ethics The Study of Action 

Politics The Study of Force 

Esthetics The Study of Art 

Logic The Study of Reason 

Language The Study of Communication 



These in turn consist of many subcategories, including: ... 

Going back to first principles is a reoccurring theme, as is the reassessment of well- 
established or even forgotten works. It is organic. It changes constantly. ... philosophy 
continually returns to its past in order to formulate new philosophical perceptions. As 
we change, so does our appreciation of our philosophical heritage. 

S: The significance of philosophy with respect to 'the love of wisdom' and significance of 
philosophy's role regarding 'the love of wisdom' is addressed in the introduction to Volume EH. 

Regarding the branches of philosophy: One cannot begin to examine branches two through six, 
nor can one begin to examine the subcategories of philosophy until one embraces the validity of 
existence itself. The action of embracing the validity of existence then moves into answering three 
basic questions in a very precise sequence: 

1 . Where are we? 

2. What are we? 

3. Why do we exist? 

The process begins with the examination of the basic question: Where are we? In other words are 
we in the physical, meaning is the physical the limit of existence or are we in an existence other 
than the physical. This question led to the concept of Cartesianism/physicality/cause and effect 
existence versus non-Cartesianism/abstractual existence. Such a debate led to the ethical 
foundation, the ethical base for behavior of physical hedonism versus abstractual/altruistic 
behavior. 

❖ 

The point: What is ethical or moral behavior? The foundation for such an understanding lies in 
understanding the answers to the three questions listed above. Philosophically such an 
understanding leads to the development of what is often referred to as universal/categorical 
imperatives or what some would refer to as first principle, second principle, etc. 

Regarding first principle, Tractate 6 dealt with the issue of Kant's first categorical imperative and 
why this categorical imperative was not a categorical imperative. The tractate outlines just what 
the first categorical imperative would be under the new metaphysical perception of the individual 
acting within God and then lists the second categorical imperative. The issue is addressed in great 
detail as to the rational behind the establishment of the two categorical imperatives and their order. 
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1. Introduction - Q4: Philosophy appears to have lost its way. Would you care to 

comment regarding the statement: 

But what should the future of philosophy look like? Should it continue on its present 
course, a course that excludes metaphysical speculation, or should it return to a more 
inclusive and broader understanding of philosophy's function? 

Philosophy, in its present form, has turned away from the very questions that it was 
created to answer. As such, it has become less and less relevant to the public, a public 
that still seeks answers to questions regarding meaning and purpose. 

S: Perhaps the best response to the statements given lies in the next paragraph presented in the 
introduction: 

One response to the present impasse is Symbiotic Panentheism. It explores the model 
of a new perception that could integrate the three disciplines of philosophy, science 
and religion. In so doing, it outlines how the conflicts that have defined our species 
could be eliminated. As our perception of our significance changes, so do we. 

Regarding the issue involving the validity of the subject of metaphysics. If we do not know 'where 
we are' we cannot begin to understand 'what we are' which in turn prevents us from knowing our 
function for existing, the purpose for existing. 

We have a long way to go before we can say unequivocally: There is no 'outside' to the physical 
universe. Until we can state such a fact unequivocally, the study of 'meta' - beyond, 'physics' - 
the physical, will remain a critically relevant subject for the public regarding the efforts to answer 
questions regarding meaning and purpose. 

The point: Philosophy has a moral obligation to return to the basics of its intended purpose, which 
is to address the questions: 

Where are we? Where is the individual in the scheme of it all? 

What are we? What is this 'thing' we call individuality? 

Why do we exist? 
Why does individuality exist? 

This work is an attempt to help philosophy return to its moral task of finding 
answers to the most basic of questions, which have haunted our specie as far 
back in time as we are capable of remembering. 
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2. Before the Pre-Socratics - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

Before the Ancient Greeks, two great Empires existed in close proximity to the Eastern 
Mediterranean: These two Empires, though they differed outwardly in many respects, 
had much in common with each other. Both the Egyptian and Babylonian Empires 
were the first two examples of urban civilization, each of which supported large 
populations. 

Despite their size there was little or no diversity of outlook or opinion. It was the kings 
and priests - possessors of magical powers - who ruled their people. These 
civilizations, with their theocratic and monarchical institutions, had little tolerance for 
diverse viewpoints. As a consequence, there was little scientific or technological 
progress or innovation other than that employed to support the prevailing belief 
systems. 

S: Diversity of viewpoint existed before the ancient Greeks. Diversity of viewpoints existed 
through the acknowledged forms of heads of state: the kings and priests. It took many millennium 
for the concept of diverse viewpoints existing through individuals as opposed to the state. In 
essence it took many millennium for the concept of multiplicity/individuality/diversity to rise to 
the level of superceding the concept of the state being more important than the individual. 

The argument regarding the concept of multiplicity versus singularity was fully addressed in 
Tractate 1 1 : The Error of Philosophy. But what does the issue have to do with a new metaphysical 
perception? 

The new metaphysical perception being presented in this work, suggests that what the multiplicity 
of individuality our universes spawns, suggests that what the individuality the Cartesian concept 
of 'cause and effect'/'beginning and end' generates is vital to the concept of abstractual existence 
of the whole/singularity, non-Cartesian existence. Understanding such a model helps civilizations 
to simultaneously strengthen both the concept regarding the significance of the state and the 
concept regarding the significance of the individual. 

In the ancient civilizations of the Egyptians and Babylonians, the kings and priests symbolized the 
state and those they governed as a whole, represented individuality. Individuality exhibited by the 
person was not encouraged or tolerated because it represented independence. Historically our 
specie has been waging a long and often violent struggle to raise the value level of the individual 
to that of the state, to that of the heads of state, to that of those who wield power. 

With the onset of this new metaphysical perception, symbiotic panentheism, the value level of the 
individual rises to the level of the most knowledgeable, powerful, and all present entity we as a 
specie have been able to conceive, namely - God. 

Symbiotic panentheism not only raises the value level of the individual to the level of the divine 
but explains the dynamics of the individual acting within God, of individuality being a part of 
singularity/God. Without the understanding regarding the interrelationship of singularity/God/God 
and individuality/'being', without the understanding regarding why individuality is significant to 
the whole, the argument regarding the legitimacy and importance of the individual simply 
becomes an interesting dialectic of suppositions. 

The point: This work, using reason and rationality as a tool, clearly demonstrates the argument 
that the individual has importance, clearly demonstrated that the individual verifiable significance. 
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2. Before the Pre-Socratics - Q2: What is knowledge? 

This isn't to say that there weren't advances in knowledge. It was that these advances 
were the sole domain of the kings and priests of the time. These cultures relied 
exclusively on custom, priestly revelation, and divine authority for their social 
cohesion. As such, all knowledge was used to maintain the prevailing view. For 
example, Egyptian geometry was used to build the great pyramids, while Babylonian 
astronomy and mathematics were used - exclusively by the priests - to make "magical" 
predictions. In essence, the prevailing outlook of both the Egyptian and Babylonian 
empires was that the world was explainable in strictly mythical terms. The gods had 
created the world, and were responsible for all aspects of it. 

S: The question becomes: What is knowledge. Knowledge is the awareness of 'what is' with the 
understanding that 'what is' is. Such a statement both is and isn't circular in nature. Within either 
a Cartesian model of reality or a non-Cartesian model of reality such a statement is circular in 
nature and thus nonsensical in understanding reality itself. 

This work, however, is not an examination of reality in light of either a Cartesian model of reality 
or a non-Cartesian model of reality. This work fuses the two, the Cartesian model with the non- 
Cartesian model. As such, this work establishes a new model, a new metaphysical perception of 
reality, which combines both the Cartesian model 'and' the non-Cartesian model into a single 
model where the non-Cartesian System is 'powered' by a Cartesian system which finds itself 
located within, finds itself to be an element of the non-Cartesian system. 

With the fusion of the two, one can understand that 'what is' is the summation of the Whole but 
because the Whole is void a universal fabric of time and space 'what is' can become 'what could 
be' without ever losing its characteristic of being 'what is'. Again the examination of the topic 
becomes to complex to address on one page but the details of such dialectics can be found in 
Volume II of this work. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Knowledge is a noun versus being a verb. Knowledge does not belong to the outdated 
scientific principles of physics, which characterized the nature matter and energy: 

Matter cannot be created or destroyed. 
Energy cannot be created or destroyed. 

As we have discovered, both statements are incorrect and have now become the conservation of 
matter and energy: 

The sum total of matter and energy cannot be created or destroyed. 
This work, this new model of reality, clearly demonstrates that the philosophical principle: 

Knowledge cannot be created or destroyed. 

is as invalid as were the two previously perceived inviolate principles of physics. 

The new metaphysical model clearly demonstrates that it is more logical to argue knowledge 'can' 
be created than it is to argue that knowledge 'cannot' be created. The new metaphysical model 
accomplishes something philosophy has not accomplished until now and that is to clearly 
demonstrates why it is knowledge is 'something' which cannot be destroyed while simultaneously 
being 'something' which can be created without interfering with the concept of 'what is'. (See 
Tractate 6: The Error of Kant: Resolving the Problem of Universal Ethics.) 
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3. The Pre-Socratics - Ql: What is morality? 

Western philosophy began with the pre-Socratics. ...The pre-Socratics developed a 
fresh and dynamic way of looking at the world. They turned away from the established 
theocratic and monarchical structures of their neighbors, and created social structure 
based upon republican city-states. In these city-states, those who governed did so by the 
consent of the people. 

S: The quote does not appear to be directly related to the concept of morality but in fact the new 
direction society took immensely impacted our perception regarding what it is we 'believed' 
morality to be. The act of initiating 'republican city-states' governing with the consent of the 
people was an action clearly embracing a new perception of morality. 

The establishment of city-states governing by the consent of the people established the concept 
that each person/individual is significant. Granted the 'right' to 'provide consent' did not apply to 
all people universally but the fundamentals of the concept were begun nevertheless. In essence the 
pre-Socratics initiated the move to extend the significance of a few, the kings and priests, to being 
individuals in general having significance. The task of extending the concept of significance to all 
individuals universally had a long way to go but the journey was begun. 

The pre-Socratics intuitively understood the concept regarding equality of unique entities of 
individuality but the pre-Socratics lacked a philosophical model rationalizing such a concept. 

It was Aristotle who initiated the concept of metaphysics. Aristotle understood Zeno's paradoxical 
concepts, understood the concept of an existence 'beyond' - meta 'the physical' - physics. The 
concept of a 'location' beyond the physical universe may not have been the perception Aristotle 
grasped but today science, observations, suggests such an existence may in fact be the 'location' 
within which our universe lies. 

Should a 'location' literally exist 'outside' our universe or should the 'location' within which our 
universe exists be of a slightly different perceptual orientation, the concept of the physical not 
being the 'greater' reality still emerges as a rational/reasonable concept. 

But what does metaphysics have to do with morality? The foundation/rationality regarding the 
establishment of morals begins with an understanding of the location of our very existence. 

1 . If we exist solely in a physical world then physical hedonism/materialism becomes 
the foundation of our morality. 

2. If we exist solely in an abstractual world then abstractual hedonism/altruism 
becomes the foundation of our morality. 

❖ 

The point: We know we exist in a physical world so it would appear that materialism would be the 
foundation for our moralities. 

This work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, however, suggest that we do 
not exist solely in a physical world nor do we exist solely in an abstractual world. Rather this work 
suggests we exist in a physical world, which in turn exists solely in an abstractual world. 

The result of such a model suggests materialism is the foundation of morality for the short term 
but in the long term, in terms of the most fundamental of foundations regarding morality, the 
model suggests altruism is the foundation of morality. Morality is thus steeped in an understanding 
of the abstractual versus our present perception of morality being steeped in an understanding of 
the physical. 
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3. The Pre-Socratics - Q2: What is knowledge? 

From the very beginning, the Ionians were willing to embrace new ideas and 
perceptions. In so doing, they were able to shape those ideas and perceptions to new 
purposes. For example, both Babylonian astronomy and Egyptian geometry were vital 
as an aid to maritime navigation. Using these tools, in such a revolutionary new 
manner, allowed them to trade with diverse cultures scattered all around the Eastern 
Mediterranean. In so doing, they were exposed to new knowledge and perceptions. 

S: Through the new metaphysical model, we obtain a new understanding regarding what 
knowledge is. Knowledge is 'what is' and in fact knowledge is 'created' thus producing 'what 
could be' but 'isn't'. Knowledge is the means by which 'what is' 'grows'. For such a creative 
process to exist, knowledge must not just 'be' but knowledge must 'be known'. In other words, the 
verb of action must be applied to the noun of existence. Such a process of 'creating knowledge' 
circumvents Nietzsche's concept of eternal recurrence. 

The new metaphysical model of the individual acting within God suggests the engine of such a 
dynamic model lies with the concept of multiplicity/individuality. If such is the case, then the 
means of changing the historical vector generated by human behavior lies within an understanding 
regarding the significance of the individual and the role the individual has to play regarding the 
very expansion of the whole of knowledge. 

The Pre-Socratics may not have consciously understood the process of 'creating' knowledge' but 
the Pre-Socratics did intuitively understand the significance of knowledge and as such the Pre- 
Socratics expanded the respect due a greater number of individuals, which in turn increased the 
potential development of the practical use of knowledge, which in turn exponentially expanded the 
potential development of new knowledge (the noun) itself. 

We create knowledge, which in turn circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium for the whole, 
which in turn circumvents the state of eternal recurrence for the whole. If new knowledge were 
never created, the whole/singularity/God would have no choice but to eternally watch and 
experience the sum total of knowledge reruns, since the whole/singularity/God is eternal in nature. 

We create knowledge in many ways. We 'create' new knowledge through art, music, literature, 
and perhaps as Hegel suggests through observation/science itself. We create knowledge in the 
form of experiencing be it the forms of experiencing natural events occurring within the physical, 
which surrounds us, or in the form of actions we intentionally precipitate through choice, free will. 

Knowledge is created but knowledge created with 'no knowing' capable of perceiving knowledge, 
be it perceiving by the whole/singularity/God or be it perceiving by various forms of 
multiplicity/individuality, is no knowledge at all for knowledge the noun exists only through 
knowing the verb, through action. 

Passivity of knowing is knowledge but simultaneously passivity of knowledge is no different than 
'life' without action. Just as life is an action noun, knowledge is an action noun. Knowing of 
knowledge is the action, which gives knowledge its life. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Multiplicity/individuality/the individual is the key element in the process of 
singularity's/the whole's/God's ability to circumvent the boredom of eternal reruns. 
Understanding such a concept, possessing such knowledge leads to the recognition regarding 
morality: the first of society's obligation is to protect the right of the individual to travel life 
unimpeded and the second obligation is to travel life unimpeded is a critical issue to the system. 
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4. The Invention of Philosophy - Ql: What is reality? 

Thales of Miletus (585 B.C.) 

The invention of philosophy is attributed to Thales of Miletus ... Thales was 
considered to be one of the Seven Wise Men or Sophoi.... They desired to strip away all 
dogma in order to get to the underlying truth of nature. The study of the origin and 
nature of the physical world was their highest priority: all else was discarded. 

S: Of the twelve questions presented in ' Section 1. Introduction', perhaps the least complex to 
question to answer is the question: What is reality? This is not to say such a question does not tax 
our scientific, religious, and philosophical abilities to the limit. In the time of Thales of Miletus the 
question was thought to encompass the 'underlying truth of nature' . But through time the concept 
of 'nature' has evolved to mean the physical and eventually to mean the universe. 




Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



The diagram illustrates why our philosophical thinking has gravitated towards the perception that 
the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. 

It was not the speculation of Thales of Mellitus, which led us to such a perception. What led us to 
such a perception was our predominant reliance upon observation spurred by science, which did 
so. We can use graphics to demonstrate what reality is in terms of the new metaphysical 
perception presented in this work. 



Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 

Singularity The Universe Multiplicity 

The Whole Action Individuality 

Reality Process/reality 'being' 

God being 



The point: The new metaphysical perception leads us to the understanding that the abstract of 
individuality, the abstract in the form of multiplicity, is not an innate characteristic of the physical 
but rather that the physical is an innate characteristic of the abstract as opposed to our present 
perception that the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. 
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The Invention of Philosophy - Q2: 



What is reality? 



Anaximander (612-545 B.C.) 

Tholes' s student, Anaximander ... recognized that the world, and cosmos, was in a 
constant state of change. He proposed to explain this change by referring to the 
Apeiron. The Apeiron was something both infinite and indefinite. Within it, the four 
states - hot, cold, wet, and dry - arose. Anaximander believed that the conflict and 
interaction of these states gave rise to the cosmos, the earth, and to life. 

S: Anaximander' s 'Apeiron', simply becomes the name for abstraction within the new 
metaphysical model being examined within this work. 



'...both 

infinite and indefinite' 




Abstraction within the Physical 
Multiplicity 
Individuality 
'being' 



Abstraction The Physical 

Singularity The Universe 

The Whole Action 

Reality Process/reality 

God being 

The concept of the world now expands to become the universe and the cosmos, which now 
expands into being the region outside the universe within which the universe finds itself located. 
In other words the universe/the physical is located within abstraction or the Apeiron. 

The 'constant state of change' becomes the means by which Nietzsche's dilemma regarding 
'eternal recurrence' and by which present day science's dilemma regarding the concept of 
permanent equilibrium become resolvable. 

'Newness/change' is 'created/initiated' within the mechanism of the universe and becomes a part 
of the Apeiron but does not 'change' the Apeiron in the sense we perceive change to take place. 
The full discussion of such a concept is addressed in Tractate 6: The Error of Kant. It is the 
tractate regarding Kant that the dialectic regarding a region changing but remaining unchanged is 
found. 



If one then proceeds to ' . . . strip away all the dogma of order' from within the new metaphysical 
model of reality, as Thales of Miletus suggests, one can then find ' . . .Within it, the four states - 
hot, cold, wet, and dry existing as forms of abstractual existence. Anaximander believed that the 
conflict and interaction of these states gave rise to the cosmos, the earth, and to life'. 

Abstractually the states of hot, cold, wet, and dry take on a symbolic analogous state represented 
by the concepts of 'being'/multiplicity/individuality - noun, being/existence - passive verb, 
Z?e;ng/process - verb of action, and God/singularity/the whole - noun within the new metaphysical 
system. 

The point: Through the development of symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God, 
reality now becomes an expanded perception of what we previously perceived it to be. Reality 
now becomes the sum total of physical reality as well as the whole of abstractual reality within 
which physical reality finds itself. 
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4. The Invention of Philosophy - Q3: What is reality? 

Anaximenes (545 B.C.) 

... Anaximenes believed that there must be a single form of "stuff" as the primary 
source of everything. He suggested that vapor or mist was this "stuff." 



S: We know now that vapor is simply a gaseous form of water. Does having learned the nature of 
vapor mean Anaximenes was incorrect in his perceptions regarding the source of 'everything' ? 
Absolutely not, Anaximenes used the concept of vapor merely to exemplify the potential source of 
'everything' . Just because we have shown vapor is not the source of everything does not mean we 
have invalidated Anaximenes' intuitive grasp of everything having a source from which it forms. 

Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger provides an in-depth examination regarding the source of 
every-thing' Within Tractate 10, the 'vapor' or 'mist' to which Anaximenes refers is examined in 
light of metaphysical thought as it relates to modern science. The underlying principle of physics, 
namely symmetry, is factored into the dialectic along with the very functionality of nothingness'. 

To discuss the details regarding the 'source' of every-'thing' within the context of this conclusion 
is impractical. What can be practically stated at this point, however, is that many philosophers 
believe that any newly developing metaphysical system demonstrates its validity through the 
process of reinforcing past philosophical concepts as opposed to casting out all the 'old' to make 
room for the new. The new metaphysical model presented in the work, The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception, embraces the 'old', embraces past philosophical ideas and rejects 
the concept that it, the new system, should replace the 'old' concepts of philosophy. 



Simply put abstraction is substituted for the Anaximenes' 'vapor' in the new metaphysical 
perception of the individual acting within God being. 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
God 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



The point: Anaximenes' concept is not being rejected as incorrect or inadequate by the new model 
of reality being introduced by this work. What the new metaphysical system does do is validate 
Anaximenes' intuitive thoughts through the process of updating them with science's more 
advanced observations regarding our physical universe. 
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4. The Invention of Philosophy - Q4: What is reality? 

Heraclitus (500 B.C.) 

... He saw the natural world as an environment of struggle and difficulty and 
concluded, "all was flux" and was ever changing. 

S: If reality is as Heraclitus perceived it, the question emerges: How is it that the new 
metaphysical model embraces a Heraclitus' concept of 'all' being in flux if change takes place in 
the universe and constancy is a universal aspect of the fabric which lies 'outside' the universe? 
Wouldn't an unchanging exterior to the universe imply change in fact was not occurring? 

The answer to the question lies in the understanding that an unchanging 'outside' in fact changes 
while remaining unchanged. It would appear the concept of the 'outside' of the universe being in 
constant flux while never changing is a nonsensical concept. The issue was discussed in great 
detail within Tractate 6: The Error of Kant. Again the issue is too complex to address in the short 
space provided here. 

The concept of change is a concept, which requires the entity changing to be immersed within 
time as opposed to having time immersed within the entity. Since the region 'outside' the universe 
is void time as a universal fabric the region 'outside' time cannot change even if it appears to do 
so. Again the understanding of such a concept is discussed in great detail within Tractate 6: The 
Error of Kant. 



Again we can use diagrams to illustrate the new perception of reality. The diagram not only 
illustrates the passive state of existence, timeless existence, and the universal fabric of time but 
also illustrates both forms of action, the passive state and the active state, as they are found to exist 
in reality. 



The 

Interrelationship 
Dynamics 
Of the system 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
God 



Timelessness 

The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



Again we find the new metaphysical system embraces the 'old' rather than replaces the 'old'. As 
illustrated, the concepts 

initiated by the 'Wise Men of Sophoi' are fully embraced within the new system being introduced 
within this work.. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Heraclitus' concepts are not replaced by the new metaphysical model of reality but 
rather Heraclitus' concept of 'all' being in flux, the idea that the verb of action as well as the 
passive state of existence, is a part of reality, is a concept which becomes a critical element of the 
new metaphysical system. 
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5. The Eleatics - Ql: What is reality? 

The Eleatics rejected the views of Heraclitus, and defended the stability and unity of 
the natural world. Parmenides, founder of the school of Eleaticism, stated that "what 
exists" cannot come into being, nor can it pass away, because it would have to either 
come out of nothing, or to become nothing - whereas nothing, by its very nature - does 
not exist. It follows that there can be no motion, for how can one object occupy the 
space of another? Our perception of change is thus an illusion. This idea - for its time 
- was revolutionary. For the first time, it introduced the idea that there are two forms 
of truth: the real and the perceived. 

S: The paradox regarding the very existence of 'nothingness' and the functionality of such an 
existence is extremely important metaphysically and therefore the concept regarding the existence 
of nothingness and the functionality of nothingness is given its own tractate within this work: 
Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger. In terms of the new metaphysical model espoused by this 
work, the Eleatics are correct but simultaneously the Eleatics are not correct. The Eleatics' 
observations and their intuitive perceptions that nothingness does not exist are accepted as 
observationally correct and intuitively correct when examined from within the reality of the 
physical. (See Tractate 10) 



The 

Interrelationship 
Dynamics 
Of the system 




Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
God 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



Abstractual Existence 



Within the reality of abstractual existence, however, nothingness is demonstrated to both exist and 
to exist with a purpose, to exist with a function, just as do all forms of existence found within the 
whole, found within singularity, found within God. (See Tractate 10) As we have found so often to 
be the case, the new metaphysical model does nothing to expunge our repositories of human 
knowledge but rather embraces the ideas of previous thinkers. The new model of reality acts as the 
mortar, which holds together the intuitive perceptual building blocks developed by humanity. 

The point: Nothingness may not exist within the 'reach' of our present day abilities defining 
scientific study. Nevertheless, nothingness does exist within the 'reach' of our present day 
abstractual abilities to reason, within abstraction, within Apeiron's existence. With the existence 
of two 'realities' comes the realization that their can be ' . . . two forms of truth: the real and the 
perceived. ' and that each form of truth is in fact 'truth' . 



307 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



The Eleatics - Q2: 



What is reality? 



Zeno of Elea, 

...he attempted to demonstrate the absurdity of the idea that the world is constantly 
changing. ...Zeno used these paradoxes to demonstrate that by accepting the idea of 
motion - and change of any kind - we arrive at absurd conclusions. We should 
therefore reject "change" as a natural part of the world. How can there be unity in a 
world that appears to be multiple? 

S: The new metaphysical model demonstrates how and where it is possible to have change occur 
without change taking place. Such a location occurs where there is a lack of a universal fabric of 
time and thus in essence a lack of change. (See Tractate 6) 



The 

Interrelationship 
Dynamics 
Of the system 



The lack of a 
Universal fabric 
of time 
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Abstraction 
Singularity 
The Whole 
Reality 
God 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



A Universal fabric of time 



The new metaphysical model also demonstrates both how and where it is possible to have change 
emerge out of the very seed of this 'thing' called nothingness. (See Tractate 6) 

In essence both the Eleatics and Heraclitus were correct for each had a piece of the puzzle 
regarding the nature of reality. 

The point: The great thinkers of the past, who represent humanities journey to understand reality 
and our function within reality, have been in conflict not because their intuitive instincts were 
incorrect. The deep thinkers of the past were in conflict with each other because they rejected each 
other. The thinkers of the past perceived reality to be 'either' physical in nature or 'abstractual' in 
nature when in truth there is a third possibility: The new metaphysical model demonstrates reality 
can be literally both abstractual and physical in nature simultaneously. When one stands in 
physical existence the physical is real while the abstract is a real illusion. When one stands in 
abstractual existence the abstract is real and the physical is a real illusion. (See Tractate 1) 



There are many existing pieces to the puzzle regarding the complete picture of reality and we 
cannot, must not, throw away any of them if we are ever to complete the entire mosaic of reality. 
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6. Empedocles, Plurality, and Greek Atomism - Ql: What is existence? 

The Atomists - Leucippus (440 B.C.), Epicurus (341-271 B.C.), and Democritus (460- 
370 B.C.) - attempted to counter the position put forward by Parmenides by 
introducing plurality back into our worldview. 

S: Singularity or multiplicity, '...there is but one solid being' (Zeno section 5 of Tractate 18) or 
there is plurality of existence (Heraclitus section 4 of Tractate 18, all knowing or individual 
elements of knowing, singularity of knowledge or elements of knowledge, the knowing of all or 
the knowing of parts, monism or dualism: These are all fundamentally the same conflicting issues. 



The past debates hinged upon which of the two choices was the correct choice. 

The new metaphysical perception clearly states we have been debating the issue as an 'either'/'or' 
issue due to the fact that we perceived we only had two choices available from which to chose. 

We perceived either: 

Cartesainism exists: multiplicity, individuality, 'being's' (plural), elements of knowledge 
(plural), elements (plural) of knowing, souls (plural), change, nothingness and something, 
. . . exist 

or 

Non-Cartesianism, singularity, the whole, God (singular), the sum of Knowledge, the 
sum of Knowing, God, constancy, no nothingness, . . .exists. 

The new metaphysical model suggests we have a third perception from which to choose. It is 
possible existence is both singularity and multiplicity simultaneously. 
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The point: The third option for a metaphysical system is developed through the fusion of the two 
as opposed to being forced to accepting only one or the other metaphysical perceptions. 
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6. Empedocles, Plurality, and Greek Atomism - Q2: Do we possess free will 

or are our actions 
predetermined? 

Contrary to Parmenides' argument, the Atomists argued that "nothing" does, in a way, 
exist. It takes the form of empty space. As such, there are two fundamental principles 
that govern the physical world: empty space and filled space. 

The filled space consists of indivisible atoms, which are tiny, indivisible, and 
unobservable. Within the framework of these "atoms", there is, contrary to 
Parmenides' position, constant change. Since these "atoms" exist, their motion is not 
only possible, but also inevitable. The Atomists concluded that everything that happens 
in the world is caused by these "atoms" colliding with each other. The activity and 
change we observe in the world is due to the effects of these collisions. This pluralistic 
view of reality became a dominant trend in philosophy for many later generations. 
Anticipating much of the deterministic positions taken by modern philosophy, Epicurus 
ventured to conclude that all our actions, on account of fundamental physical laws, are 
inevitable. 



S: 'Empty' space or 'filled space' - two regions of existence leading to two potentially 
contradicting ideas: 'pre-determinism' or 'free will': Again the intuitive reasoning behind each 
concept appears to be indisputable on its own and irresolvable contradictory one to the other. 
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The point: Free will can coexist with predetermined action. Both have a place within which to 
operate and both have a unique and critical function to fulfill within the new metaphysical model 
put forward by this work: The model: 



Scientifically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Religiously speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Philosophically speaking: symbiotic panentheism 

Metaphysically speaking: the individual acting within God being 



310 



Conclusion - The Peer Review 



7. The Sophists - Ql: What is our function within society? 

Athens in the 5 th century underwent a series of external attacks, and some internal 
rebellions, which contributed to a renewed interest in practical philosophy. 

S: The question becomes: Where does the 'practical', the sensible, and the realistic lie? 

In terms of a Cartesian model of the whole of reality, the 'practical', the sensible, the realistic, the 
'no nonsense' lies within the physical and as such the physical, materialism becomes the sensible, 
the realistic, the 'no nonsense', the practical. 

In terms of a non-Cartesian model of the whole of reality, the practical, the sensible, the realistic, 
the 'no nonsense' lies within the abstractual and as such the abstractual, altruism, becomes the 
sensible, the realistic, the 'no nonsense', the practical. 

The two conflicting perceptions generate two conflicting forms of action, which in turn generate 
two conflicting forms of exponentially accelerating multiply reactions, which in turn generates a 
society within which constant conflict abounds. In such a scenario, society's function is in 
continual conflict as to which side of the philosophical debate to support, materialistic principles 
in the form of materialism or abstract principles in the form of altruism. 

The function of society becomes confused and the action of its members, which in the form of 
summation is society, becomes confused. The confusion often becomes so intense it becomes what 
society classifies as 'violent' in nature, 'destructive' in nature to the very members of society who 
create the environment within which they voluntarily or involuntarily live. 

The means to reducing such confusion is to find a means by which the materialists and the altruists 
can coexist without generating a high degree of intense conflict. 

The means of accomplishing such a task, reducing conflicting issues regarding the function of 
society itself, is to choose one perception of reality. Such an action, choosing to accept one form 
of reality, will not take place as long as those who embrace materialism will not concede the 
higher ground of rationality to the altruists or the altruists will not concede the higher ground of 
rationality to the materialists. 

As long as the two opposing philosophical perceptions, reality is the physical or reality is the 
abstractual, remains an issue the conflict will not abate. Two conflicting perceptions of reality will 
only intensify with the increase in population density our specie is experiencing. 

Is it possible to come to a consensus regarding the structure of reality, which in turn will define the 
function of society, which can define the function of the individual within society? An either/or 
scenario will not resolve the answer. The answer can, however, be resolved through the merger of 
the two conflicting perceptions of reality into a single model of reality enfolding both perceptions 
into itself as two independent and equally critical aspects of the model. 

Such a model now exists. The model is technically identified as a non-Cartesian system powered 
by a Cartesian system located within the non-Cartesian. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The first, primary function of society generated by the new metaphysical model of the 
individual acting within God is to protect the ability of the individual to journey and grow 
unimpeded. The issue is address in great detail within Tractates 5, 6, and 7. 
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7. The Sophists - Q2: What is morality? 

The Sophists rejected almost all of the philosophy that preceded them. They were not 
interested in abstract speculation. In the truest sense, they were phenomenologists: 
they focused exclusively on the "phenomenal" everyday world as opposed to the 
abstract "real" world described by earlier philosophy ...Thrasymachus of Chalcedon 
declared openly that "right is what is beneficial for the stronger or better one." 

S: The question then becomes: 'What is beneficial for the stronger or better one'? and what is 
meant by 'the stronger or better one'? 

If the universal fabric of reality is simply the physical then materialism is the answer to both 
questions. What is beneficial for the stronger or better one is the attainment of both 'power' and 
material goods for hedonistic purposes. Within a reality whose universal fabric is the physical, the 
'better one' is the 'one' who is physically and/or mentally the 'superior', who is physically and/or 
mentally capable of dominating others. 

Morality is based upon our perception of reality. A model of physical reality could be illustrated 

as: 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



If the universal fabric of reality is the abstract within which physical reality is immersed then the 
model would be based upon a universal fabric of abstraction and appear as: 



Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 

In such a scenario individuality exists, evolves, temporarily within the physical but once fully 
developed exists timelessly within the abstract. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The new metaphysical model presented in this work would suggest morality is a 
perception based upon one's interpretation of reality. Conflicting moralities therefore emerge 
from conflicting perceptions regarding what we perceive reality to be. To eliminate social conflict, 
therefore, one must construct a uniform perception of reality. 
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8. Socrates (469-399 B.C.) - Ql: Is there a difference between 'appearance and 

'reality'? 

... Socrates was dedicated to truth. ...He was concerned primarily with questioning all 
previous assumptions and wouldn't settle for anything less than a rigorous account of 
the nature of things. 

S: For the ancient Greeks, the nature of 'things' did not apply only to 'things' composed of matter 
and energy, as we perceive of them today. To the ancient Greeks, 'things' included ideas, music, 
art, emotions, knowledge, etc. as well as those substances composed of matter and energy. 

Socrates' concern with questioning previous assumptions in order to obtain a rigorous accounting 
of the nature of things was no less than an attempt to understand the root structure of reality. An 
understanding of the nature of our reality leads to the understanding of the nature of ourselves 
which in turn leads to a potential understanding regarding our function within reality. 

In essence Socrates' was seeking to understand the answers regarding three questions: 

1 . Where am I? - What is the nature of the reality within which I find myself to exist? 

2. What am I? - What is the nature of myself? 

3. Why do I exist? - What is the purpose of my existence? 

Questions 1, 2, and 3 are questions 3, 2, and 1 in the list the twelve questions facing philosophers. 

Understanding the answers to questions 1-3 leads us to understanding the answers to the 
remaining nine questions put forward previously in Section 1 of The Peer Review II. 

Philosophers have always sought to answer the twelve questions. The reason philosophers have 
such a difficult time answering the twelve questions is because they do not ask the questions in the 
correct sequence. 

To understand one's function within reality one must first ask 'where one is' in order to 
understand 'what one is one'. It is only through understanding 'what one is' that one can begin to 
understand one's function within reality. In short the function of an entity depends upon what it is 
the entity is capable of accomplishing. The entity's function based upon the capabilities of the 
entity are in turn characterized by the evolutionary development, be it intentional or unintentional 
development, for which the entity evolved within its natural environment. 

The ultimate environment may be physical in nature such as the universe (what we perceive reality 
to be) or ultimately the environment may be abstractual in nature (an appearance of reality) as is 
the case of the universe being located 'within' the abstractual as proposed by the new 
metaphysical system of symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God 

The metaphysical model presented within this work evolves through the process of examining 
answers to the twelve questions and in particular the first three questions in a specific order. 

The point: Philosophers can come to a semblance of consensus as to what is 'reality' and what is 
'appearance' if they priorities their questions, focus upon the task of answering their questions one 
at a time as best they can, and then address the next question. The process suggested is not an 
evasion of 'truth' . The process suggested is an understanding that 'truth' is not an easy thing to 
find and even science bases its development of truth upon establishing models as best they can and 
then moving towards answering the next question and then developing conclusions implied by 
such a model. Scientific models change all the time and there is no reason philosophy should feel 
any less of itself if it uses such a process. The process works well for science and there is no 
reason the same process should not work well for philosophy. 
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8. Socrates (469-399 B.C.) - Q2: 



What is truth? 



... He was more interested in engaging everyone - old or young, rich or poor - in a 
debate about the nature of things. In doing so, he felt that the inconsistencies of 
many opinions and actions could be revealed - thereby revealing the truth of things 
by eliminating the flawed assumptions. 

S: The perception that truth is either truth or an illusion of truth is no more accurate than the 
perception that the physical is either 'real' or an illusion. Tractate 1 : The Error of Zeno, Resolving 
the Problem of Abstraction, fully addresses the validity of both the abstract and the physical being 
real. One is real while one stands within its existence at which point the other becomes not an 
illusion but a 'real illusion'. If on the other hand one changes location and stands in what 
previously was regarded as the real illusion then the 'real illusion' becomes what is real and the 
real becomes the 'real illusion' . In short reality is not based upon either one or the other. Reality is 
based upon both simultaneously. 

The truth regarding what is real and what is an appearance is simply a contention of semantics. 

But what of all forms of truth? Is there such a 'thing' as 'truth' and if so, what is this thing we call 
'truth'? Truths are perceptual in nature and as such take on the 'appearance' of being 'truth' based 
upon ones perceptions which in turn are based upon the point of view, location, from which one 
speaks. 

This is not to say there is no such thing as truth. Truth is the foundation upon which societies are 
built and as such, truth is the foundation of civilizations. The type of civilization, which emerges 
from the cooperation of its 'citizens', is where free will of choice enters the dynamics of 
civilization building. 

Tractate 1 1 : The Error of Philosophy dealt with the foundations of civilizations in great detail. The 
concepts of monism/singularity/conformity as represented by Nazism versus the concepts of 
dualism/multiplicity/individuality as represented by the Western democracies is a prime example 
of opposing 'truths' based upon the civilization emerging from group actions. 

Both are based upon 'truth', however both are in stark contrast one to the other and as such the 
two collided in a violent explosion of traumatic actions which saw more than a fifty million people 
die and countless other lives thrown off their course of traveling unimpeded. 

The same conflict is epitomized within the science fiction of Star Trek wherein the Klingons and 
the Federation clash. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Appearance (A) - Reality (B) or Reality (A) or Appearance (B) appears to be a reversal 
of words but it is not a reversal of words rather it is a reversal of position from which one 
perceives. 

Which then is the 'true' choice? Which represents 'truth'? The position we take regarding 'truth' 
from which all actions arise becomes a matter of choice, becomes a matter of free will. The 
choice, the stand we make, becomes one we as individuals and we as a society choose to take. It is 
taking 'the stand', making the choice, wherein our responsibility lies. But: Responsibility to what? 
then becomes the question. Responsibility to the whole of reality is the answer. Truth becomes the 
understanding regarding the complete model of reality and the internal dynamics of such a model. 
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9. Plato (427-347 B.C.) - Ql: What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... According to Plato, an ideal society would be ruled by an elite, an elite skilled in the 
art of reason: the philosophers. There would be two other classes within that society: 
the warriors, who would protect the society from external threats, and the working 
population. Neither the philosophers nor the warriors would be allowed to own 
property 

S: The three classes - philosophers, warriors, and workers - have a purpose, which adds meaning 
to their life, but what is the purpose of each class and why is it significant? 

Within present day society there is no rational universal answer to such questions, no answer 
steeped in reason. In society, throughout human history, the answers to these questions have had 
only one constant characteristic - change. The answer has constantly been in flux depending upon 
the perceptual means one uses to examine the question. If one uses science/observation the answer 
becomes: One exists to continue the specie. If one uses religion/faith the answer becomes: One 
exists to serve God. If one uses philosophy/reason the answer becomes: One exists to be happy. 
Even such answers vary depending upon the branch/school/group within which one stands as the 
question is asked and depending upon the time in history one stood within a particular 
branch/school/group. 

In short, humanity has never found 'an' answer to the question. Humanity has been unable to 
define the function and meaning of life for Plato's three classes and humanity has been unable to 
define the function and meaning of life as it pertains to the individual. 

Why have we been unable to reach a consensus as to the meaning and purpose of life. The answer 
becomes obvious with the examination of human history. We have been unable to reach a 
consensus regarding the meaning and purpose of life because we have not applied Ockham's 
Razor to the problem and we have not applied Ockham's Razor to the problem because each of the 
three means of our perceiving, science/observation - religion/faith - philosophy/reason, have 
refused to 'let go' of their most cherished principles in order to begin the process. 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, however, releases our three means of 
percieving from their dogmatic stands and having done so discovers that all three means of 
developing perceptions have their own role to play in terms of verifying the validity of symbiotic 
panentheism. Symbiotic panentheism, in turn, provides meaning and purpose to the very 
existence of the three classes: 

The philosophers/scientists/theists are to discover and create new truths 
The warriors are to protect and defend civilizations as they function to create. 
The working population is to maintain civilizations as they function to create. 
The purpose of all three classes becomes: To circumvent the nightmare of eternal recurrence. 

♦:♦ 

The point: As a specie, we have three means of developing perceptions of 'truth'. We form 
perceptions through observation/science, faith/religion, and reason/philosophy. If the three 
disagree as to what is true and what is not true, conflict arises. If the three come to a consensus 
regarding what truth is, then the 'truth' upon which they agree becomes the strongest form of 
'truth' . This work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, provides overwhelming 
evidence that the three not only can come to a consensus but have unconsciously come to a 
consensus regarding the make-up of reality. The three agree that that both the physical and the 
abstract exist simultaneously and the three agree that the abstract and the physical have their own 
unique purpose. The three have formed their own arguments supporting the concept of symbiotic 
panentheism and as such concur that the ultimate application of Ockham's Razor leaves both the 
abstractual and the physical in place which in turn confirms altruistic action as being the most 
fundamentally logical form of action/truth. 
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9. Plato (427-347 B.C.) - Q2: Is there a difference between 'appearance 

and 'reality'? 

... Plato concluded that this Idea or Eidos exists in the world beyond our senses. Plato 
called this the world of Ideas. ... Plato said that we are like people in a cave who are 
looking at a wall - and seeing nothing but the shadows of the real things that are 
behind our backs being projected on the wall 

S: An incomplete model of Plato's metaphysical system can be demonstrated as: 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



Such a perception is counter to Plato's intuitive sense regarding the structure of reality. The 
illustrated system does not account for a world 'beyond' our senses. Most present day 
philosophers would suggest that Plato's world of Ideas is found 'beyond' our senses when looking 
inward. Such a perception is Eastern in scope but ignores Plato's clearly verbalized suggestion that 
the world of Ideas lies 'beyond' our senses. To suggest Plato meant otherwise is to put words into 
Plato's mouth in the attempt to validate one's own perceptions regarding what and where the 
'world of Ideas' must lie. 

The new metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God does more than 'suggest' 
there is a 'world of Ideas' lying beyond our senses. The new metaphysical perception of the 
individual acting within God flatly and categorically states that such a region exists and can be 
rationalized as a region of existence when one hypothesizes what remains when the physical along 
with its innate characteristics of time and space are removed from the discussion. Such a model 
appears as: 



Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 

♦:♦ 

The Point: Plato's 'world of beyond the senses' was not symbolic in nature but rather Plato meant 
such a region existed in the literal sense. As such the shadows in actuality are the physical objects 
and the physical objects are in actuality the ideas themselves. Reality is in essence the reverse of 
what we perceive it to be. As we look at reality we are looking at the negative of the picture, we 
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are looking at the reverse of reality. Understanding the concept of the 'real' and the 'real illusion 
is fully addressed within Tractates 1, 8, and 9 of this work. 
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10. Pythagoras (570-495 B.C.) - Ql: What can we know? 

... However, scholars believe that he introduced the concept of the "transmigration of 
souls" because of what he had learned in the East. But Pythagoras' most influential 
contribution, both for philosophy and for science, was his doctrine that "all things are 
numbers," meaning that the "essences" and "structures" of all things can be 
determined by finding the numerical relations contained in them. 

S: What may be of primary interest to science and philosophy may not be of primary interest to 
the individual. Philosophy and science are not 'living' entities with knowing of their own, rather 
science and philosophy are inanimate fields of study established by knowing/aware elements of 
individuality, namely persons of unique individuality. The point of developing such fields of 
study, science and philosophy, was to establish an orderly and comprehensible means of gaining 
insight into what reality is and what the individuals function is within reality. 

In essence the purpose of establishing a field of study which would use observation, namely 
science, as its foundation for developing an understanding of reality and establishing a field of 
study which would use reason, namely philosophy, as its foundation for developing an 
understanding of reality was to answer the twelve basic question confronting humanity and in 
particular the individual. These twelve questions are in fact the very questions the Peer Review 
Part II uses as its basis for examining what it is Western Philosophical History has to offer the 
individual. 

Science has been unable to verify through observation, the concept of 'transmigration of souls' put 
forward by Pythagoras. The concept of 'transmigration' thus became an issue of religion/faith. In 
fact the concept of 'transmigration' is a primary element of all religions be they religions based 
upon concepts of reincarnation or based upon the concept of resurrection. The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception does what science failed to do. This work makes a reasonable 
connection between the physical and the abstract, which would establish a rational or reasonable 
explanation regarding the 'need' for the 'transmigration of souls'. 

No scientific or philosophical model of reality, no demonstratively observable or demonstratively 
rational argument based upon reason, previously illustrated the 'need' by the whole of reality for 
'transmigration of souls' nor did any previous model demonstrate that 'transmigration' was a 
critically element for the interactive dynamics of such a model. 

The model presented by this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception does 
both. The model 'being' being 'Being, symbiotic panentheism, establishes both the 'need' and the 
explanation regarding the interactive dynamics such a concept provides to the whole of the model 
itself. 

The need - panentheism - all in the whole - Without the 'soul' transmigrating the whole 
cannot become whole unto itself. 

The interactive dynamics - symbiosis - without the symbiosis an element of the whole 
takes on a function of unnecessary redundancy. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The concept of 'transmigration of the soul' now becomes a reasonable issue for both 
philosophy/reason and religion/faith and thus two out of the three means we have of developing 
perceptions - religion/faith, and philosophy/reason - now support the concept of 'transmigration of 
souls' and as such the individual now finds a majority of our perceptual tools concur with 
Pythagoras' intuitive sense that an individual's life has meaning for if life had no meaning there 
would be no 'need' for the 'transmigration of souls'. 
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10. Pythagoras (570-495 B.C.) - Q2: What can we know? 

... But Pythagoras' most influential contribution, both for philosophy and for science, 
was his doctrine that 'all things are numbers,' meaning that the 'essences' and 
'structures' can be determined by finding the numerical relations contained in them. 

...He concluded that the aim of human life was to live in harmony with this natural 
order. 

S: to live in harmony with this natural order.' And what is this 'natural order'? Abstractual 
existence is the natural order. The concepts of numbers are abstractual. The concept of the 
perceptual existence of individual numbers, individually unique numbers, individually unique 
knowing, individually unique... is abstractual. 

The physicality is but temporary and exists only as long as time and space exist. Time and space in 
turn are innate characteristics of matter and energy as demonstrated through Einstein's equations: 
Energy equals the product of mass and the quotient distance squared over time squared (velocity 
of light squared). The details of such a relationship, the relationship between the physical and the 
square of the abstractual are provided in depth within Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, Resolving 
the Problem of Imaginary Numbers. 

The philosophical model of the individual acting within God demonstrates the validity of 
'transmigration of the soul' and now we see through Einstein's equations that the theories of 
science demonstrate the validity regarding a direct relationship existing between physical 
existence and abstractual existence. 

As we assemble the pieces of knowledge past philosophers had developed, our picture regarding 
the nature of reality is beginning to take a definite form. Our learning curve is pointing toward an 
understanding that reality is not just the physical universe. Our learning curve is indicating that we 
can 'know' and study both realities, the reality of the physical and the reality of the abstractual. 

We have seen throughout this work that paradoxical puzzles can often be resolved if the concept 
regarding the simultaneous existence of two realities, the reality of the physical and the reality of 
the abstractual, is taken literally regarding the composition of the whole of reality. 

Science has demonstrated there is a direct relationship that exists between the physical and the 
abstractual. As such if the abstractual does not exist then Einstein's equations of relativity are 
invalid. Likewise if the physical does not exist then Einstein's equations of relativity are invalid. 
In short, what we are learning scientifically regarding our physical reality is that there is a direct 
correlation between the physical world and the abstractual world and if either the physical or the 
abstractual do not exist then all our scientific suppositions regarding reality are false. 

In short we can know not only the physical but we can know the abstractual even though we 
cannot observe the abstractual through the same means we observe the physical. It should be of no 
surprise that observing the abstractual takes a different approach than does observing the physical 
since one reality is physical in nature and the other is nonphysical in nature. 

The point: We are physical in nature and as such we can know the physical, but we are also 
abstractual in nature and as such we can know the abstractual and in fact have begun to do both 
without being consciously aware of just how far we have come in understanding the nature the 
physical and the abstract both in terms of their location relative to the w 
hole and their function to the whole. 
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11. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) - Ql: Do we exist and why? 

Aristotle, a contemporary of Plato, soon raised objections to the theory of Ideas put 
forward by Plato. Aristotle declared that it is unnecessary to assume that there is a 
separate realm of perfect Ideas. He rejected Plato's claim that we are but imperfect 
copies of perfect Ideas. 

S: Aristotle may have been correct regarding the need for a location of 'perfect ideas' such as a 
perfect circle and a 'perfect' square but Aristotle's perception of perfection was skewed. Any 
circle is perfect. A circle drawn within reality may not be 'perfect' by geometric definition but it is 
perfect in terms of its own uniqueness. No example of a circle can be drawn perfectly in terms of 
being a 'perfect' circle. The only duplication of itself comes in the form of the idea/definition of 
perfection itself. 

Likewise no individual can be identically reproduced as itself. The concept of what is meant by a 
'perfect' individual may be definable to a greater power but the reproduction of such an example 
is not possible as a physical entity. The physical is the arena of chaos wherein a pattern of 
complexity emerges. The discussion regarding the connection between chaos, complexity, and 
metaphysics is touched upon in the Postscript following this section: Conclusion: The Peer 
Review. 

Regarding the necessity for a separate realm of perfect ideas, Aristotle overlooked the value of 
examining the potentiality regarding the literal existence of just such a region. This three-volume 
set clearly demonstrates the advantages of examining just such an idea. The simultaneous 
existence of an abstractual region existing within which infinite time and space are located in a 
limited manner (See Volume 1, Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the Problem of 
Cartesianism,) provides a means by which the great paradoxes of philosophy can be resolved. 
Neither the Cartesian model nor the non-Cartesian model offers such solutions. In fact both the 
Cartesian and the non-Cartesian systems when taken separately, do nothing but confuse the great 
debate regarding the great philosophical paradoxes that face us as a specie. 

The confusion generated by the either/or debate, as opposed to the 'and' solution this work 
provides, generates great havoc within the social debates regarding moral and ethical behavior we 
as individuals and we as a specie face on a daily basis. 

The very concept of existence and the meaning for such a state of being is thrown into disarray by 
our accepting Aristotle's conclusion '... that it is unnecessary to assume that there is a separate 
realm of perfect Ideas. 

This is not to say Aristotle was 'wrong' in his perception that the physical existed but it does say 
that unless the physical provides a means of resolving the philosophical, religious, scientific, 
ethical, moral, social, individual, . . . dilemmas and paradoxes we face day by day, week by week, 
year by year, century by century, then we should seriously consider reevaluating our 
philosophical, scientific, and religious stance regarding the validity of metaphysics and begin to 
give this subject area another serious look. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Metaphysics is the study of what lies 'beyond the physical.' Aristotle himself 
developed the term. The concept of a separate region existing for perfect ideas, perfect beings 
(defined as simply completion of being), provides the means by which we can resolve many 
academic and social dilemmas and as such the idea deserves a serious consideration as to its 
validity and vitality as opposed to our present action of tolerating its presently perceived annoying 
existence. 
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11. Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) - Q2: Do we exist and why? 

Aristotle recognized that all living things develop from an imperfect state to a more 
perfected state. A seed grows into a plant; a baby grows into an adult. 

S: The first question to emerge from Aristotle's intuitive sense of an 'imperfect state' is: What is 
meant by a 'prefect' state? In terms of the new metaphysical perception of the individual acting 
within God, the perfect state is the completion of existence being what it is, complete. For an 
abstractual entity developing through experiencing the physical, the perfect state is reached when 
the entity of abstractual formation is no longer capable of experiencing the physical, no longer 
capable of using the physical to develop itself. The point of completion is not defined as having 
reached the level of 'attainment' others think such an entity should take nor is completion having 
reached the level of attainment others define as a goal for that entity. The entity reaches a state of 
completion when it no longer continues to develop its unique pattern of 
complexity /experiencing/affecting. . . . 

For a Giant Sequoia seedling the point of completion may be two days after germination of a or 
thirty seven hundred years after germination moves to becoming an ancient Giant Sequoia Tree. 

Aristotle may have rejected the concept of a region existing solely for the 'perfect' state of being 
as we previously perceived 'perfection' to be, but Aristotle understood the concept of a region 
existing 'beyond' the physical well enough to name such a region 'metaphysics'. 

Without existence being timeless in nature, existence does not exist. An existence defined by time, 
an existence limited by time, an existence snuffed out when time ends, is no existence at all. An 
existence limited by time will eventually end for by definition time has a beginning and an end for 
time is defined by the very nature of matter and energy themselves as Einstein's equations so 
eloquently point out to us. Time, as with matter, energy and space, is an element of the Cartesian 
model - the 'beginning/end' model - the 'cause and effect' model. 

What then of the seedling and the baby to which Aristotle referred? The seedling and the baby are 
complete entities when their journey, when their pattern of complexity has ended, has terminated. 
Patterns of complexity, as we presently understand the concept of complexity, never end rather the 
pattern of complexity become terminated and it is the termination not the potential continuation of 
the pattern which finalizes/' completes' the pattern. 

The seedling therefore becomes a complete entity /element of individuality with the termination of 
its pattern formation be it one hour into its development or five years into its development. 
Likewise the baby becomes a complete entity/element of individuality with the termination of its 
pattern formation be it one hour into its development or 100 years into its development. 

The point: It must be noted at this point in the discourse that the perceived instant of human 
origination, virgin formation, is, as is the case of all entities of individuality, dependent upon one's 
definition of a human's function within the whole of its environment. As far as we are able to 
determine a rock exists as a function of the physical and thus begins to emerge from virgin-ness 
into actively being at the moment of its formation. If the whole of the human individual is only 
physical in nature than the same can be said of a fetus and thus one can rationally define the 
virgin-ness as occurring at either conception or at birth. This conflict, life begins at conception or 
life begins at birth, is in actuality a debate regarding the moment when the pattern of complexity 
begins. This discussion initiates one of the greatest social debates of our time. If on the other hand 
the whole of a person's environment is abstractual then the point of the brain wave function, 
which in turn defines the point of awareness, defines the point of virgin-ness. As such the point of 
virgin-ness occurs approximately in the second trimester of fetal development. Such a 
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development has no other conflicting point of abstractual origination which in turn leads to a 
consensus of opinion and an end to the of one of the greatest social debates of our time. . 
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12. Hellenistic and Roman Philosophies - Ql: What is morality? 

Stoicism 

... It stressed the importance of endurance and self-control. The Stoics taught that 
pleasure and pain were of no importance to a person 's happiness. The possession of 
virtue, and not worldly wealth or power, was of prime importance. The Stoics also 
believed in divine providence. 

S: If reality follows the model of Cartesianism/cause and effect/physicality as demonstrated by 
the diagram: 



Abstraction within the Physical 

Multiplicity 

Individuality 

'being' 



Then the stoics are wrong for the physical then becomes the ultimate environment within which 
our knowing exists and as such physical sensations of pleasure, pain, wealth, power become the 
ultimate expression of 'happiness'. 

There is little logic to support the concept that the physical does not exist. As such if we ignore the 
concept that the physical is an illusion and move instead to the concept introduced by this work, 
the concept of two separate locations of existence, the Cartesian within the non-Cartesian, then the 
ultimate region of reality becomes the abstract: 



Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 

The illustrated model demonstrates that the stoics are ultimately correct. Within the model, the 
abstract becomes the ultimate environment within which our knowing exists and as such physical 
sensations of pleasure, pain, wealth, power ... are secondary expressions of 'happiness' and 
altruistic pursuits are the primary expression of 'happiness' since abstractual existence is the 
ultimate form of existence. 

♦:♦ 

The Point: The in-depth examination of reality, the attempt to model reality as science models the 
atom, is no task for society or the individual to take lightly. The metaphysical model we create 
becomes our fundamental bases for understanding reality, which in turn becomes the very 
foundation upon which all our actions become rationalized. 



The Physical 
The Universe 
Action 

Process/reality 
being 
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12. Hellenistic and Roman Philosophies - Q2: What can we know? 

Epicureanism 

. . . They held that pleasure was the very essence of a happy life, and that the gods were 
indifferent to human being. ... Epicurus felt it was important to look upon the gods as 
perfect beings, in order that men could also approach perfection. 

S: The issue of the gods' indifference to human beings implies that if the gods do not 'assist us' 
then they are indifferent to us. Metaphysics would say the implication is not necessarily the case. 
The metaphysical issue is not 'can' the gods overrule the laws of physics/natural occurrence but 
would the gods logically do so. 

If the universe were created from of the realm of nothingness through the laws of symmetry (See 
Volume II, Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger) then the act of initiating creation must have a 
purpose. But what possible purpose could the act of initiating creation have and is it even possible 
for a limited creature as ourselves to understand such a purpose? The answer to the first part of the 
question is specifically addressed in Volume I, Tractate 5 The Error of Leibniz, Resolving the 
Problem of Theodicy, and the answer to the second part of the question is addressed in Volume 
III, Tractate 16: Introducing the Problem of Being Right and Tractate 17: Introducing the Problem 
of the End. The answer to two questions can, however, be briefly stated as: We not only have the 
ability to understand the purpose for the need to 'create' a universe but this work actually proposes 
a specific purpose for creation. 

What possible connection is there between the last few statements and the concept that there is a 
difference between the gods being able to interfere with the laws of creation and their willingness 
to do so? 

If the gods/God created the universe with the intent that the physical aspect of the physical follows 
the physical laws established to govern the very region of physicality itself, then why would the 
gods/God interfere with the very laws they established in the first place? Wouldn't the act of 
gods/God interfering with the laws governing the region of the physical simply be a conscious 
effort upon a knowing creator to supercede its own purpose creating a universe? The act of 
interfering with its own creation would therefore appear to be an irrational act performed by a 
defined rational source/being 

What then of 'free will', isn't free will an interference of an entity of creation to overrule the laws 
of the physical universe? Any action occurring as a reaction to nature or for that matter any action 
occurring as an attempt to supercede the acts of nature only succeed if they follow some law of the 
universe be it a law we understand or be it a law of which we presently have no comprehension. 

Can the gods/God supercede the laws of the physical? The answer to this question is not a subject 
of metaphysics but rather is subject of ontology. 

*»* 

The point: If we have the ability to ask the question that in itself means we have the ability to both 
understand and develop the answer. Granted the answer may not be immediately perceivable but 
given time we as a specie have the ability to understand the whole of our reality which in turn 
leads to understanding the contents of the immediate environment within which we find ourselves 
(the physical) but leads us to understand/know the purpose of said contents and 
understanding/knowing our purpose for existing. 

If we can ask the question we can eventually come to a scientific, religious, and philosophical 
consensus regarding the answer to the question we ask. This work develops a specific model that 
provides extensive in-depth answers to the twelve fundamental questions humanity has attempted 
to answer since the advent of philosophy. 
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13. The Skeptics - Ql: What can we know? 

Pyrrho of Elis (365-270 B.C.) founded the school of Skepticism. The main doctrine of 
this philosophy was that we could never know anything with certainty. 

S: Because we are physical in nature, we can know the physical. Because we are abstractual in 
nature, we can know the abstract. We are capable of knowing both the physical and the abstract. 
Because we exist, we can know of existence. Because we pass out of the physical, leave the 
physical, become nothing within the physical, we can know of 'nothingness' itself. 

We cannot only 'know of but we can understand the physical, the abstract, and nothingness. It 
may take time for us to learn of such 'things' but we can, nevertheless, know them. 

We cannot, however, know of that which we are not 'a part' . Such a statement would imply we are 
'a part of abstraction, 'a part of the physical, and 'a part of nothingness. It is only symbiotic 
panentheism, the individual acting within God which fully details the rational of our being 'a part 
of the physical, abstraction, and nothingness simultaneously. 

It was Descartes who stated: 'I think therefore I am.' But one cannot think without awareness. 
Knowing (verb) is the process of being aware. If one exists because one is aware/knowing then 
one must be aware/knowing of some 'thing' or 'concept' . Without some 'thing' or 'concept' of 
which one can be knowing/aware there is no 'knowing' (noun). 

What can we know? We can know and understand the passive state of existence - being. We can 
know and understand the active state of existence - being (italicized). We can know and 
understand the individual, an element of the whole of knowing 'being' (in quotes). And we can 
'know of and understand 'the concept of the whole of knowing - God (in quotes). This is not to 
say we can know all elements of knowing, nor does it suggest we are capable of being the sum of 
all knowing itself, for to be the sum of all knowing is to be the whole which in turn would mean 
we are no longer 'a' sub-element of the whole. 

Metaphysically we transform the discussion regarding 'knowing' into a discussion regarding 
existence or the state of being. The transformation becomes a discussion regarding four forms of 
being: being - the passive state of existence, being - the active state of existence, 'being' - 
multiplicity/individuality of existence, and God - singularity/the whole of existence. The 
discussion then moves towards understanding the being of 'being' being 'Being.' 

What then of the being of the individual acting within God? What then of the whole? What of 
'Knowing' knowing 'knowing'? The question regarding what the whole of Knowing knows is not 
the question put forward by the Skeptics. The question put forward by the Skeptics was: What can 
we, you and I, know? The question directs itself to each individual's very existence and places 
into question the very significance of the individual, raises the question: Does the individual have 
a purpose for existing. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model illustrated within this work suggests: We know of the physical for we exist 
'inside' a physical reality, which is a part of the model. We know of the abstract for we exist 
'inside' the physical, which in turn is 'inside' the abstract. We know of nothing for 'nothingness' 
exists as a part of the model. 

We know nothing less and nothing more than this for as yet we have no concept of what lies 
'beyond' the abstract within which the physical and nothingness lie. 
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13. The Skeptics - Q2: What is existence? 

...We cannot even trust our own senses. 

S: The Skeptics position that 'we cannot even trust our own senses' is perceived to be a true 
statement because we presently think in terms of the 'either/or' scenario: 

Either reality is physical in nature or reality is abstractual in nature. 

Presently we believe: If reality is physical in nature, than abstractual concepts, thoughts, 
awareness of experiences, perceptions, knowing, etc. are not real. On the other hand, we also 
believe that if reality is abstractual/composed of ideas, thoughts, awareness of experiences, 
perceptions, knowing, etc. then the physical is not real. In short we have fallen into the trap of 
thinking the only option is to choose 'one or the other' form of reality. This either/or trap is what 
creates philosophical paradoxes - paradoxes of reason, scientific paradoxes - paradoxes of 
observation, and religious paradoxes - paradoxes of faith. 

This work introduces a third option. The third option substitutes the term 'and' for the 'either/or' 
conjunction. Symbiotic panentheism folds into its model all forms of being/existence: 

1. being - the passive state of existence - verb: passive 

2. being - the active state of existence - verb: action 

3. 'being' - multiplicity/individuality of existence - noun: elements of 

4. God - singularity/the whole of existence. - noun: the 'universal set' 

The result of substituting the 'and' conjunction for the 'either/or' conjunction is that the 'and' 
model, symbiotic panentheism, embraces all the arguments of those advocating reality being 
physical in nature and all the arguments of those advocating reality being abstractual in nature. 
Symbiotic panentheism provides no alternative 'location' for those rebutting the arguments. In 
other words, If those rebutting symbiotic panentheism state there is no such existence as the 
physical, nothingness, or the abstract (all of which have a 'location' of existence and a function for 
existing within the model of symbiotic panentheism) then the question put to them becomes: What 
is your explanation? What is the model you suggest supports your position? 

If the response from the skeptics is that: I have no model of reality to present. Then their argument 
becomes mute for they have nothing to offer which supports their position. Those arguing the 
model of symbiotic panentheism, on the other hand, have an overwhelming supply of arguments 
to draw upon. Not only do the advocates of the individual acting within God have an 
overwhelming supply of arguments to draw upon but the arguments emerge from all three of our 
means of developing perception regarding what reality is: perceptions developed through 
observation/science, perceptions developed through faith/religion, and perceptions developed 
through reason/philosophy. 

The point: Existence begins in the passive form of: a state of being, moves to the active form of 
being, and it is the knowing (noun) of existence both in the passive state and the active state that 
makes knowing a noun of multiplicity - 'being' and makes the total/summation/whole of what is 
known the noun of singularity - God. In short it is only the metaphysical system introduced within 
this work, the being of 'being' being 'Being,' that simultaneously resolves the paradoxes of 
philosophy and society. It is only the model of 'being' being 'Being being, symbiotic panentheism 
which absorbs all possible locations of reality, the physical, the abstract, and nothingness, into 
itself. It is only symbiotic panentheism, which demonstrates that all three locations play a critical 
role in reality that only they as a unique realm of existence can fulfill. 
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14. Medieval Philosophy - Ql: What is our function within society? 

... During the medieval period, western thinkers sought to create a synthesis between 
religion and philosophy. ... In every instance, the goal was to create a philosophical 
foundation for religious thought. 

S: The attempt to lay a foundation of reason beneath religion was no small task. On the other 
hand, the need for such a foundation was no insignificant matter. Religion had an intuitive sense 
that eventually reason/philosophy and science/observation would compete with faith/religion for 
the minds of the individual, for the commitment of the individual, and for the loyalty of the 
individual. 

It was intuitively obvious that science/observation would be the last of the three perceptual tools, 
faith - reason - observation, which would be capable of providing overwhelming support to 
religions. The ability to 'observe/measure' abstractual concepts would be a long time coming. So 
it was that religions looked to reason/philosophy to be the next means by which the individual 
could justify its intuitive sense that physical existence was not the ultimate region of existence. So 
it was that religions looked to reason/philosophy to be the next means to substantiate altruism, as 
opposed to materialism, as being the ultimate goal of life. 

The human specie appears to have an innate sense that altruism is the epitome of human behavior. 
It is faith represented most prominently by religion that supports such a concept. It was obvious to 
religious groups during the Medieval Period that faith alone could not remain the most prevalent 
perceptual tool forever. It was beginning to become obvious that observation/science would 
become the more convincing of the three perceptual tools. It was also intuitively obvious that it 
would be a long time before science, through observation, could substantiate a region of non- 
physical/abstractual existence. 

Faith/religion had little choice then but to look to reason/philosophy to reinforce its very belief in 
the existence of an abstractual realm. 

Try as it may, philosophy was unable to develop the rationale to support faith/religion in its most 
fundamental principle: There is an alternative form of existence to the physical. There is a non- 
physical form of existence, an abstractual existence. This work overcomes philosophy's inability 
to provide the rationale regarding an existence of a specific 'location' for all abstractual existence. 

This work does what philosophy was unable do. This work moves beyond the self-imposed 
paradox: Either reality is physical in nature or reality is non-physical/abstractual in nature. 

This work resolves the paradox, which the 'either/or' scenario generates. Philosophy could not 
move beyond the 'either/or' scenario and as such philosophy became mired in the quagmire of 
linguistics. 

The obvious solution to the paradox, which in turn would fully support faith's/religion's 
fundamental intuitive principle regarding the location of an abstractual existence, is to replace the 
'either/or' scenario with an 'and' scenario: The physical 'and' the abstractual exist. Reality 
contains a physical region within its abstractual realm. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The solution to philosophy's paradox is simple, obvious, and rational once one 
identifies the large number of potential models which could emerge from such a perception (See 
Volume III, Tractate 13: Introducing the Problem of Metaphysical Systems 7 and 9.). 
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14. Medieval Philosophy - Q2: Do we possess free will or are our actions determined? 

... Their goal was to use philosophy as a means of giving a rational interpretation of 
Christian faith. 

S: It was more than just Christian faith, which sought a rational interpretation. All forms of 
religion and all forms of religious arguments sought a rational interpretation to support their 
intuitive positions. 

Cartesianism existing within non-Cartesianism, the individual acting within God, symbiotic 
panentheism illustrates a perception of reality, which accomplishes the feat. Symbiotic 
panentheism lays a foundation of rational interpretation beneath not only Christianity but beneath 
all religions be they theistic, atheistic, scientific, or mathematical in nature. The model of 
symbiotic panentheism is addressed in detail within this work as well as the book, Stepping Up To 
The Creator, Daniel J. Shepard, Proctor Publications, 1998. The work can be accessed and 
downloaded free of all fees in its entirety in the library section of the web site: 
www.panentheism.com. 

What, however, of the Medieval Philosophers? How does symbiotic panentheism specifically 
address the issue regarding the reconciliation of reason/philosophy and Christianity? 

The rationality goes as follows: If a creator of a region as complex as the universe did in fact 
create the universe then the creator may have placed itself in a dilemma. If the universe had the 
function of allowing 'newness' to germinate uninhibited then the creator of the universe would 
have had a tremendous incentive not to interfere with the very 'newness' the universe was in fact 
generating. Likewise if part of the 'newness' being created was being generated through strange 
attractors governed by the laws of free will, then the patterns of 'newness', complexity, they were 
developing (see Volume III, Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics) would eventually 
became a part of the whole of Passive Complexity - the whole of abstraction (see Postscript) and 
if such developments generated though strange attractors (individual humans and others) governed 
by the laws of free will were generating an undue proportion of harmful effects upon the whole of 
abstraction within which individuality of all forms eventually became a part, then the creator 
might feel an obligation to reverse such a trend. The means to do so might very well be to 
introduce a piece of itself, 'the son', into the mix of physicality in order to plant a seed, to bring 
into creation an idea. The idea, the seed, may have been the concept: love unconditionally. This 
seed of 'love', this seed of behaviorally expectation would have been intended to change the 
directional formation of the whole itself within which each and every individual would find 
themselves eventually immersed. The difference between a general strange attractor governed by 
the law of free will and a strange attractor sent for a specific reason is that the general strange 
attractor begins at the point of virgin-ness and evolves from the point of virgin-ness/zero-ness/lack 
of awareness, whereas the strange attractor sent with a message is sent knowingly by the 
'sender/creator' and with the consent of the strange attractor of knowing. The sacrifice is great and 
the consent on the part of both parties, the sender and the sendee would have been extraordinary to 
say the least. Such speculation would be ontological in nature and not metaphysical in nature. As 
such the argument is not the issue of this work. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The objective of using philosophy as a tool to provide a rational interpretation of 
Christian faith, all faiths, becomes possible with the model of symbiotic panentheism, the 
individual acting within God. Such an objective may not have been possible before the advent of 
symbiotic panentheism since we did not know then what we now know regarding our physical 
universe. It can now be demonstrated, through model building, that it is possible to lay a 
foundation beneath religious messages using the rationality of philosophy. The development of 
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symbiotic panentheism does not destroy religious arguments. Symbiotic panentheism reinforce 
religious arguments regarding the significance of the individual and free will. 
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15. Saint Augustine/Augustine of Hippo (354-430) - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

... Augustine believed that philosophy was only useful or meaningful to those who 
already had faith. He said, "I believe in order that I may understand. "... This view has 
much in common with Descartes. Augustine, for example, believed that there existed - 
beyond the world of the senses - a spiritual and eternal realm of truth. This truth is the 
object of the human mind, and the goal of all our striving. He identified this truth with 
the God of the Christian faith. Augustine felt that man was a combination of two 
substances: the body and the soul. The soul is the more important and the superior of 
the two. 

S: Without faith in what one reasons, reason has no bases for acting as a foundation for one's 
actions. 

But reason would argue that if 'I exist' then so do others. If I am aware, if I have knowing, it is not 
reasonable to suggest that I am the only sub-element of knowing to which these statements apply. 
It is not reasonable to suggest that it is I who creates, initiates, develops all manner of scientific 
models of the universe, mathematical equations defining the universe, biological - chemical - 
geological - genetic - technological - astronomical - psychological - pharmaceutical - 
metrological - physics based concepts, laws, and unveilings that take place let alone produce the 
creative side of our specie's music, art, literature, ... 

It is reasonable, however, to argue that many sub-elements of knowing, billions of sub-elements of 
knowing, billions of sub-elements such as myself, could develop and create the vast array of 
intricate pieces of knowing, intricate pieces of knowledge, and intricate forms of creativity our 
specie has added to its collection. 

It is reasonable to acknowledge there is a total summation of knowing/knowledge, which is 
'known' . The total summation of such knowledge/knowing may not be something any sub- 
element 'knows' for each sub-element is just that a 'sub' element. On the other hand it is more 
reasonable to perceive of a whole of knowledge, be it in the form of singularity or multiplicity, 
than it is to perceive of no 'whole'/' summation' of knowledge. 

Thus reason would argue for the existence of both multiplicity and singularity. Thus reason 
suggests any existence should be in the form of both singularity 'and' multiplicity, as opposed to 
philosophy's present attempt to prove overwhelmingly that existence is an 'either/or' scenario. 

The only existing model to incorporate a dynamic 'and' scenario where all the elements, 
multiplicity - nothingness - singularity, have a specified function is symbiotic panentheism, the 
individual acting within God. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model being put forward by this work fully supports St. Augustine's intuitive sense 
that: 

. . . there existed - beyond the world of the senses - a spiritual and eternal realm of truth. 

as well as supports St. Augustine's intuitive sense that: 

... man was a combination of two substances: the body and the soul. The soul is the more 
important and the superior of the two. 

for it is the soul/the abstractual existence of 'being '/individuality which, within this model of 
reality, identifies with the furthest reaches of reality, namely the whole of the abstract itself. 
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15. Saint Augustine / Augustine of Hippo (354-430) - Q2: What is morality? 

... He rejected the epistemological criticisms of earlier philosophers such as the 
Skeptics. He argued that even if everything around us is an illusion, then one 
inescapable truth will still remain: that I exist. ... The truth of existence could not lie 
in a contingent and changing world, but in the truth that could only be found by inner 
reflection. The mind was the means of finding the "intelligible light" where the real 
truth could be found. Consequently, the soul's immortality is proved by its possession 
of this unchanging "truth." Thus, the "intelligible light" is where real truth is found. 
... To prove that God exists, Augustine drew heavily upon the ideas of Plato and 
Pythagoras. If we are capable of achieving mathematical knowledge - thereby 
transcending the sensory realm of appearance - we can therefore logically conclude 
that our souls are immaterial and immortal. Augustine recognized that additional 
metaphysical support was needed for this argument. Where does the abstract 
mathematical knowledge come from? What is the eternal source of these abstractions? 
This, he concluded, must be God. 

S: These arguments put forward by St. Augustine himself speak more eloquently regarding the 
validity of the model of reality being suggested by this work than anything additional I could add. 

What can we conclude regarding the practicality of morality? . . . Augustine believed that we were 
all sinful by nature, but that a good God had given us the freedom to choose our own actions. 
But the question then arises: if we are sinful by nature - and have original sin - then how can 
we make free and moral choices? 

If our actions generate complex abstractual patterns, which remain indissolvable, then we, as 
individuals governed by the law of free will, must take responsibility as to what it is we add to the 
whole of abstraction. We have a choice as to what it is we will decide to do with our lives and 
such a decision will ripple through both physical reality and abstractual reality. 

But what of the concept of sin? The metaphysical model being examined would suggest 'sin' is a 
choice we freely make. 'Sin' is the choice we make to impact the physical and the abstractual in a 
negative fashion. The model suggest 'sin' is an act of free will committed in a conscious effort to 
fashion positively impact ourselves while knowingly impacting others in a negative manner. The 
so-called acts of 'sin' lie not in the act but in the intent of the act. 

Are we sinful by nature as St. Augustine suggests? The metaphysical model of the individual 
acting within God would suggest we are 'sinful' by nature since 'sin' is the 'chosen' act of 
succumbing to the attraction of the physical at the expense of our own abstractual existence, the 
physical existence of to others, the abstractual existence of others, as well as the whole/God itself. 
If we did not have 'free will' 'sin' would not be an issue. But, we, have free will. We have a 
choice as to what actions we take. It is our intent to look out for number one and step on number 
two that gets us 'repulsive' dilemmas. 'The end justifies the means.' will not absolve one from the 
irreversible affects one's actions have upon themselves, others, and the whole. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The model suggest that the ultimate form of action/behavior would be altruistic in 
nature since it is our abstractual form which is timeless in nature. Action based upon materialism 
thus becomes a shortsighted goal immersed within time. The more visionary goals, actions 
intended to impact timelessness itself are actions based upon altruism, principles, and practical 
idealism. Acts of altruism, principles, and practical idealism, however, are not acts of selflessness 
since such acts affect the very environment within which one eventually finds oneself existing 
once having completed their journey within physical reality. 
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16. Boethius / A. M. S. (480-525) - Ql: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

. . . Are "universals" real? If so, are they corporeal or incorporeal? 

S: The corporal/physical is 'real' when the incorporeal/abstraction 'appears' to be an illusion and 
the incorporeal/abstractual is real when the corporal/physical 'appears' to be an illusion. 

It 'appears' to be undeniably apparent that: 

Either the corporal/physical is real or the incorporeal/abstractual is real. 
It 'appears' to be irrefutably apparent that: 

Either the corporal/physical is an illusion or the incorporeal/abstractual is an illusion. 

It 'appears' to be unquestionably apparent that: 

Either what I 'see', 'feel', 'hear', 'smell', 'taste' is real or what I think I 'see', what I 
think I 'feel', what I think I 'hear', what I think I 'smell', what I think I 'taste' is real. 

Again and again and again we come back to the same paradoxical dilemmas, which the 'either/or' 
scenarios germinate. Again there appears to be no reasonable solution we can model which 
resolves the vast diversity of 'either/or' dilemmas, which confront us philosophically, religiously, 
and scientifically. 

The social, religious, scientific, philosophical, . . . paradoxes have been with us for thousands of 
years, have been with us since we began attempting to resolve the issues. The existence of these 
seemingly irresolvable paradoxes have been with us for eons not because we cannot resolve them 
but because we choose not to do so. We are not willing to seriously consider any scenario other 
than the 'either/or' scenario. 

But is there a different scenario than the 'either/or' scenario'? There is another scenario. The 
second scenario is the 'and' scenario. We can simply replace the words 'either'/' or' with the word 
'and'. 

This work examines eleven historical 'either/or' philosophical paradoxes and replaces each with 
an 'and' scenario. The replacement is modeled within the framework of 'location' of existence/the 
where, a move to composition of existence/the what, and finally formulates the purpose of 
existence/the why. The work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, immerses its 
examinations within the realm of metaphysics. Metaphysics becomes the initial field of study for 
the new model of reality because metaphysics is in the most expansive field of study regarding 
'location'. It is through an expansion of location that the 'and' becomes clearly exemplified as 
'the' means of resolving the less emotionally volatile issues of philosophical paradoxes. 

♦:♦ 

The point: We can resolve our religious, scientific, philosophical, ... contentious issues once we 
are willing to think 'out of the box', think 'beyond' the physical, think metaphysically. The 
thought process required to resolve our divisive issues is not a difficult process to learn. The 
process simply requires we replace the 'either/or' scenarios we have freely and willing established 
for ourselves with the 'and' scenario. 
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16. Boethius / A. M. S. (480-525) - Q2: What is truth? 

If incorporeal, do they exist in the world of our senses, or apart from it? 



S: Both in the world of our senses, singularity of the individual, and apart from our senses, 
multiplicity of individuality, time exists as a 'perceived' concept. Within the model of the 
individual acting within God, time does not exist as a universal pattern found 'everywhere' rather 
time exists as a part of some sub-elements of 'being'. Other sub-elements of being may have 
evolved within universes lacking time as an innate characteristic and thus sub-elements emerging 
from such existences, existences wherein time is not found, will have no comprehension of this 
thing called 'time' . The individual generated in a universe lacking time as a universal fabric, 
lacking matter and energy as universal 'things' within the fabric of their universe will appear 
unique to individuals generated in a universe where time is a universal fabric. 

As such corporal truth generated by a corporal universe may be different than corporal truths 
developed by other universes where the 'corporal' as we know it does not exist. 'Existence is 
physical in nature' may be a 'truth' but all universes may not be physical in nature or may be 
physical in nature but following different laws of physics unique to their universe. 

Where then does the concept of universality regarding universal truths lie? 

Corporal universal truths lie 'within' the corporal, and incorporeal universal truths lie within the 
incorporeal. 

Incorporeal 'universal' truths, to be universal, must be consistent with incorporeal truths 
developed within other universes, must be consistent with any incorporeal existence found 
existing within any universe, and must be consistent with each incorporeal sub-element/individual 
existing 'outside', 'beyond' corporal universes. 

It is for this very reason that we, being both corporal in nature and incorporeal in nature, can begin 
to understand the concept of abstractual universal morality. Abstractual universal morality applies 
to abstractual existence. The understanding of our abstractual function/purpose emerges from an 
understanding of where it is abstraction lies. The 'location' of abstraction thus becomes a critical 
issue upon which we develop abstractual concepts such as ethics and morality. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Physical/corporal truths may vary from universe to universe but within the parameters 
of any particular physical/corporal universe there are 'constants'/physical laws which drive that 
unique universe. 

Abstractual/incorporeal truths may vary from universe to universe but outside the parameters of 
any particular physical/corporal universe these abstractual/incorporeal truths are consistent with 
each other/' universal' in the incorporeal sense and are 'constants'/abstractual laws which drive the 
realm of the abstract, which drive metaphysical/timelessness itself. 

It is all forms of human faith not just religious faith, which reinforces our sense that such a 
'region', the incorporeal/the region of the abstractual/the metaphysical, exists. It is this work, 
represented by many forms of reasoning, not just philosophical reasoning, which lays out the 
understanding that such a 'region', the incorporeal/the region of the abstractual existence/the 
metaphysical, exists. The next and last human perceptual tool, which will eventually confirm such 
a perception, will be observation/science. This order of development regarding the confirmation of 
the incorporeal is as one would expect it to be for human history gave birth to the subject areas of 
faith/religion, reason/philosophy, and observation/science in the same sequence. 
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17. Saint Anselm/Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

... He felt that philosophy, and secular learning in general, were harmful to faith. ... 
Anselm, in particular, was a keen student of the dialectic method, and of philosophy in 
general. ... Anselm, a passionate logician, used both faith and reason in his pursuit of 
truth. ...He believed that faith should come first but also that reason must follow in 
order to demonstrate reasons for why we believe what we do. 

S: Saint Anselm's perception that faith comes first is a logical perception. But the question 
becomes what is faith? Faith is trust, confidence, conviction, certainty, belief, . . . There is more 
than one form of faith. Generally we perceive faith to be religiously based but when it comes to 
philosophical and in particular metaphysical discussions, religion is only one of many states of 
faith. As such we shall approach faith as 'belief in'/'certainty of/' conviction for'/' confidence in' 

Without faith in ones conviction, without faith in what one observes, without faith in what seems 
reasonable, existence appears to become simply an illusion. 

Without faith in our ability to observe, science simply becomes a series of questionable theories, 
laws, and principles. The state of questioning or not questioning everything science suggests is not 
the issue. The issue is that for science to 'advance', science has no choice but to accept some laws, 
principles, and models. Science must 'accept' concepts with which they can have a certain degree 
of faith in order to move on with what it is science does, examining our physical reality. 

Without faith in our ability to reason, philosophy becomes simply a series of questionable 
dialectics, extrapolations/interpolations/critiques, and analysis. The state of questioning or not 
questioning everything philosophy suggests is not the issue. The issue is that for philosophy to 
'advance', philosophy has no choice but to accept some laws, principles, and models. Philosophy 
must 'accept concepts with which they can have a certain degree of faith in order to move on with 
what it is philosophy does, examining the whole of reality: Where is existence? What is existence? 
And why do we exist. 

Without faith in what it is we conclude through observation and faith in what it is we reason, 
science and philosophy cannot 'advance'. 

Saint Anselm is correct: Philosophy without faith, be it religious faith or generic faith, is harmful 
to our specie, harmful to ourselves as individuals, harmful to all forms of 'thinking' entities 
universally because philosophy without faith never cuts to the chase, never answers the questions: 
Where is existence? What is existence? And why do we exist. The result of leaving its work 
unfinished creates societies awash in nihilism, despair, and hopelessness. 

♦:♦ 

The point: This work suggests a means by which religion can build a foundation of reason beneath 
its present foundation of faith. 

The rationality/reasonableness regarding question one of Saint Anselm and the discussion 
regarding science and philosophy found in question two of Saint Anselm is dependent upon the 
existence of individuality/multiplicity and a whole/singularity. Again the 'either/or' scenario falls 
short of addressing the issues of faith and again we see it is only the 'and' scenario which has the 
potential to resolve the needs of faith itself. 
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17. Saint Anselm / Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) - Q2: What is existence? 

From faith, we believe God to be the greatest entity. There are two ways to believe 
something: either it exists in reality, or it exists in our intellect. If God is the greatest 
entity, then it must exist in reality and in the intellect, than simply in the intellect alone. 
It is therefore contradictory to believe that God exists only in the intellect, for the 
greatest entity must exist both in reality and in the intellect. Therefore, God must exist 
in reality. 

S: In response to the conjectures: 

From faith, we believe God to be the greatest entity. 

What greater concept can we conceive than totality/summation/the whole/singularity? 

There are two ways to believe something: either it exists in reality, or it exists in our intellect. 
There is a third way to believe something: It exists in reality/physical reality 'and' it exists in our 
intellect/abstractual reality. 

If God is the greatest entity, then it must exist in reality and in the intellect, than simply in the 
intellect alone. 

If there is multiplicity of individuality then the multiplicity of individuality must be a part of the 
whole/summation/totality/singularity. If there is such a thing/concept as 'nothingness' then 
'nothingness must also be a part of the whole/summation/totality/singularity for there is no 
'where' else for 'nothingness' to be, there is 'nothing' else of which 'nothingness' can be a part, 
can belong. 

It is therefore contradictory to believe that God exists only in the intellect, for the greatest entity 
must exist both in reality and in the intellect. 
There are two locations of existence. 

Therefore, God must exist in reality. 

If there are two locations of existence then God must belong to both at the same time. To 'belong' 
to both at the same time does not necessarily mean God needs to be within both locations at the 
same time. An alternative option is an existence of a location without God's 'presence' being 
located 'within' God as opposed to being located 'outside' God. (An 'outside to God contradicts 
the definition of God being the whole.) Within such a model, even though God is not 'within' such 
a location, by being a part of God, the location without God is immersed 'within' God's presence 
and thus 'belongs' to God. (See: Tractate 9: The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non- 
Members). 

♦:♦ 

The point: Not only can the existence of the whole/singularity, individuality/multiplicity, and 
nothingness be reasonably discussed within the framework of the 

'and' model which this work presents but the rationality/reasonableness regarding the very 
function of all three forms of existence can be discussed. (For the discussion regarding the 
existence and functionality of 'nothingness' see Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, Resolving 
the Problem of the Void of a Void.) 

It is Metaphysics' responsibility to address the issue regarding the possible locations of God. It is 
Ontology's responsibility to address the issue regarding whether or not God in facts exists there. 



335 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

18. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) -Ql: What is truth? 

For Aquinas, reason and faith cannot contradict each other, for they both come from 
the same divine source. ... Aquinas believed that theology was a science. Careful 
application of reason will demonstrate the certainty of theoretical knowledge. ... For 
Aquinas, it was always preferable to support one's belief with a rational argument. ... 
Aquinas objected to Anselm's ontological proofs for the existence of God. ...Aquinas 
argued that since we are ignorant of the divine essence from which it began, we 
couldn't even begin to demonstrate its necessary existence. ... Aquinas said that we 
must first begin with the sensory experiences that we do not understand. Then we 
should reason upward to locate their origins in something eternal. 

S: Reason and faith to come from the same source must find themselves to be 'within' the same 
source if the source is the whole. The religious argument regarding God is that God is 
characterized by three 'omni's': omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience, (See Tractate 5: 
The Error of Leibniz, Resolving the Problem of Theodicy to understand why 'benevolence' does 
not fall into the category of being an 'omni' concept.) The three Omnis lead to the metaphysical 
understanding that God is the 'whole'/the singularity of totality. Reason and faith, therefore, both 
emerge from the whole. Reason and faith, being abstractual in nature, suggest the whole/God is 
abstractual in nature. Thus to be dialectically opposite each other, the two, reason and faith, would 
suggest the whole is filled with the lack of universal truth which would be quite a conundrum 
indeed. 

If 'universal' truths, truths pertaining to the whole, do in fact exist, then it would follow that 
reason would support such truths. Before reason could emerge as a means of supporting such 
'truths', however, the truths need to emerge. The emergence of 'universal' truths would most 
likely materialize from intuitive thought followed by faith in the validity of said 'truths'. Until 
'truth' emerges, supported by faith in said truths, vast quantities of energy will continue to be 
required of us to formulate the reasoning necessary to validate intuitive truths generated by faith 
alone. 

In this sense, theology is a science. Theology is preceded by intuition, as is science. Theology 
initiates intuitive perceptions followed by faith in its intuitive abilities followed by observational 
reinforcement just as science does. Having established its premises, pure theology then questions, 
examines, and scrutinizes its premises, as does pure science. 

Some would say theology does not question itself, as does science. The statement does not say 
'theology' questions itself; the statement says 'pure' theology questions itself. Many if not most 
theologians do not question the basic premises of religion. The same is true of science. Many if 
not most scientist do not question the basic premises of science. 

Scientist like theologians tend to be narrow minded and work from the premise that what science 
or what religions state is truth. It is the theoretical theologian like the theoretical scientist who 
introduce radically new ways of thinking into the mix of science and theology. It is these creative 
thinkers who introduce ideas, which change the very vector of thinking and change our 
perceptions regarding the development of new knowledge and perceived truths. Such thinkers do 
not emerge without controversy nor do they emerge sparkling and clean. These thinkers emerge 
out of isolation from their associates not as equals but as unequaled. 

The point: Truths are universal not in the sense of being physical universals but in the sense of 
being abstractual universals. The truths of which we speak are abstractual in nature not truths of 
physics. Truths can be established. The process regarding the validation of 'truths' first emerges 
through intuitive thought and are then, if in fact they are, truths', supported first by religion/faith, 
then supported by philosophy/reason, and finally supported by science/observation 
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18. Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-74) - Q2: What is existence? 

From our sensory experience, we see that something is moving 

To move, something has to be moved, or put into motion, by something else 

The series of movements cannot reach back infinitely 

Therefore, there must be a first mover 

This mover must then be God 

S: In response to the conjectures: 

From our sensory experience, we see that something is moving 

There is a region of physicality as indicated by the operative words of physicality: 'sensory 
experience', 'we', 'something'. As such it is the physical within which 'movement' takes place. 

To move, something has to be moved, or put into motion, by something else 
The physical is 'cause and effect' in nature/Cartesian in nature 

The series of movements cannot reach back infinitely 

The Cartesian/' cause and effect' must be 'located' within an existence other than physicality. 
Therefore, there must be a first mover 

The first mover's ultimate existence has no option other than to exist in some form other than 
being physical in nature. 

This mover must then be God 

God must be abstractual in nature and exist in a region of abstraction within which the physical is 
imbedded. 



The model of such a concept, the model of the whole of reality, the model of existence could 
easily be modeled as: 
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The point: The Cartesian/physical/universal fabric of cause and effect is imbedded within the 
'greater' universal fabric of the non-Cartesian/the non-physical/the 'greater' underlying universal 
fabric of timelessness and spacelessness. 

Faith, like observation, lacking the foundation of reason to support its conjectures and premises, 
cannot achieve its full potential. 
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19. W. Ockham (1285-1347) -Ql: Do we possess free will or are our actions determined? 

... In his philosophy, he was primarily concerned that an over-emphasis on 
"universal" forms would undermine the theological doctrine of free will. 

S: The argument of concern to Ockham was: 

Either free will exists or free will does not exist. 
Again it must be emphasized that the statement not only could be altered with the 'and' scenario 

Free will exists and free will does not exist. 

but in fact the 'and' scenario resolves more of the issues than does the 'either/or' scenario. 

Within the model of symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God, individuality, found 
within the physical universe, is in some instances governed by both the laws of physics and the 
laws of free Those entities of individuality which are comprised of both the physical and the 
abstractual are examples of the 'and' scenario. Entities of individuality comprised solely of the 
physical are governed solely by the laws of physics. It should be noted at this point that we may be 
unaware of entities within the physical that are composed solely of the abstract but should such be 
the case, such entities may potentially be subject to the laws of free will, to the laws of abstraction 
(should such laws exist), or both. 

While in the physical there is little doubt that some forms of actions are predestined by nature. 
'Predestined by nature' simply put, suggests the physical universe is subject to physical laws. 
There is little reasonable bases to deny our physical existence other than the argument that the 
physical is simply an 'illusion' . The argument that the physical is an illusion is founded upon the 
principle that the abstract is the only form of reality. In a model where the abstract is reality, the 
physical becomes either an illusion or an innate characteristic of the abstract. 

The reverse of the argument can also be made in which the physical becomes the real and the 
abstract becomes the illusion. The model of symbiotic panentheism suggest both models are 
incorrect yet correct. Symbiotic panentheism suggest that both the physical and the abstract are 
simultaneously real and separate entities but entities which depend one upon the other. (See 
Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, Resolving the Problem of Imaginary Numbers and Tractate 9: 
The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non-Members). 

It may or may not be that entities of individuality exist within the physical but the model of 
symbiotic panentheism suggests such entities do exist. Symbiotic panentheism clearly implies that 
an existence of multiplicity/individuality can be found both within the purity of the physical and 
within the purity of abstraction, (see Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics) 

It is within the purity of the physical where free will is often checked by the laws of physics. It is 
only within the purity of abstractual existence where free will of the individual takes on the purity 
of free will unrestricted by the physical. Such lack of restriction becomes limitless within the 
parameters of Metaphysical System 28/symbiotic panentheism/the individual acting within God. 
(See Tractate 13: Introducing Metaphysical System 28: Introducing the Problem of Metaphysical 
Systems # 7 &# 9.) 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is only through the metaphysical model being suggested within this work that 
limitless free will emerges as a form of existence in and of itself. It is only through the 
metaphysical model being introduced within this work that eternal recurrence is a non-issue. 
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19. W. Ockham (1285-1347)-Q2: Do we possess free will or are our actions determined? 

S: Regarding four conjectures found within the description of Ockham given in Tractate 18: 

... For him, God's freedom is incompatible with the existence of divine ideas. God doesn't use 
preconceived "ideas" when he creates, but creates the universe as he wishes. Consequently, 
human beings have no natures or essences in common. 

And why not? If there is a 'greater' reality within which our personal universe is located, as the 
model of the individual acting within God/symbiotic panentheism suggests, and if such a region is 
permeated with a universal fabric of timelessness and spacelessness then there would be 'room' 
for a limitless number of universes. Each and every one of these unique universes could 
conceivable be ruled by different laws or lack of laws. Universes may be as unique as individual 
entities found within our particular physical universe. 

... Because God is free, he can create the universe - and its rules - as he wishes. Fire could be 
cold rather than hot. 

The whole/God is independent and free of all 'outside' influences including the concept of limits 
because there is no existence 'outside' God. God is by definition both, the whole of existence and 
non-existence and as such limits may be found 'within' aspects of God but not as a universal 
characteristic of God 

... Light might be dark, rather than bright. Ockham distrusted our ability to find the truth of 
things. Instead, he relied on "probable" arguments to support his position. 

The concept of there being other forms of universes, within which the laws of physics or lack of 
laws, as we know them 'to be' or think we know them 'to be', does not preclude our being capable 
of 'knowing' our own universe. We live within what appears to us to be an ordered existence of 
physicality moving towards chaos or perhaps chaos moving towards complexity/order as emerging 
fields of science suggest The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism again would suggest 
the perception of either chaos/disorder emerges from complexity/order or complexity/order 
emerges from chaos/disorder is again a paradoxical scenario created by an either/or conjunction. 
The resolution to such a paradox once again becomes obvious. We simply replace the 'either/or' 
concept with the 'and' scenario. (See Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics. 

... A vital principle in his philosophical method was that "plurality is not to be posited without 

necessity." This economy of thought is often referred to as Ockham' s Razor 

There is no denying the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism/the individual acting 

within God introduces plurality/multiplicity to the system as opposed to exclusionism and 

inclusionism produced by our two existing systems: The Cartesian System and the Non-Cartesian 

System. 

The Cartesian system is a system of multiplicity: the multiplicity of individuality/unique entities. 
The Non-Cartesian system is a system of singularity: the singularity of wholeness/lack of 
individuality. If we refer to the metaphysical system of the Cartesian as multiplicity and the 
metaphysical system of the Non-Cartesian as singularity then both systems are less complex than 
the metaphysical system of the Cartesian being within the Non-Cartesian. Ockham' s Razor would 
therefore imply one or the other of the simpler systems would be the correct perception of reality 
since the dual system is more complex. It would appear, therefore, that the metaphysical system 
introduced by this work, would then defy Ockam's principle of simplicity until one includes 
Ockham' s qualifier: '. . .plurality is not to be posited without necessity.' 

The point: Since neither the Cartesian system nor the Non-Cartesian system can resolve the issues 
surrounding philosophical and social paradoxes and the new metaphysical system of symbiotic 
panentheism can resolve such issues, the case has been made for the 'necessity' regarding the 
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simultaneous and independent existence of the physical and the abstractual, determinism and free 
will, multiplicity and singularity. 

20. The Collapse of Scholasticism Ql: What can we know? 

In the l4 h and 15 th centuries, the critical philosophy of Ockham began to undermine 
the scholastic project of synthesizing the traditions of philosophy and religion into a 
single and comprehensive system of thought. Many argued that the attempt to unite 
religion with philosophy had failed. Many prominent thinkers of the time - Jean 
Buridan (1300-1358), Nicholas of Autrecourt (1300-1350) - felt that such a synthesis 
wasn 't possible. 

S: Science had not fully developed by the 14 th and 15 th centuries. As such, the concepts of an 
expanding universe, contracting universe, complexity theory, chaos theory, string theory, matter's 
natural tie to energy, the mathematical relationship existing between matter/energy and time/space 
(Einstein's equation of relativity), microbiology, organic chemistry, genetics, cloning, artificial 
intelligence, mimicry, Non-Cartesianism, , the uncertainty principle, anti-matter, 
electrons/positrons, sub-atomic physics, the physics regarding the fusion process, topology, 
entropy, along with a myriad other concepts were not even comprehensible during the 14 th and 
15 th centuries. 

It was science, which would advance our knowledge of the physical universe, of the Cartesian, far 
enough for us to rationally speculate regarding the concept of a potential 'outside' to our physical 
existence. As such, it was to be science, in its effort to limit reality to the 'observable/measurable', 
that introduced the concept of there being an outside to the physical. It was science which 
inadvertently reintroduced the rationality and reasonableness regarding there being an 'outside' to 
the universe, a 'beyond' the physical. 

And what is the study of a region located 'beyond the physical' as it relates to the physical? The 
field of study which examines the physical and what it is the physical lies 'within' was named by 
Aristotle thousands of years ago. The name of the field is metaphysics. 

We exist within the physical and as such we can 'know' the physical. 

But what of the abstract? Do we live 'in' the abstract? The model of symbiotic panentheism 
demonstrates how it is that the physical exists within the abstract and thus we exist not only within 
the physical but we exist within the abstract. Since we exist within the abstractual, we can not only 
'know' the physical but we can 'know' the abstract. 

It may be more difficult to 'know' the abstract since the abstract is once removed from us by the 
physical but the abstract is 'within' ourselves and as such this innate characteristic of 'knowing' 
(innate to our 'being' not necessarily innate to our physical existence) provides us the means by 
which we can 'know' the abstract. This characteristic of innateness of knowing is not necessarily 
found 'within' all physical entities and therefore 'knowing' abstraction is not necessarily found as 
a characteristic of all entities of individuality. 

Philosophy may not have been capable of being united with religion in the 14 th and 15 th centuries 
but it appears, as clearly demonstrated through this work: The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, that philosophy, through the advancements of science, is now capable of 
such a union. Not only does this work demonstrates such a union is possible but it demonstrates 
such a union need not, in fact should not, destroy uniqueness existing between religions or the lack 
of religions. 
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The point: It is possible to unite religion with philosophy but such an effort took more knowledge 
regarding the nature of the physical than the philosophers and theist had at their disposal in the 
14 th and 15 th centuries. 



341 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 

20. The Collapse of Scholasticism Q2: What can we know? 

... Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464), who deliberately embraced contradiction in trying to 
unite religion with philosophy made one final attempt. Cusa argued its logical 
consistency was, therefore, unimportant. 

S: Ah but if '...logical consistency was, therefore, unimportant' then philosophy was unimportant 
since reasonableness is demonstrated through logic as well as other means of reasoning and 
rationalizing. Without 'logical constancy' philosophy by definition becomes unimportant. 

This would appear to imply Cusa was incorrect in his argument that if God's perfect unity 
can encompass contradictory qualities, then the contradictions evident in the philosophical 
tradition should also be embraced in a single comprehensive whole.' Such is not the case 
however. 

Contradiction to ourselves is simply that 'contradiction' . Contradiction occurs from a lack of 
broad perception. 

We create 'either/or' scenarios, which in turn appear to be contradictions when in fact they 
represent positions of principles based upon shortsighted analysis. The means of circumventing 
such contradictions is briefly described within Volume II: Introduction: A New Tool For Conflict 
Resolution. A detailed application of this new tool, metaphysics, is demonstrated throughout the 
sixteen hundred pages of this three-volume set. 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is through 'knowing' the physical and knowing the abstract that we can then fuse the 
two systems into one system through philosophy/reason. We can do more than build a basic 
foundation for philosophy and religion, we can build a fundamental foundation for all three means 
we have of understanding reality. We can build a fundamental foundation for: philosophy, 
religion, and science. 

The three - science, religion, and philosophy - can remain unique and independent from one 
another and still embrace a common foundation. The three can find grounds for a common 
foundation in terms of their perception of reality itself. From a common perception of reality 
emerges the very independence each field of study wishes to maintain for itself. 

A common foundation established by symbiotic panentheism is no more stagnant then the whole 
of the system itself. The common foundation is what might be called a 'living' foundation, a 
foundation which changes as we learn, 'know', more regarding the whole of reality itself. 

The source of change, which knowledge generates, emerges from new 'knowing' the independent 
studies of science, religion, and philosophy generate. The remaining two fields of study must 
accept any change in the common foundation generated by any one of the three fields. In short 
consensus is a basic principle applied to the foundation of the three. Confirmation by each of the 
three fields of study, to the best of their 'knowing', to the best of their 'knowledge', becomes a 
key element, cooperation becomes a key premise for establishing a common foundation, 
establishing a concept that would benefit all three equally. 

In essence philosophy and religion can be united through what it is we 'know' of the physical and 
the abstract and what it is we 'will know' of the physical and the abstract. 

What then of 'nothingness'? Can we know of 'nothingness'? The answer is yes for 'nothingness' 
is found within the whole. (See Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, Resolving the Problem of the 
Void of a Void) 
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21. The Renaissance - Ql: Why is the individual important? 

... Beginning with the Renaissance, philosophers began to move away from theology 
as a vital part of their work. ... Instead, there was a new focus: the individual. ...There 
was a renewed emphasis on individual freedom and choice. 

...By emphasizing the importance of direct observation, Renaissance thinkers created 
the foundation for a completely empirical view of the world, a view of the world that 
was completely new. This "new science" coincided with - and was made possible by - 
new advances in instrumentation and optics. Without these tools, an accurate empirical 
study could not have been made. 

S: But why is the individual important? The Renaissance philosophers may have moved away 
from theology but they were unable to explain why such a move was logical. To move from 
theology, the study of the whole/God, to the individual was significant but was unexplainable in 
terms of defining the purpose for individuals existing in the form of individuality. 

The movement from one concept, singularity/theology, to another multiplicity/individuality - was 
initiated by philosophy through an intuitive sense that the individual was important but the 
question as to 'Why is the individual important?' found itself to be irresolvable. 

Science was simultaneously beginning its quest of multiplicity. Science was beginning its 
initiative to understand the concept regarding the multiplicity of the physical/the many laws and 
interactions regarding the subcomponents of the physical, both living and nonliving. 

But why was multiplicity/individuality important and in the case of human beings: Why was the 
individual important? Neither the Cartesian model of reality representing multiplicity nor the non- 
Cartesian model of reality representing singularity were able to answer the question without 
reducing the individual to a position of 'lesser' significance relative to the whole. 

Symbiotic panentheism, however, is a model of reality, which both demonstrates the equality of 
significance for singularity/the whole/God and multiplicity/individuality/the individual through 
the process of illustrating a critical purpose for multiplicity/individuality/the individual as regards 
the model of reality itself. 

Was the move from theology, the study of the whole/singularity/God, to science, the study of sub- 
elements of the whole/multiplicity/individuality, necessary to fully understand reality and the 
importance of the individual to the whole? Understanding the elements/multiplicity/individuality 
(i.e. the individual) and how multiplicity relates to the whole/singularity (i.e. panentheism) and 
(symbiosis) how the whole/panentheism/singularity relates to its elements/singularity/individuality 
is only important if the whole is composed of elements/multiplicity/individuality. 

By moving humanity's energies from theology/the whole/singularity to individuality/multiplicity , 
the Renaissance movement validated the intuitive understanding that the individual must play 
some significant role to the whole. What significance the individual/multiplicity/the Cartesian 
plays to the whole/singularity/the non-Cartesian would be revealed later with the advent of 
symbiotic panentheism. 

The point: The individual within the model of reality demonstrated by symbiotic panentheism is 
important because 1. Individuality/multiplicity provides 'a'/' the' means by which the whole 
avoids stagnation/eternal recurrence. 2. Without the individual/multiplicity the whole would not be 
what the whole is. 3. Without individuality/multiplicity the region of the 'you' as opposed to the 
T would not exist. (See Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the Problem of 
Cartesianism. 
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21. The Renaissance - Q2: What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... philosophers defined four distinct areas of philosophical enquiry: metaphilosophy, 
ethics, metaphysics, and epistemology. 

S: Symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God specifically addresses the four distinct 
areas of philosophical enquiry the Renaissance established: Symbiotic panentheism addresses the 
four areas not with questions but with answers. 

7. Metaphilosophy: What is the purpose of philosophy? Does it have a place, generally, in 
humanlife? The fundamental purpose of philosophy is to accomplish two tasks: (1) Develop a 
reasonable/rational model of the whole of reality and (2) Develop an understanding regarding the 
function/purpose of the elements found within said model and in particular establish an 
understanding regarding the significance of the individual. The two tasks must reach a degree of 
reason that is acceptable to our sense of faith, and is capable of being substantiated by our ability 
to observe. A mission statement of this type does not establish an 'absolute' model of reality but 
rather establishes a model approximating reality as best we are able from the knowledge we have 
at hand. The construction of such a model allows faith/religions, observation/sciences, and 
reason/philosophies to come to a consensus as to what reality is. The establishment of a common 
perception of reality in turn allows each area of study to move forward with their research and 
debates. This work demonstrates how to accomplish the task of developing a common model of 
reality as well as outlines 'a' model, which could accomplish such a feat. 

2. Ethics: How do we judge and evaluate human behavior? What is "the good" and what 
motivates our moral actions? Without the support of religious belief, is a moral life possible? A 
moral life is possible. Morality, however, is based upon one's perception of reality. It is from 
one's perception of reality that an understanding emerges regarding what one's function/purpose 
is within reality. As long as science, religion, and philosophy are diametrically opposed to each 
other's positions, conflict will exist as to what a 'moral' life is or is not. In short one cannot 
'judge' morality without a definition/model of reality and purpose. The only way to resolve the 
issue regarding what is a moral life and what is not a moral life is to establish a consensus as to 
what reality is and from such a model establish a consensus as to what our function within such a 
reality is. 

3. Metaphysics: Does God exist? We cannot determine if God exists if we do not know to what it 
is we are referring. This work suggests the first three characteristics of God are omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience. Such characteristics mathematically describe 'the whole', 
scientifically describe the whole, and philosophically describe the whole. The personality attached 
to the whole/singularity/God is left to the religious field of ontology. The question then becomes: 
Does the whole exist? Science, mathematics, philosophy, and religion would all appear to agree 
that the whole does exist. 

What is the universe? The universe is what it is, the physical, our reality, which in turn is located 
within the 'greater' reality of the abstract. 

What is the meaning and purpose of the universe? The purpose of the universe is to act as a 
'virgin' region where 'virgin' newness can emerge as 'untainted' newness in order to grow 
established existence 

Why are we in the universe and what is our purpose? We are in the universe to accomplish our 
purpose, which is to become unique in our individuality without interfering with others. 
Epistemology: Is certain knowledge of the world possible? What does it depend upon? 
Certain knowledge is not possible. What is certain is that we can define knowledge to the best of 
our ablility. Having defined knowledge, as best we are able allows us to move on with our search 
for new knowledge. If at some point we discover knowledge is not what we thought it to be we 
then redefine knowledge and move on from that new point. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Questions regarding the meaning of life are answerable through modeling the whole of 
reality as demonstrated throughout this work. 
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22. Political Philosophy - Ql: What is morality? 

When secular authority replaced ecclesiastical authority as the dominant focus of 
interest, there was a shift of attention from religion to politics ... But political 
philosophy during the Renaissance was essentially dualistic. It recognized a conflict 
between two opposing points of view: political necessity and general moral 
responsibility. 

S: Again we see the conflict and negative social results of an 'either/or' scenario. In this case the 
'either/or' scenario became: 

Either political morality or general morality applies depending upon. . . . 

So it is morality became relative to the situation rather than relative to the category of the entity. 
And just what is the difference? Morality based upon the situation implies there is no specific 
purpose for an organism as it functions within the whole of reality. For instance, rocks, sticks, 
water, mountains, stars. . . most likely have no morality involved with the actions they generate 
since they appear to have no 'choice' in what it is they do. Their actions are actions lacking the 
element of 'free will' and it is this lack of 'free will' we describe as the absence of moral choice 
we assign to individual humans. 

It is the existence of perceived 'free will', which imposes the element of what we perceive to be 
moral and immoral characteristics to our action. 

It is the 'either/or' scenarios, which then add the characteristic element of 'relativistic morality' to 
morality itself. So it is morality/ethics became an issue of politics/political ethics/morality, 
society/social ethics/morality, business/business ethics/morality, person/personal ethics/morality, 
religion/religious ethics/morality, medicine/medical ethics/morality, . . . 

Humans and perhaps other life forms within our universe, on the other hand, appear to have the 
ability to 'choose' their actions 'based' upon what it is they perceive to be 'right' and 'wrong' 
which in turn is based upon what our three tools of perception perceive reality to be. 

Again, the means to resolving the conflict, the means to establishing morality as morality, is to 
replace the 'either/or' conjunctions with the 'and' conjunction. 

Morality is not 'relative'. Morality is based upon what actions impact the whole in the manner 
'best' for all of us since we all eventually become directly a part of the whole as opposed to our 
present irrational perception of being simultaneously both 'within' 'and' 'not within' the whole. 
(See Volume II, Tractate 9: The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non-Members.) 

The point: There is no difference between morality and ethics. There is no difference between one 
form of morality and another. We, as a specie, have defined and categorized various forms of 
morality and ethics but this does not make it so. Our actions to categorize morality, create 
relativistic forms of morality and ethics, has emerged as an intellectual exercise. This exercise has 
in turn has been absorbed into our cultures, traditions, and individual perceptions. 

Morality/ethics is not relative. Morality/ethics are absolutes. We can reestablish the concept of 
'absolute morality' if we bring faith - represented by religions, observations - represented by 
science, and reason - represented by philosophy together and have them construct a model of our 
realty upon which they can all agree. It is from the model of 'where we are' that the three can then 
define 'what we are' and from that point define 'why it is we exist'. The immediate response 
becomes: That will never happen. The reply should be: 'It definitely won't happen if we don't try 
to make it happen.' 
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22. Political Philosophy - Q2: What is our function within society? 

... Many philosophers of the time, including Machiavelli and Hobbes, attempted to 
resolve the conflict between these two positions. Both struggled with the conflict 
between institutional power and human freedom. By different means, they both 
concluded that only with a strong institutional base could morality flourish. 

S: It is not the strong institutional base, which allows morality to flourish. An institutional base 
has no awareness of its own. The 'institutional' base, be it strong or be it weak, may act as a 
foundation but the institutional base is composed of the individual or individuals who in turn 
define the morality, which the strong institution is intended to support. 

Individuals develop/define morality based upon their perception of reality. 

1 . Perceptions of reality being the physical naturally lead to moralities based upon the 
physical and thus physical hedonism emerges as the bases for morality. 

2. Perceptions of reality being the abstract naturally lead to moralities based upon altruism and 
thus abstractual hedonism emerges as the bases for morality. 

Once again it becomes clear that it is our perception of reality, which generates our perception of 
morality, and our present perception of reality is that reality is either the physical or the abstract. 

It is difficult to deny the physical for we see, feel, hear, smell, taste, in essence we experience the 
physical outside ourselves day and night. 

It is difficult to deny the abstractual for we are immersed within emotions of joy, hate, boredom, 
interest, curiosity, longing, memories, ... In essence we experience the abstract within ourselves 
day and night. 

The 'either/or' controversy of reality again confronts our basic instincts: Either the physical is real 
or the abstract is real. 

The controversy of which is real, the physical or the abstract, is what causes our inability to 
resolve the issues regarding morality/ethics. If the multiplicity of the physical is what is real then 
we perceive morality and ethics to be multiply unique concepts each of which can be divided into 
multiple categories and subtopics of ethics/morality. If the singularity of the abstraction is what is 
real then we perceive morality and ethics to be 'a' singular concept of black and white. 

The issue has not been resolved nor will the issue ever be resolved as long as we perceive reality 
to be power struggle between religion/singularity/abstraction and science/multiplicity/physicality. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Reaching a consensus as to what our function is within society will only occur with the 
implementation of the 'and' conjunction: the physical is real 'and' the abstract is real. The answer 
to the question of which lies within which must come from the metaphysical application of the 
'and' conjunction, which generates the model: The physical lies within the abstract and the 
abstract lies within the physical. (See Tractate 13: Metaphysical System 28, Introducing the 
Problem of Metaphysical Systems 7 and 9.). In short: Metaphysical perceptions are important. 
Metaphysical perceptions generate actions. Actions generate reactions. Reactions generate social 
ambience. And it is social ambience generated by Metaphysical perceptions, which wash over 
each and every one of us from the beginning of our living within the physical to the end of our 
living in the physical live 



346 



Conclusion - The Peer Review 



23. Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) - Ql: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and reality? 

On initially reading his work, the impression is given that his main concern is solely 
with maintaining the power of the state, with little regard for the moral consequences 
of doing so. ... The term "Machiavellian" is often used in present times to refer to 
someone who is politically deceitful and unscrupulous. But this is a 
mischaracterization of his real attitude towards morality. For Machiavelli, the 
unification of Italy was of prime importance. In order to make this unification possible, 
...he believed that only a strong state - based upon the ancient Roman virtues - could 
provide the proper environment for morality to flourish. 

S: Morality is not a 'Roman' virtue. Morality is not a 'human' virtue. Morality is itself what it is. 
Morality is not something we 'define' to our personal semantic liking. Morality is and as such, 
morality is something for us to 'uncover', discover, and understand. Morality 'is' rather than being 
what we want morality to be. 

We have the perception that morality is what we make it 'appear' to be. In our present state of 
social development, we do not understand that morality is defined by what 'reality is' as opposed 
what we wish reality would be. We develop a model of reality for ulterior motives. We develop a 
model of reality to suit our needs, desires, wishes knowing that ultimately the way we describe 
reality determines what we consider morality to be which in turn, if we do not give the 'correct' 
appearance as to what reality is, will cause us to fail at accomplishing what it is we ultimately 
wish to accomplish based upon our personal motives. 

Reality is not an 'appearance'. We may temporarily confuse the issue and define reality for what it 
is not, give reality the 'appearance' of being something it is not but somewhere, somehow, truth 
triumphs and reality's true appearance will emerge and as such truth will emerge and with the 
emergence of 'truth', true morality will emerge. 

One principle emerging from the complete picture of reality as opposed to emerging from an 
'appearance' of reality which will help us identify the true morality is: Morality must apply 
universally to the whole as well as to the elements of multiplicity comprising the whole. 

To understand what morality is, to understand moral behavior/actions one must understand what 
the whole is and what the active sub-elements of the whole are which comprise the whole. One 
must understand the characteristics of the whole and the characteristics of the sub-elements. One 
must understand what is the innate and what is the primal source of the innate. One must 
understand what is absolute longevity and what is not. One must understand the whole of all and 
the sub-elements/multiplicity of its existence if such sub-elements/multiplicity in fact exists. 

All this 'uncovering', 'discovering', and 'understanding' is the very function of metaphysics. Such 
a process best begins with a sequential unveiling regarding the answers to the questions prioritizes 
as: Location: Where are we? - Substance: What are we? - Function: Why do we exist? 
These are the very questions, which act as the nucleus of this work, The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception. These are the questions, which have haunted the minds of individual 
humans since the beginning of our historical development. 

♦:♦ 

There is no such concept as 'appearance' to morality any more than there is an 'appearance to 
reality. Reality is what reality is and it is through an honest, unbiased, uncompromised revealing 
of the whole of reality that we can come to understand morality not as an 'apparent' morality but 
as an universal absolute morality emerging from an absolute reality. 
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23. Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) - Q2: Why is the individual important? 

... Unlike the ethical philosophers, Machiavelli held that success in the public arena 
was distinct from private morality. The question, for Machiavelli, is not what make a 
human being good, but what makes him a good prince. A good prince will use any 
means necessary in order to create the foundations of a stable state. 

S: Morality exists for the individual. Morality does not exist for itself. But does morality exist 
only for the individual or does morality exist for the 'greater good' itself? 

The concept of morality existing simply for the individual emerges from a metaphysical 
perception that the physical/multiplicity /multiple individuality exist be they entities of knowing or 
entities of non-knowing. The concept of morality existing simply for the individual ignores the 
metaphysical concept of singularity/non-Cartesianism. As such the whole is not 'the' whole' but 
rather the whole is the existence of multiple 'wholes' and no single 'whole' exists. An exclusive 
system of multiplicity establishes a void of 'a totality'/'a summation'/'a 'universal' set of all 
including the all of nothingness itself . 

The concept of there being multiple 'wholes' and no single 'whole' leads to the concept that any 
whole which is capable of being created, such as 'a' 'state' leads to the concept that such a 
creation has the 'right' to protect itself, dominate other 'wholes'. A 'right' granted to 'a' state to 
protect itself generates the rationale regarding the 'right' of the state to call upon its 'sub'- 
elements, individuals found within the state, to protect the state at the expense of the individual. 

Such a social condition supports the concept that the individual's purpose in society is to 'serve', 
'serve' the state, 'serve' established authority, 'serve' corporations, 'serve' institutions, 'serve' 
religion.... In such a state the authority figures, the organizations within the state, and the state 
itself acquire the highest 'level' of significance and the individual becomes secondary, becomes 
'relatively' insignificant. 

In such a state there is no 'whole' of all and as such there is no single 'greater good'. In such a 
state there are multiple 'greater goods' each of which is established a power broker and it generate 
the power broker who is given 'control' of the individual through the rationale established through 
the metaphysical system they have established or chosen for the purpose of 'retaining control'. 

The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism clearly defines 'a' whole of all and as such it is 
not the state which is recognized as 'a', 'the' 'greater good' but rather the whole is recognized as 
the all of knowing, the all, abstraction within which even the physical is located. The individual is 
recognized as the entity of multiplicity. 

The element of primary importance within this metaphysical system becomes the individual 
because the individual has the function of not 'serving' the whole/singularity but of actually 
'causing' the whole to become more than what it is. Thus the function of the state within such a 
model becomes secondary to the individual. Within such a state, the state's function becomes to 
serve the individual rather then the individual serving the state. 

The point: Within the model of symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God, the 
individual becomes of primary importance because the individual is the element within the whole, 
which directly impacts the whole. The state in turn becomes of secondary importance because the 
state's function is to facilitate the very development of the individual which in turn directly 
affects, grows the whole. The importance of the state is not to be ignored for the existence of the 
state allows for the development of the individual but on the other hand the state is secondary to 
the ultimate propose of physical reality, is secondary in terms of physical reality's purpose for 
existing. 
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24. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) - Ql: What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... A century later, Thomas Hobbes - tutor to Charles II - proposed the idea of a 
"social contract." Hobbes believed that the life of man in the "state of nature" was 
"solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. "... This "commonwealth " would provide the 
environment for liberty, freedom, cooperation, and contentment. 

S: Humanity living in the state of nature implies humanity living in the state of the physical and 
ignoring the abstractual aspect of the individual. To ignore the abstract and focus upon the 
physical is nothing short of mimicking animals. Is there any wonder such a life would be 
"solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short." How is it possible to expect anything other than a life 
of mimicry if one decides to live by the physical/material alone? 

If we perceived the individual to be a part of the whole as this work demonstrates and if the whole 
of reality is not the physical but rather the abstractual within which the physical itself is located, 
then we would perceive the individual/' man' to be both abstractual in nature as well as physical in 
nature. Recognizing the dual aspects of 'man', science would be compelled to observe both the 
physical and the abstractual/paranormal equally. Simultaneously philosophy would likewise be 
obligated to provide equal consideration regarding the purpose for physical existence and 
abstractual existence. And religion would view the individual, as being both the physical and 
abstractual/divine in nature and as such would find itself morally obligated to respect and show 
due consideration for both the unique physical and unique abstractual/emotional aspects of the 
individual. 

We have found that when the individual lives to serve the state, individual liberty, freedom, 
cooperation, and contentment become secondary issues to the state and as such these issues 
eventually become lack of liberty, lack of freedom, lack of cooperation and lack of contentment. 

... Thus, in order to live in a civilized world, it was necessary to create a "social 
contract." Within this social contract, we would be expected to surrender our 
individual rights in order to benefit from the security of a stable society. 

S: To expect the individual to 'surrender their individual rights in order to benefit. . . ' is to suggest 
the individual has no purpose for existing other than to exist. The lack of purpose existing for the 
individual generates the very 

rationale that the individual should concede its 'rights in exchange for 'stability', 'comfort', 
'materialism' .... 

If the individual has a purpose for existing other than simply to exist, then to concede one's 
'rights' to pursue one's purpose for existing in exchange for personal physical gain is more than a 
'simple' request uttered as a minimalistic bargaining position. 

But what is the purpose and meaning of life? Answering such a question is the very point of not 
only philosophy but the very point of science and religion. As such it is the three together that 
must answer the question as best they can in a consensus fashion in order that the individual may 
move on from such a consensus and attempt to accomplish their very purpose for existing without 
compromising such important endeavors based upon a bartered agreement to give up their rights 
in exchange for what Hobbes calls 'stability' and 'security'. 

*»* 

The point: We can come to a consensus regarding the answers to the three questions: Where are 
we? What are we? And why do we exist? The consensus can be reached through a cooperative 
effort by the fields of science, religion, and philosophy. The process to reach such a consensus is 
best known as 'making the effort' . The tool to be used to reach such a consensus is outlined in the 
Introduction to Volume II: A New Tool for Conflict Resolution 
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24. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) - Q2: What is knowledge? 

... Hobbes is also credited with the creation of one of the most comprehensive 
philosophical systems of the time. His philosophy - which is usually labeled as 
mechanistic materialism - sought to provide a consistent description of man, nature, 
and society. ... Hobbes distinguished between two philosophical approaches: synthetic 
and analytic. When we reason "forward" from causes to effects, we are reasoning 
synthetically. And when we reason "backward" from effects to causes, we are 
reasoning analytically. 

S: Hobbes may have created one of the most comprehensive philosophical systems of his time but 
those times are gone and so is the validity of his arguments supporting simple mechanical 
materialism. This is not to say that Hobbes arguments are no longer relevant rather it says that 
Hobbes arguments now support the existence of a portion of a more accurate model. Hobbes' 
arguments, however, fail to address the existence of the second component of the new model 
described by this work. The failure of Hobbes' arguments to support the second element of the 
new model does not invalidate the new model, rather it demonstrates the unavoidable short- 
sightedness that the lack of knowledge generates when it comes to understanding the whole of 
reality and our function within such a whole. The lack of knowledge and the shortsightedness it 
induces by itself is enough to justify our spending copious amounts of time, energy, and social 
resources upon the field of scientific and mathematical research, the arts, the literatures, and all 
other manners of expanding upon our knowledge of the physical universe within which we live. 

Man, nature, and society are all elements of the physical, all elements of multiplicity. Singularity 
becomes an invisible entity within Hobbes' model of reality. Singularity becomes non-existent 
within Hobbes model. What then becomes of the mathematical concept regarding the 'universal' 
set/the whole/totality/' summation of all' which includes by definition 'what is not'. 

Reasoning forward/synthesis eventually leads to final effect. Reasoning backward/analysis 
eventually leads us to the first cause. Some would argue that such reasoning forward or backward 
is linear and too simplistic. But the lack of such a perception defies the very laws of observation 
which science underscores. Granted there are studies of physics and mathematics, which suggests 
a beginning and end may not be essential characteristics of our physical universe but such 
suggestions defy both the perceptual tool of reason and the perceptual tool of faith. 

This is not to suggest fields of study examining the concept of 'no beginning' and 'no end' to the 
universe are not relevant nor is this to suggest these fields of endeavors are frivolous fantasy. 
Quite the contrary, these fields of study will eventually lead us to a better understanding regarding 
the whole of reality be it simply the physical or the abstractual or the hybrid model demonstrated 
within the entirety of this work, the physical within the abstract. 

Knowledge is the means by which we can understand the whole of our reality and understand the 
role we play within such a location. Understanding the whole of reality and understanding what it 
is we are relative to the whole, leads us not only to understanding our role within reality but 
understanding how it is we accomplish such a goal. 

The means we use to accomplish our function for existing within the whole of reality defines 
morality. Working to prevent one's self or preventing others from accomplishing their reason for 
existing within the whole of reality defines immorality. 

*»* 

The point Knowledge may be a noun of what we call 'fact' but knowledge is also the means by 
which reason and faith are able to define active action as moral/immoral, just/unjust, right/wrong, 
ethical/unethical/, and altruistic/materialistic. If knowledge is incorrectly perceived so to is 
morality/ethics incorrectly perceived. 
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25. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) -Ql: What is knowledge? 

... Descartes defined philosophy ...as the "study of wisdom or the perfect knowledge 
of all one can know." In explaining the relationship between philosophy and our lives, 
he used the metaphor of the tree. The root of this tree is metaphysics. The trunk is 
physics, while the branches are morals, mechanics, and medicine. Descartes primary 
concern was with the trunk of the tree, which represented physics. In fact, unlike 
Aristotle - who attempted to create metaphysics upon physics, Descartes did the 
opposite. He attempted to create a "physics" build upon a "metaphysical" foundation. 

S: What we can know of the physical represents the limit of knowledge accessible to ourselves as 
entities of knowing within a specific type of physical body which in turn is limited in regards to 
what that physical body is capable of receiving as an input. This limitation is restricted not only by 
the body but by the physical brain. Our ability to reason is a function of the abstract and the 
physical body and brain. As such the limits of our 'knowing' are confined to the abstractual, the 
physical, and the lack of both the abstractual and the physical or what we term - nothingness.. The 
ability of the abstractual self is thus limited in what it is in the process of becoming, experiencing, 
and creating. 

We as an organism have the ability to expand the limits of our body's physical functioning 
through technological innovations. Such innovations do not allow us to 'experience' what it is the 
particular technology converts to our form of experiencing. By helping us to beter understand the 
whole of reality, this perceptual expansion assists us in better understanding what it is we are in 
relationship to the whole of reality, which in turn helps us to better understand what our 
function/purpose is for existing. 

Knowledge is the key. As is often stated, a lack of knowledge is a dangerous thing, and we are 
only now beginning to emerge from such a lack of knowledge. The recent past saw philosophy 
embracing Descartes" Cartesianism which in turn led to the philosophical development of relative 
moralism, physical hedonism, and spiritual self questioning both the significance of the individual 
and the significance of religious institutions. 

Knowledge is the means of reversing such self-doubt and there is now enough knowledge to 
establish fundamental answers for the twelve philosophical questions introduced in the 
introduction of this section: Conclusion: Peer Review II. 

Knowledge is thus a means for process. But does knowledge exist beyond our means to 
understand and fathom? Within the model of symbiotic panentheism the answer is: Yes, 
absolutely. The model of symbiotic panentheism embraces the concept that we exist, that we exist 
within the physical universe, and that we exist within a whole greater than the physical. However, 
because we are separated from the whole by the physical we can only experience the physical and 
thus indirectly experience how it is the abstractual aspect of ourselves applies to the whole. This is 
not to suggest we cannot abstractually understand how nonphysical universes might impact the 
whole. What it does suggest is that there are most likely aspects of the whole as well as aspects of 
other forms of universes, which we will never be able to conceive while remaining confined 
within the physical. 

The point: Knowledge is a means to an end. Knowledge is the most critical element necessary for 
our understanding morality itself. While it must be conceded that there is undoubtedly knowledge 
which exists within the whole that we can never know while being limited to the physical, we can 
know the physical and by learning to know the physical, although this is limited knowledge, we 
gain knowledge nevertheless. As such we have an obligation to apply knowledge as best we can to 
answer questions regarding our existence and our purpose for existing which in turn leads us to 
understanding and defining 'universal' ethical and moral behavior. 
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25. Rene Descartes (1596-1650) - Q2: What is reality? 

... Descartes can also be credited with introducing dualism into our philosophical 
speculations. This dualism took two forms: the first was between God and the material 
world. The second was between the material world and the mind. 

S: The metaphysical model presented in this work embraces the dualism which was suggested by 
Descartes. 



A 

relationship 
between the 




Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 



Descartes' work, like that of other philosophers, is not rejected by the model of symbiotic 
panentheism, rather the work of Descartes, like that of other philosophers, is fully integrated into 
the work. 

Descartes employed three distinct methods to build his philosophy. These were as follows: 
Skepticis: To systematically question and doubt every belief that does not pass the test of 
indubitability 

S: This work does just that, questions systematically every belief regardless of whether or not the 
belief 'passes' the test of indubatiblity. 

Subjectivism 

To base all knowledge upon a foundation of certainty. For Descartes, consciousness, and in 
particular self-consciousness was that foundation. As such, "I think, therefore I am" emerges 
as the only innate belief that is unshakable by doubt. 

S: This work not only employs first truth as T exist' but adds to the list of first truth, the first 
truths of 'The physical exists.' And 'The whole exists.' The understanding of how it is possible to 
have more than one first truth and still have 'a' first truth is fully explored within the topic 
'Relativistic First Principles' found in Volume I: Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the 
Problem of Cartesianism. 

Mathematicism 

To reject any idea that is not concise, clear, and free of contradiction 

♦:♦ 

The point: Mathematicism is exactly the point. The new metaphysical perception, model, being 
presented in this work is concise, clear, and free of contradiction: You and I exist. The physical 
universe exists. The whole exists. You and I are in the physical. The physical is in the whole. You 
and I therefore exist in the whole. You and I exist for a reason. You and I are in a symbiotic 
relationship with the whole. Concise, clear, and free of contradictions. 
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26. Rationalism - Ql: What is existence? 

If Descartes original intention was to create a comprehensive outline of scientific 
certainty, it was his successors - Leibniz and Spinoza - who formulated that intent into 
a coherent framework. Leibniz and Spinoza had much in common with Descartes. 
They both accepted a mechanistic and deterministic view of reality. 

S: The mechanical and the determined are both aspects of the physical. So how does one integrate 
the physical into the realm of the abstract? If the model of symbiotic panentheism, the individual 
acting within God is correct, how does one extract the physical from the abstract while keeping the 
physical 'imbedded' within the abstract? 

The process of extracting the physical from the abstract is a process of creating 'nothingness' and 
through the process of symmetry splitting 'nothingness' into its two opposite existences/regions: 
energy and anti-energy. The process of applying the tool of symmetry is then applied to each of 
the two regions obtaining four regions: matter/energy, anti-matter/energy, matter/anti -energy, and 
anti-matter/anti-energy. The four regions form four symmetrical universes (symmetrical in terms 
of summation of matter/energy/space/time, anti-matter/energy/space/time, matter/anti- 
energy/space/time, and anti-matter/anti-energy/space/time not symmetrical in terms of action 
found within). The details of such an event are fully examined throughout the work and 
specifically addressed in Volume II, Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger, Resolving the Problem 
of the Void of a Void. 

The question becomes: Is such a process an absolute necessity for the model of symbiotic 
panentheism to function. No, the process is not an absolute necessity. The process does, however, 
demonstrate: 

'Nothingness' could exist and 

'Nothingness' could have functionality 
If one reasonable mechanism can be found explaining physical creation then if such a mechanism 
is later shown to be illogical another could very well emerge in its place. 

It is logically/reasonably possible to explain the dynamics of creation from nothing. 

The physical could be 'located' within the abstract. 

The abstract could 'create' the physical. 

The abstract could exist. 

Time and space could exist in a 'limited' 'limitless' location. (See 'infinite finites and 

finite infinities - Volume I, Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, The Resolving the 
Problem of Cartesianism. Etc. 

In short we have first hand knowledge regarding the existence of the physical for we are directly 
immersed within the physical. 

To deny the physical's existence is to initiate the doubt regarding the validity of our very being. 
This is not to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our physical existence. 
Nor is this to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our abstractual 
existence. Both questions are important to ask. Both questions lead us to examine the whole of 
reality which in turn leads us to knowledge and as we have discussed previously in these Q & A 
sections, knowledge leads to the understanding regarding the very purpose for existence. 

The point: The physical exists. To deny the existence of the physical is to deny our senses and to 
deny our senses, our ability to observe is to deny our very ability to reason. To deny what it is we 
observe/sciences and to deny what it is we reason/philosophies is to undermine our ability to 
believe what it is we observe and reason. To deny our abilities to observe, reason, and believe is 
nothing short of absolute nihilism. The point of this work is to reverse the very concept of 
nihilism, which is running rampant throughout our particular point in history. . 
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26. Rationalism - Q2: What is existence? 

... "True reasoning depends upon necessary or eternal truths, such as those of logic, 
numbers, geometry, which establish an indubitable connection of ideas and unfailing 
consequences." But if it was Descartes who regarded mathematical reasoning and 
logic as the paradigm for achieving progress in human knowledge, it was Spinoza and 
Leibniz who extended these principles even further. 

S: Logic, numbers, geometry, ideas, mathematics, reasoning, and knowledge are all elements of 
the abstract. So how does one integrate the abstract into the realm of the physical? If the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, the individual acting within God is correct, how does one extract the 
abstract from the physical? 

The process of extracting the abstract from the physical is a process of creating multiplicity of 
individuality using the tool of 'active complexity', 'strange attractors' functioning within chaos 
(See Volume III, Postscript: Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics), 'virgin knowing' emerging, 
etc. This three volume work moves through a large number of minute details which explain how 
an omniscient existence could wield its omnipotence within its omniscience to create 'what is not' 
while 'changing' its very 'changelessness'. The paradoxical appearance of such statements is only 
paradoxical within a framework of either Cartesianism or non-Cartesianism. The paradoxical 
appearance of such statements evaporates when examined from within a model of Cartesianism 
located within non-Cartesainism. The paradoxical appearance of such statements evaporates when 
examined from within a model where the Cartesian not only exists but powers the very region 
within which it is found to exist. 

In short we have first hand knowledge regarding the existence of the abstract for the abstract is 
immersed within the physical. 

To deny the abstract's existence is to initiate the doubt regarding the validity of our very being. 
This is not to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our abstractual 
existence nor is it to say one should not ask the questions regarding the validity of our physical 
existence. Both are important questions to ask. Both questions lead us to examine the whole of 
reality which in turn leads us to knowledge and as we have discussed previously in these Q & A 
sections, knowledge leads to the understanding regarding the very purpose for existence be it 
physical existence or abstractual existence. 

The abstract exists. To deny the existence of the abstract is to deny our individual souls and to 
deny our individual souls, our ability to rise above materialism through actions of free will, is to 
deny our very existence. The lack of an abstractual existence of individuality/the individual soul is 
to deny one's own existence. All becomes simply a temporary existence of the physical, which 
evaporates within the eternity of time itself. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The denial of what it is our souls experience through our senses/observations/sciences 
and experience through our ability to reason/philosophies is to undermine our ability to believe 
what it is we observe and reason. To deny our individual soul's abilities to observe, reason, and 
believe is nothing short of absolute nihilism. In short we have first hand knowledge regarding the 
existence of the abstract for the abstract/our abstractual existence is directly immersed within the 
physical, within our bodies. 

Again it must be emphasized: The very point of his work is to reverse the very concept of 
nihilism, which is running rampant throughout our particular point in history. . 
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27. Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) -Ql: What is existence? 

... This perfection would be achieved when humankind could perceive the universe in 
all its "wholeness." Spinoza was a pantheist in that he perceived the universe to be a 
single and infinite "substance. " 

S: 'Pantheism' literally means 'pan' - all, theism - God/the whole. The present position of the 
pantheism has been twisted to mean God in all. If God is the 'substance', which makes up the 
universe then Spinoza's perception regarding the metaphysical model of the whole of reality 
becomes: all is God. If such is the case, then the concept of 'nothingness', the concept that we are 
able to conceive of a 'location where God does not exist becomes an impossible situation. If on 
the other hand we use the present philosophical perception that pantheism means 'God is in all' 
then the same paradox arises: Humanity has been able to conceive of a concept that does not exist 
either within the physical or abstractual and thus must exist 'outside' the whole which be 
definition makes the whole/God incomplete or in essence makes the whole/God no longer the 
whole/God. 

Such a model would defy the very definition of God, which St. Anselm established: God is the 
greatest concept of which the individual, any individual can conceive. 

Such a model, pantheism, would defy Ockham's principle: ... A vital principle in his (Ockham's) 
philosophical method was that "plurality is not to be posited without necessity. " This economy of 
thought is often referred to as Ockham 's Razor 

The plurality posited by Spinoza is that there are two forms of existence: The existence of 
'something' and the existence of 'nothing' . Heidegger would say such is not the case since 
nothing is nothing but if nothing is nothing in the pure form of nothing including the very 
existence of nothing, how is it we can discuss nothing, how is it we have come to rely upon 
nothing as a significant element of our mathematical systems, how is it we express the very 
fundamental principle of physics as the product, quotient, sum, difference, limits, reducing to 
zero/nothing? 

How then do we incorporate nothingness into a metaphysical model, which accepts the singularity 
of Spinoza's 'substance' and yet accepts the multiplicity of the physical? We can do so by 
expanding 'pantheism' - all God/' God in all' to panentheism. 

Panentheism literally means: 'pan' - all, en- in, theism - God/the whole. The model of reality 
labeled 'panentheism' accounts for a location where God is not present/nothingness. Panentheism 
accounts not only for the existence of nothingness but accounts for the existence of the 
individual/multiplicity and the whole/God/singularity, free will and determinism, predestination 
and pre-destination, the physical and the abstract, matter/energy and space/time, Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism, real numbers and imaginary numbers, . . . 

Symbiosis on the other had accounts for the function of something and nothingness, 
individual/multiplicity and the whole/God/singularity, free will and determinism, predestination 
and pre-destination, the physical and the abstract, matter/energy and space/time, Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism, real numbers and imaginary numbers, . . . 

It is the combination of the two, existence - panentheism and function/purpose - symbiosis, which 
best describes the metaphysical model examined throughout this work. 

The point: Symbiotic panentheism does not reject the thoughts of Spinoza. Symbiotic panentheism 
folds Spinoza's model into itself. No philosophical concepts, efforts, or creations are wasted with 
the model of symbiotic panentheism. 
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27. Baruch Spinoza (1632-1677) - Q2: Do we possess free will, or are 

our actions determined? 

... But if everything is determined, as Spinoza maintained, how can we then speak of 
good or evil? If our actions are predetermined strictly by cause and effect, how then 
can we speak of human freedom and choice? By acquiring an adequate knowledge of 
the desires and emotions that are the "causes" of my "effects", I become free. This 
freedom is my reward, because it allows me to see that I am a significant "mode" in the 
greater reality. 

S: Spinoza's model of reality clearly demonstrates that the individual is not 'free' until they 
acquire an adequate knowledge of the desires and emotions that are...' In essence Spinoza's 
model exempts one from the responsibility of 'free will' until one obtains such knowledge if in 
fact such knowledge is available. 

Within Spinoza's metaphysical model, responsibility for one's action has no sense of timelessness 
attached to it. Social perception that one is responsibility for one's action is the key ingredient for 
stability, order, civility as opposed to what Hobbes characterized as '... the life of man in the 
"state of nature" was "solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short. " Spinoza's model lacks the key 
ingredient of responsibility for one's actions. 

Without free will the individual has no responsibility for their action. 

Within the model of the individual acting within God, symbiotic panentheism, the individual 
attains free will once the abstractual aspect of virgin abstractual individuality/the soul/awareness 
enters the essence of the physical 'being'. Free will is not something the individual gains with 
knowledge. Such a gift, the gift of free will and the responsibility, which comes with it, is no gift 
at all. The characteristic of free will is a responsibility and responsibilities are work not recreation. 
Living a responsible life is quite different from living a carefree, fun seeking, physically 
hedonistic life. 

Spinoza's metaphysical model would provide the individual the impetus not to learn, not to gain 
knowledge. Such an impact would destroy civilizations not strengthen them. Such an impact 
would negatively impact the drive of our specie to gain knowledge. The impact a metaphysical 
system has upon society and the individual is important in terms of validating the model. A model, 
which negatively impacts society and individuality, gains little support for its validity (See 
Volume III, Tractate 14: Principle Three, Introducing the Problems of Principles One and Two. 

As such, responsibility must have its own benefits and Spinoza's metaphysical model is strikingly 
void of such benefits. 

Within the model of Cartesianism within non-Cartesianism, symbiotic panentheism, the benefits 
of living a responsible life are strikingly present. One lives the responsible/moral life because one 
will live with the repercussions of one's life and all the ripples such a life generates throughout the 
timelessness of the whole of abstraction itself. 

♦:♦ 

The point: In short there is a timeless existence within which one exist, a timeless existence 
within which one can never undo what it is one has done, a timeless existence whose ambience is 
dependent upon ones very 

use of the free will one has been given the responsibility to use. (See the book: You and I Together 
Have a Purpose In Reality) 
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28. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) -Ql: What is truth? 

... In the field of philosophy, he was the first to distinguish between "truths of fact" 
and "truths of reason." In so doing, he sought to draw a distinction between the 
"contingent" world of observation, with that of the logical or empirical world of 
reason. By applying rigorous and formal reasoning, Leibniz believed that we could 
attain knowledge of the ultimate structure of reality. 

S: There is no such thing as 'truth of fact' nor is there such a thing as 'truth of reason' if one 
defines 'truth' to be an indubitable concept which is beyond question. There is no way to 'prove' 
anything in the absolute sense. 

There are, however, 'truths of fact' and 'truths of reason' in the sense that they are 'truths' as best 
we can determine through observation ('truths of fact') and as best we can determine through 
reason ('truths of reason'). The statement suggests science, representing observation, and 
philosophy, representing reason, can establish 'truths' to the best of our ability. Observation and 
reason, however, are only two of the three means we have at our disposal for developing 'truths'. 
We also have the perceptual tool of 'belief . 

To deny our perceptual tool of faith/reason the same latitude in determining 'truths', in this case 
the 'truth' of faith/belief/intuitive sense, is to create a double standard. The double standard is 
accepting the validity of 'truths of fact' and 'truths of reason' based upon establishing such truths 
as best we can and moving on from there and not doing the same for belief/faith/the intuitive 
sense. 

We accept the concept that 'truths of fact'/scientific facts may 'change' as we gain more 
knowledge. We accept such 'truths' as 'truths' and then believe in them, rely upon them, use them 
as 'truths' in order to 'advance' our quest for knowledge. We do likewise for reason. But for some 
reason we are unwilling to do the same for faith. 

This work removes this double standard and is based upon a single standard: There are 'truths of 
fact', there are 'truths of reason' and there are 'truths of faith'. 

The quest to understand the whole of reality is too important to leave any of our perceptual tools 
behind. The formation of our understanding regarding what the whole of reality is leads us to 
understanding where it is we as individuals are located. Understanding where it is we are located, 
understanding the whole of existence, leads us to understanding what our existence is as well as 
understanding our very function/purpose for existing. It is only through understanding our 
function/purpose for existing that we can reduce if not basically eliminate the controversial issues 
conflicting forms of morality create. 

In fact the understanding of our location within reality and our function/purpose for existing 
within reality is the only means of developing a consistent/universal form of morality/ethics. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The first step to developing a universal ethic/universal morality is to eliminate our 
double standard and the first double standard we must eliminate in our quest for a universal 
morality is the different standard we apply to religion as opposed to the standard we apply to 
science and philosophy. To develop a universal morality based upon a universal truth as to what 
reality is and what our function within reality is, we will have no choice but to include religion in 
the process for religion is the dominating element representing our perceptual tool of faith. 
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28. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716) - Q2: What can we know? 

... Unlike Descartes, whose system was dualistic, and Spinoza, whose system was 
monistic, Leibniz proposed a system based upon plurality. Within this plurality, there 
existed an infinite number of "monads." These "monads" were unique unto 
themselves, and each experienced the universe from a unique perspective. This view 
was in stark contrast to Spinoza, who viewed the universe as a single substance. 

S: Descartes system was dualistic, composed of multiplicity. Spinoza's system was monistic, 
composed of singularity. Leibniz's system was pluralistic, composed of both multiplicity and 
singularity. Symbiotic panentheism is likewise simultaneously composed of multiplicity and 
singularity. What then is the difference between symbiotic panentheism and Leibniz's system? A 
few of the similarities and differences could be demonstrated as follows: 



Liebniz 

The passive state of being (not italicized) 

1. Plurality 

2. Singularity/the whole 

3. Multiplicity/monads 

4. The physical is permanent 



One region of existence 
a. The universe within which the 
monads exist 



The active state of being (italicixed) 

1 . Singularity is stagnant 

2. Monads 'grow'/experience 



the individual acting within God 

Symbiotic panentheism 

The passive state of being (not italicized) 

1. Plurality 

2. Singularity/the whole 

3. Multiplicity /individuality 

4. The physical may or may not be 
permanant 

5. Two regions of existence 

a. The universe within which 
individuality develops 

b. The abstract within which the 
universe begins, ends, and 
exists and within which 
individuality eventually rests 



The active state of being (italicixed) 

1. Singularity 'grows' 

2. Individuality begins, completes 
itself through experiencing 

3. Individuality has purpose - they 
grow the whole of singularity 

4. Multiplicity/individuality is in a 
symbiotic relationship with 
singularity/the whole/God 



The point: Descartes' system, Spinoza's system, and Leibniz' system are all enfolded into the 
metaphysical system of the individual acting within God. It would seem logical that these three 
men had extraordinary intuitive abilities. To deny them the basic elements of their systems would 
be to suggest otherwise. Only the model of symbiotic panentheism melds their intuitive insights 
with those of the other thirty-seven deep intuitive thinkers and groups outlined in Tractate 
eighteen. Only symbiotic panentheism melds all forty great philosophical insights in a manner, 
which is overwhelmingly supported by our other two perceptual tools: our ability to 
observe/science and our ability to believe/religion. 
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29. Isaac Newton (1642-1727) - Ql: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... The Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy, which he completed in 1687. 
This publication sought to create, by applying the principles of logic and mathematics, 
the first great synthesis of mathematics with nature. 

S: 'Appearance' and 'reality'. Again we look at such concepts as either/or. Is the physical real and 
'appearance' an illusion or is appearance real and 'reality' an illusion. Perhaps the thousands of 
years of debate regarding which is which still exists because the perception, our understanding of 
just what reality is has been in error for these same thousands of years. 

The problem, the debate, the controversy simply evaporates if one replaces the either/or scenarios 
with the 'and' scenario. There is a location of physicality and there is a location of abstraction. 

The 'and' scenario not only resolves the 'appearance' or 'reality' issue, the 'and' scenario 
accounts for the realization that we are able to describe the physical through the abstractual 
language of mathematics. To use mathematical abstractual concepts to discuss the physical seems 
a little ludicrous if there is no such existence as the abstractual. 



Now one may say: Well the physical exists and I will concede the existence of the abstract but 
only in a model of reality where the abstract exists 'within' the physical. Such a concession brings 
us halfway to accepting the model of the individual acting within God. The half we can then agree 
upon is the region indicated by the solid lines: 
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The problem the solid line generates is a lack of reasonable reply to the questions: What exists if 
the universe in fact dissolves as the Hindus suggest? What takes the place of the universe if the 
universe eventually collapses upon itself? Is there such a thing as 'nothingness' and if so what 
possible function could 'nothingness' have? If 'nothingness' does not exist because nothing is 
nothing/non-existent does that mean that we limited entitles, relative to the whole, are capable of 
conceptualizing a concept that does not exist? If 'nothingness' exists and has no function does that 
mean the whole creates 'things' which are superfluous to its own being and if so what possible 
reason would such a nonessential existence have that would cause the whole to generate such a 
'thing' or at the 'least' generate the concept of such a 'thing'. 



The point: Half a model regarding the whole of reality by definition produces half a morality. The 
question becomes: Is half a moral act a moral act? No wonder our society is confused and filled 
with half-truths. 
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29. Isaac Newton (1642-1727) - Q2: What is truth? 

... By utilizing many of the ideas found within the work of Spinoza, Leibniz, and 
Descartes, Newton attempted to apply these new principles to the natural world. 
Newton's own work had a revolutionary impact in the 18 th century. Because of him, 
there was a renewed interest in applying the tools of logic and mathematics to the 
natural world. In these, the 17 th and 18 th centuries, natural science gained prominence 
over purely abstract mathematical reasoning as a means of understanding reality. 
Along with 

S: The question becomes: Is the existence of the physical a 'truth'? We may find that our 
perceptual tool of reason/philosophy finds it greatly amusing speculating whether or not the 
existence of the physical is a truth but the two other perceptual tools, observation/science and 
faith/religions find such an argument, for the most part, to be quite annoying. 

It is for this very reason that 'truths' to be considered 'truths' must be a matter of science, religion, 
and philosophy coming to a consensus, all agree, upon a 'truth' being a 'truth before we move on 
and consider other 'truths'. 

Now as the newest member of the team, science may object to the concept of the abstract existing 
'outside' the physical but science may have to temporality compromise itself. Science may have to 
temporarily agree to the existence of an abstract location existing beyond the physical until it can 
'scientifically prove' otherwise, until it can reasonably demonstrate just how unreasonable such a 
concept is. In short, science may have to concede the existence of the whole of the physical being 
within the whole of the abstract/God if science is to obtain religion's help in convincing 
philosophy to concede that the physical exists. 

Philosophy may then have to temporarily agree to the existence of the physical until it can 
reasonably prove otherwise, until it can reasonably demonstrate just how unreasonable such a 
concept is. In short, philosophy may have to concede the existence of the physical, concede the 
existence of the physical being within the whole of the abstract/God if philosophy is to obtain 
science's help in convincing religion to concede that the T exists within the whole, that as such 
the individual is divine. 

Religion may then have to temporarily agree to the existence of a symbiotic relationship between 
the whole/singularity and the individual elements/multiplicity until it can reasonably prove' 
otherwise, until it can reasonably demonstrate just how unreasonable such a concept is. In short, 
religion may have to concede the existence of the dynamics existing between the whole and its 
parts and the dynamics between the parts and the whole within the whole of the abstract/God if 
you will if religion is to obtain philosophy's help in convincing science to concede that the 
whole/God exists as the singularity of the whole, that God/singularity exists. 

♦:♦ 

The point: A universal understanding, consensus, awareness regarding the existence of, the 
function of: the whole, individuality, dynamic action, passive action, complexity, chaos, 
multiplicity, singularity, 'being' (noun), 'Being (noun), being (passive state of existing), being 
(active state of being), symbiosis, location of singularity, location of multiplicity, 'appearance', 
'reality', 'real illusions', illusions, 'nothingness', matter, energy, time, space, abstraction, the 
physical, paradox resolution, conflict resolution, singularity of morality, universal ethics, multiple 
universes, existence if the universe collapse, timelessness, spacelessness, imaginary number, 
'truths of fact vs. truths of reason', 'truths of faith', monads, . . ., all depend upon a consensus. But 
a consensus between what entities becomes the question. A consensus between the three most 
powerful representatives of humanities perceptual tools: science, religion, and philosophy working 
through a cooperative effort. 
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30. John Locke (1632-1704) -Ql: What is knowledge? 

John Locke was greatly impressed with the achievements that were being made in the 
natural sciences, and wished to extend these achievements 

... Locke proposed the principle of empiricism, which states that all our knowledge is 
derived from experience. This "experience" is obtained either by sensation (from the 
external world) or by reflection (from the inner world of the mind). 
... Locke's first question was "How to we acquire knowledge?" In his An Essay 
Concerning Human Understanding (1690), he began by studying what our knowledge 
consists of. It is made up of ideas. These ideas can take many forms. They encompass 
perceptions, emotions and reflections. Locke's primary assumption about ideas was 
that they were not innate. They were derived solely from our experience. 
...by creating a complete theory of knowledge. This theory of knowledge would be 
based on a careful and rigorous study of nature. His goal was to establish a 
comprehensive epistemological foundation for knowledge - one that was devoid of 
superstitions or uncritical assumptions. 

... Anticipating the eventual emergence of linguistic philosophy, Locke showed the 
relationship of words to ideas. For Locke, words signify ideas. Disputes arise when 
words are used carelessly, without clear "signification. " Therefore, the "word" and the 
"idea" can only be meaningful if both co-exist. To use a "word" without reference to a 
particular "idea" is meaningless. There was also on additional problem: 

S: Lock's perceptions say it all. Knowledge is not physical. Knowledge is abstractual/ideas. The 
two exist: the physical 'and' the abstract which is a case of 'and' not 'either/or'. 

We have made, relative to our past strides, 'great' strides in perceiving the physical. 

Knowledge/experience: This "experience " is obtained either by sensation (from the external 
world) or by reflection 

Ideas are not innate. Ideas are not entities of existence, which dissipate with the dissolution of the 
physical. 

We cannot understand what knowledge is if we do not include in such an examination the physical 
itself from which our experiencing, at least in our present form of existence, comes. Semantics has 
taken on a life of its own. As is the case of any entity, semantics, is therefore prone to the basic 
laws of survival all living entities must face. As such, semantics, to protect its position of 
influence within the philosophical world, has taken the position that it, semantics, is vital to the 
debate regarding what it is reality is, where it is we as individuals are located, what it is our 
function within this reality is, why it is we as unique entities of existence exist, and finally how it 
is we are to attain such a purpose i.e. what is morality. 

Ultimately knowledge is the very source for our definition of morality and morality in turn is the 
linguistic verbalization of the means by which we are capable of attaining our purpose for 
existing. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Linguistically there is no denying the importance of semantics in the debate regarding 
what our existence is and how it is we are to achieve such a task: the reason why we exist for a 
purpose. We can accomplish the task of defining our location of existence, our essence of 
existence, and our reason for existence but in order to do so we must control semantics rather than 
allow semantics to control us. 
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30. John Locke (1632-1704) - Q2: What can we know? 

... The Extent of Knowledge. Locke understood that our knowledge is quite limited. If 
we can only achieve knowledge when we have a genuine understanding of the 
"essence" of things, then it follows that our knowledge will always be limited. Locke 
had to finally conclude that achieving a completely epistemological foundation for 
knowledge was beyond our reach. We must content ourselves with relative or probable 
knowledge. But this, according to Locke, was sufficient for our purposes. We have, 
within our grasp, access to knowledge, which will secure our "great concernments." 
These "great concernments" relate to our survival in everyday life. . . . We can exist and 
prosper, even with partial knowledge. 

...Regarding morality and our relation to a creator, Locke held that our partial 
knowledge of things was sufficient for our needs. 

S: We will most likely never fully understand everything because no individual entity is the 
'whole' of knowledge' . If 'an' individual were the whole of knowing, that individual would not be 
an 'element' of the whole but the whole itself. 

Granted within the model of symbiotic of panentheism, the whole exists and granted within the 
model of symbiotic panentheism the whole is 'an' entity of individuality, however this 
metaphysical work is an examination of ourselves, knowing elements of individuality, and what 
being an individual element of the whole means. 

Although this work examines the 'reason' the whole would need its part, the second half of 
symbiosis, this work does not examine the whole, the purpose of the whole, the location of the 
whole, and what it means for the whole to have its own personality, its own purpose. The 
examination regarding the personality of the whole is the task of ontology not metaphysics. The 
purpose for the existence of the whole lies in a totally new field yet to be fully defined and 
linguistically identified. As of now this work identifies such a daunting task as theoretical 
metaphysics. The preliminary steps to developing such a study are found within Tractate 16: 
Wrong Again, Introducing the Problem of Being Right and Tractate 17: The Beginning, 
Introducing the Problem of the End. 

As such this work is the examination of the individual acting within God as opposed to the 
individual acting within God. These two concepts the individual acting within God and the 
individual acting within God are the two halves of symbiosis. It may be a long time before we are 
ready to develop an in-depth understanding regarding the half of symbiotic panentheism known as 
the individual acting within God for we do not have the knowledge available to us to do such an 
in-depth examination, however, we do have the knowledge to initiate a serious beginning of such 
an examination. 

The beginning understanding regarding the 'needs' of the whole begin with Leibniz' verbalization 
regarding the scientific permanent equilibrium of knowledge as opposed to the 'growth' or 'decay' 
of knowledge. Leibniz' eloquent verbal depiction of permanent equilibrium of knowledge was 
expressed as: 'eternal recurrence', or what we generically may define as stagnation, eternal 
boredom, ' ... oh that again? ' , ' ... is that all there is ?',... . 

♦:♦ 

The point: We may not be able to semantically 'know' anything but we can define knowledge as 
best we can and move on from there. This process of being able to accept our ability to define 
what it is we know as best we can and moving on from there can provide the impetus necessary to 
get philosophy out of its present rut of stagnation emerging from the confusing chaos generated by 
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the perception: We cannot know anything for a 'fact' . To understand the excitement such a 
process generates one need look no further than the exhilaration the field of science generates. 
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31. George Berkeley (1685-1753) - Ql: Is there e a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... We must discard the notion that material objects are real since we cannot confirm 
their existence - in a truly empirical sense - simply by the act of observation. 

S: To suggest the concept that we discard the physical as a non-existent part of reality is the 
opposite extreme that we discard the abstract as a non-existent part of reality. These two concepts 
form two opposing positions with a common denominator. 

The two positions are in essence the opposite extremes of the same position. 

Group A believes the physical is real and the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. 

Group B believes the abstract is real and the physical is an innate characteristic of the abstract. 

The common theme that runs through both groups is the concept of homogeneity through 
exclusionism. Group A will not concede the independent existence of the abstract as a viable, 
functional, independent existence. Group B will not concede the independent existence of the 
physical as a whole, functional, independent existence. 

The two groups are exclusionary because they take the stand wherein they will not, under any 
circumstances, accept the other as being 'correct'. The two groups each wish to embrace their own 
arguments and will only be satisfied when the opponent's arguments have been discarded. 

The position of symbiotic panentheism on the other hand is not exclusionary but rather symbiotic 
panentheism is pluralistic. The model of the individual acting within God, symbiotic panentheism 
is based upon both Group A and Group B being correct. The model clearly supports each Group: 
The physical exists and the abstract exists 

The abstract depends upon the physical for its animated existence and the physical 

depends upon the abstract for its animated existence. 
The physical is located within the abstract and the abstract is located within the physical. 
The abstract emerges from the physical and the physical emerges from the abstract. 
The physical is made unlimited through abstraction and abstraction is made unlimited 

through the physical. 
The abstract is a 'real' illusion and the physical is a 'real' illusion. 
The physical is real and the abstract is real, etc. 

When one cuts through to the crux of the debate, eventually the question arises, which came first, 
the physical or the abstract? The model of symbiotic panentheism suggests two possible answers: 

1 . The abstract came first since the physical is one of many elements of the whole. 

2. Neither the abstract nor the physical came first but rather 'something' other than the 
three - elements: abstraction, the physical, and the lack of both the physical and 
abstraction - nothingness - came before any of the three 

♦:♦ 

The point: Yes there is a difference between 'appearance' and 'reality'. If there was no 
'difference', there would be no debate. The question is: Do both the abstract, what 'appears to 
exist' and the physical, what we call 'reality', exist. The model of symbiotic panentheism 
demonstrates the simultaneous existence of both and demonstrates the simultaneous existence of 
the two in a manner where each is independent of the other while simultaneously being dependent 
upon the other. The statements, once examined as illustrated throughout this work, are neither 
paradoxical in nature not circular in argument. 
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31. 



George Berkeley (1685-1753) - Q2: 



Do we exist and why? 



...In fact, the model put forward by Locke changes from: 



Perceiver 



Ideas Material Objects 



To Berkeley 's model of. . . 



Perceiver 



Ideas 



S: Berkeley rejects the physical as real. If this work, the War and Peace of a New Metaphysical 
Perception, does as it suggests, which is to enfold the ideas of past philosophers within its model, 
how is it the model agrees with both Lock and Berkeley? 

The model of symbiotic panentheism is a model where semantics becomes the means to pluralism. 
The model clearly states the physical and the abstract are both real, both exist simultaneously 
independent and dependent one upon the other. Both have specific locations, literally, where they 
exist. However, to better understand such a concept this work identifies the relative perception of 
one region regarding the other, identifies region A as being real when one literally stands within 
region A. While standing within region A the second region, B, is perceived to be a 'real' illusion 
but in fact is real versus being an illusion. Likewise, while literally standing within region B, 
region A is perceived to be a 'real' illusion but in fact is real versus being an illusion. The 
complete details are addressed in Volume I: Tractate 1 : The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the 
Problem of Cartesianism, Volume II: Tractate 8: The Error of Einstein, Resolving the Problem of 
'i', and Volume II: Tractate 9: The Error of Russell, Resolving the Problem of Non-Members. 

The point: if the physical exists and the abstract exists then our ultimate purpose would logically 
appear to lie with the ultimate fabric of existence. On the other hand, our means of accomplishing 
our purpose for existing would appear to lay within that region to which we are most closely 
affiliated. The model of symbiotic panentheism identifies the ultimate fabric of existence as the 
abstract and the region within with which we are most closely affiliated as the physical. 

The conclusion would then follow that it is through a physical existence that we are to achieve an 
abstractual goal. It would, therefore, appear to be a logical conclusion that it is abstractual 
hedonism which supercedes physical hedonism rather than physical hedonism superceding 
abstractual hedonism: Altruism supercedes materialism rather than materialism superceding 
materialism in terms of one's timeless existence. 

The point: If we accept Berkeley's claim that materialism leads to atheism, then the converse is 
also true: that immaterialism can restore our religious faith.' While such a statement may be true 
and comforting to religions, one must keep in mind that such a statement is 'religiously' biased. 

Metaphysically the statement would more accurately be stated as: A metaphysical model, which 
identifies the ultimate universal fabric as being physical, matter/energy/space/time, in nature 
generates materialism leads to physical hedonism, while a metaphysical model recognizing the 
physical as a 'real' region existing within the abstract whose universal fabric is non-physical, not 
matter/not energy/not space/not time, in nature generates altruism which 
leads to abstractual hedonism. 

But one does not establish a model for existence and a description regarding the reason for 
existence based upon one's preconceived desires as to what the end product of the model will 
generate. One builds a model regarding the structure of reality based upon what one perceives 
through observations to be reasonable, what it is one perceives through rational discussion to be 
reasonable, and what it is one perceives through faith/believability to be reasonable, which is 
exactly what this work does. 
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32. David Hume (1711-1776) -Ql: What is our function within society? 

...Mere metaphysical speculation, according to Hume, had become outdated. ... 
. . . The subjective nature of its premises can lead just as easily to negative behavior. 

S: Our feelings cannot provide a 'reasonable' goal for behavior. There are as many 'feelings' as 
there are individuals. Each individual is unique and as such individuals have their own unique 
feelings based upon their own unique set of experiences and chemical configuration. 

To rely upon 'feelings' to act as the legitimate directional guide for the individual is to accept as 
legitimate the social actions of the Holocaust, the Cambodian killing fields, South African 
segregation, ... 

Society is the summation of individual cooperation. To permit 'feelings' to define group action is 
in essence the act of acceding to the metaphysical model of monism/Cartesianism/empiricisms/the 
physical/the abstract is an innate characteristic of the physical. To allow 'feelings' to act as the 
guide of moral behavior for the individual in essence creates an ambiance for society based upon 
emotion rather than based upon reason since society is the sum action of multiple individuals. 
Such a society impulsively reacts with actions such as vigilantism, war, mob mentality, . . . 

In a society where 'feeling's rule, our function within society becomes defined by emotions. There 
is no denying such societies can exist. We have, within our annals of history, pages and pages, 
chapters and chapters, volumes and volumes filled with the records of such societies. 

If we take the next step in our exploration of the outer limits of the universe, if we take the next 
step and join the club of intergalactic travelers, do we wish to repeat this form of history? 

The only alternative we have to allowing ourselves to be ruled by 'feelings' is to allow ourselves 
to be ruled by reason. Our perception regarding our function in society determines our perception 
as to the function of society itself. In essence it is our perception regarding our purpose for 
existing which generates our perception regarding our function in society, which in turn generates 
our perception regarding the function of society, which in turn generates our perception regarding 
our function as a specie. 

Perceptual understandings regarding function/purpose lead to action and action leads to reactions 
(plural) and reactions lead to ambiance. Ambiance is the summation of our actions with which 
every thing, living or non — living, with which we come into contact must endure. Stepping back 
one-step further in the sequential development of functionality, one begins to realize that it is what 
we perceive reality to be which drives our perceptions which in turn drive our actions, which in 
turn drive our... 

The point: To define positive and negative behavior in a universal sense, which is important if we 
are to step into distant realms of the universe, we must learn to define morality based upon a 
'universal' perception of the whole of reality. If our ability to reason ultimately tells us the whole 
of reality is simply our personal physical universe then we will ultimately develop a universal 
society based upon 'feelings'. If on the other hand our ability to reason ultimately tells us the 
whole of reality is more than the physical, is ultimately the physical located within the abstract, is 
ultimately multiple universes located within a 'universal fabric' of abstraction, then we will 
ultimately develop a universal society based upon metaphysics. As such it is much to early in our 
development to discard metaphysics. 

It is therefore not as Hume believes a question of 'why' and then 'what' do we believe but rather a 
question of 'what' and then 'why' we believe what it is we believe. Our function within society, 
therefore, is in essence a metaphysical question not an emotional question. 
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32. David Hume (1711-1776) -Q2: Do we exist, and why? 

... Even the existence and autonomy of a "self comes under attack. ... But where, 
according to Hume, is the "I" that I refer to when I say, "I believe..." ... Thus, our 
belief that there is an "I" within our minds is an illusion... The idea of the "self" or 
the "soul" is thus an illusion. 

... Yet another illusion we possess, according to Hume, is our faith in the existence of 
the external world. 

S: Skepticism in the existence of existence itself becomes a major component of philosophical 
debate. There is no doubt that we cannot unequivocally prove our existence, nor can we 
unequivocally prove the existence of the external world, nor for that matter can we unequivocally 
prove the existence of an existence outside the external world itself. 

We cannot 'prove' we exist. We cannot 'prove we have a reason for existing. We cannot prove the 
sun exists, the stars exist, and the planet exists. We cannot prove there is a whole. We cannot 
prove singularity exists any more than we can prove multiplicity of elements comprising the 
whole exist. 

Science represents one of our three primary perceptual tools. Science represents our ability to 
observe and measure. But science does not operate upon the bases of unequivocal proof. Science 
relies upon observation/measurement. Science operates on the base that observing and measuring 
the unequivocal provability regarding the physical is an impossibility. Science operates on the 
bases that we must define the physical as best we can and move on from there. 

And what of religion? Religion represents a second or our three primary perceptual tools. Religion 
represents our ability to believe and have faith in. . . But religion like science does not operate 
upon the bases of unequivocal proof. Religion relies upon beliefs/faith. Religion operates on the 
bases that unequivocal provability regarding the non-physical is an impossibility. Religion 
operates on the bases that we must define the non-physical as best we can and move on from there. 

Why then does philosophy place such an impossibly burden upon itself? Why does philosophy, 
why do we, expect our third primary perceptual tool, our ability to reason, to operate upon the 
bases of 'unequivocal' proofs. Why can't philosophy, as do religion and science, accept the 
concept that there are no unequivocal proofs as to what does and does not exist, as to whether or 
not the very concept of existence itself is a 'fact' ? 

If philosophy were to accept the concept that, at least presently, there is no such thing as an 
'unequivocal proof then philosophy would be able to come to terms with itself, find some inner 
peace, and accept science's premise that the external world does exist and accept religion's 
premise that the non-physical does exist and move on from there just as religion and science do 
within their own field's of study. 

With this willingness to accept its limitations, philosophy would find itself in a position to support 
three basic premises: I/you/multiplicity of individuality exists. The physical/action/process exists. 
The non-physical/the whole/singularity exists. 

♦:♦ 

The point: This work is the product of a philosophical acceptance of reason's inability to establish 
unequivocal proofs. The result is clearly a rational, clearly a reasonable, clearly a demonstration 
not only that we exist but that we exist for a reason. 
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33. George Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831) - Ql: What is knowledge? 

... His aim was to construct an entirely comprehensive system of knowledge about 
reality. 

S: A comprehensive model/system of knowledge about reality must encompass all knowledge to 
be 'entirely' comprehensive. Such a system requires the creation of knowledge to remain as 
knowledge in some form or other. Within a system of 'entirety' knowledge must be timeless. 

But is it possible to develop an 'entirely comprehensive' system of knowledge within the limits of 
a physical existence. The answer is: No, for if knowledge is an innate characteristic of the 
physical, then as elements of the physical are destroyed and replaced by other elements of the 
physical , so to is the knowledge which is the innate characteristic of that element of the physical 
destroyed and replaced with other innate characteristic elements of knowledge. 

The question then becomes: Is it possible to develop a model of reality where knowledge is 
retained both as 'the whole of knowledge' and as 'multiplicity of knowledge generated by the 
multiplicity of individuality' . 

Hegel suggests that 'knowledge as a whole', absolute consciousness' exists. However, the process 
of folding all kowledge into a form of singularity/totality/summation/the whole may resolve the 
mathematical issue regarding 'the whole' but such a process eliminates some forms of knowledge 
just as surely does the concept that knowledge is an innate characteristic of physical. The 
knowledge that is lost in the process of creating 'absolute consciousness' is the knowledge of 
one's self. 

To retain knowledge, to prevent knowledge from dissipating, dissolving, being lost, the system has 
no choice but to incorporate three elements into its model. Singularity /the whole of knowing must 
be incorporated into the model as Hegel suggests, the multiplicity/individuality of knowing must 
be incorporated into the model as Hegel rejects, and the physical from which new knowing 
emerges must be incorporated into the model as Hegel again rejects. 

Aristotle's metaphysical system of Cartesianism accepts the physical but does not incorporate the 
whole of knowing nor the individuality of knowing. Hegel's metaphysical system of non- 
Cartesianism accepts the whole of knowing but does not incorporate the physical from which the 
new knowing emerges nor the individuality of knowing. 

The new metaphysical perception of symbiotic panentheism, 'being' being 'Being, Cartesianism 
operating within non-Cartesainism is a viable model which incorporates the validity of all three 
elements regarding what we perceive we know of knowledge. Symbiotic panentheism 
incorporates: the singularity/the whole of knowing, the multiplicity/individuality of knowing, and 
the source of new knowing/the abstract within the physical. In addition, symbiotic panentheism 
does one other thing no other Western metaphysical model does and that is to incorporate into its 
dynamics not only the existence of nothingness but a functionality for nothingness. As such the 
new model supercedes, by the definition of Ockham's Razor, both the Cartesianism and non- 
Cartesianism. 

The point: Knowledge exists as a part of existence itself. Knowledge is abstractual/non-physical 
in nature but finds one source of its emergence being the physical. What is knowledge? 
Knowledge is an existence but as such exists only through the means of knowing, through an 
entity capable of knowing. Knowledge is the noun, knowing is the verb, and knowing is the entity 
doing the knowing of knowledge. This work examines the details of the metaphysical model: the 
individual acting within God, 'knowing' knowing 'Knowing' . This work examines the issues 
regarding the existence of knowledge itself. 
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33. George Wilhelm Hegel (1770-1831) - Q2: Why is the individual important? 

... Hegel held that reality must be rational. The multiplicity of things is an illusion, for 
they are all part of a singularity or unity. This "absolute consciousness" contains 
everything that is knowable, or that can be experienced. 

S: If the whole is the summation of all knowledge then the elements which provide the means by 
which 'summation', 'absolute consciousness', comes into being, has importance to the whole, to 
summation, to 'absolute consciousness'... 

But the question of concern to ourselves/the individual actually is not: Why is the individual 
important? Rather the question is: Why is the individual important to itself? To exist 'for' a 
different existence than one's self and then dissolve into non-existence is a drastic form of 
nihilism. Such a form of existence does not provide much of a motive to expend the energy and 
effort that the burden of living a 'moral' life requires. 

One cannot deny the concept that living a moral life, living a responsible life, fulfilling one's 
function/purpose in life is at times a high energy and difficult task requiring tremendous effort. 
One cannot deny that living a life of 'wine, women/men, and song' is a much more carefree, 
happy go lucky, living for the moment type of life. 

Responsibility is at times an awesome burden for the individual to shoulder. If the individual has 
no function/purpose for existing, if the individual is simply an existence in the moment but in the 
blink of an eye dissipates into non-existence, then the act of being responsible becomes in fact 
simply and strikingly an act of pure lunacy. 

Any metaphysical model which describes the individual as unimportant or describes the individual 
as simply here to day and gone tomorrow does nothing short of creating the nihilism of 
individuality, does nothing short of reducing the significance of the individual to the level of 
complete insignificance. 

One of the many problems associated with both the Aristotelian Cartesian model of reality and the 
Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesian model of reality is that both models reduce the significance of the 
individual to pure and absolute insignificance. The Aristotelian model of Cartesainism reduces the 
individual to insignificance through reducing the individual to a limited existence defined by time 
and the Kant/Hegelian model of non-Cartesainism reduces the individual to insignificance through 
reducing the individual to limited existence defined by the existence of only an 'absolute 
consciousness' and no multiplicity of individuality/the individual's existence exists in a timeless 
fashion. 

It is only the model of symbiotic panentheism, which incorporates Hegel's concept of 'absolute 
spirit' as a part of the system, Aristotle's absolute physical existence as a part of the system, 
individuality as a part of the system, and 

nothingness as a part of the system, and then demonstrates the functionality/dynamics each plays 
as an intricate part of the system, symbiosis. 

♦:♦ 

The point: The significance of the individual cannot simply be 'granted' the status of being a 
principle of a metaphysical model of reality. Simply saying it is so does not make it so. A 
metaphysical model has little option but make the statement and then support such a statement 
through observable, believable, and reasonable means. All three means, scientific, religious, and 
philosophical, must enter the arguments supporting any metaphysical model if the model is not to 
become nihilistic in some form or other. Is a nihilistic system possible? Absolutely, but a nihilistic 
system is not a very reasonable perception 
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34. Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) - Ql: What is truth? 

... Kierkegaard distinguished between two types of truth: objective and subjective. 

S: How can there be two types of truths? Truth is truth. There may be different quantities of first 
truths (See Volume I, Tractate 2: The Error of Aristotle, Resolving the Problem of Cartesianism) 
but it is in the quantity and relative position of truths, one to another, which is relative not the very 
existence of 'truth' itself. Granted we may not be able to state unequivocally that a truth is in fact 
a truth for we cannot even unequivocally state there is an existence of existence itself. We can, 
however, define truth as best we can and move on from that point in our efforts to define reality. 

Science takes such an approach, religion takes such an approach, and there is no reason 
philosophy should not take such an approach. In fact when the three - science, religion, and 
philosophy - work in cooperation to define truth through consensus, cooperation, and mutual 
compromise, they must all three take such an approach. 

The remaining two perceptual tools immediately regard truth defined by any single perceptual tool 
-observation/science, faith/religion, and reason/philosophy - suspiciously. Perceptual tools 
generate their own infrastructure, support groups, vested interests, authority figures, academic 
facilities, governmental agencies, sponsors, and individual followers. 

As such, one cannot expect any perceptual tool to relinquish their status, viability, or power base, 
to any of the other two perceptual tools. It is only through teamwork between the three that truths 
will finally be defined as fundamental truths. It is only through establishment of a 1 st truth for 
religion - God/the whole exists, a 1 st truth for science - the universe/the physical exists, and a 1 st 
truth for philosophy - you and I/individuality exists, that we will be able to gain the full 
cooperation between all three of our perceptual tools. 

The process of developing three 1 st truths has been fully explored within Volume I, Tractate 2. 



Religious 
1 st truth 
• 

The whole/Singularity 
God 
Exists 



Scientifically 



1 st truth 



The physical/action/process 
The Universe 
Exists 



Abstraction The Physical 




Philosophically 
1 st truth 
• 

I/you/multiplicity 
Individuality 

Exists 



Abstraction within the Physical 



The point: Truth exists as best as we are able to determine and each field of study - philosophy, 
science, and religion - acknowledge what they in particular define as truths. The point of 
contention between the three is where the opposition to cooperate lies. The problem as to how to 
resolve the issue regarding which 1 st truth is in fact 1 st truth has been explored and resolved in the 
dialect regarding Aristotle, Tractate 2. The process lies in the development of what is called 
'relativistic first truths' 
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34. Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) - Q2: What is morality? 

...Given the limits on our ability to discern what are, in absolute terms, objective 
truths, we should instead embrace subjective truths. It is more important, according to 
Kierkegaard, how we believe something, rather than what we believe. Most 
importantly, are we acting in an authentic or inauthentic manner? 

S: What is morality if not truth? What is morality based upon if not truth? To base morality simply 
upon what it is we 'believe' to be truth is to generate a form of fleeting morality. 

On the other hand, to base morality upon any foundation and then to believe in it unequivocally, to 
embrace a morality unquestionably, is to create a foundation of behavior that will crumble with 
the introduction of any significant contradicting observations, significant contradicting competing 
beliefs, or significant contradicting reasonable arguments. 

The "how', unequivocal acceptance, creates an unstable moral foundation for an intelligent, 
reasoning, observant, believing entity such as ourselves. 

But if one does not base morality upon what it is one believes, than just what does one base 
morality upon.? It is not being suggested that one should not base morality upon what it is one 
believes. It is being stated that one cannot base morality 'simply' upon what it is one believes for 
to do so is to develop no morality at all. To build a fleeting morality is not morality but rather a 
fleeting morality is nothing other than the establishment of rules by which one accomplishes one's 
personal goals, ambitions, and desires. 

Morality to be rational, reasonable, universal, truth based, lasting has no choice but to be based 
upon what it is we believe 'and' what it is we observe 'and' what it is we reason. Morality based 
simply upon believability, measurability, or reasonability is a fleeting concept, which becomes 
replaced through turmoil, violence, abuse, . . . 

Many would argue there is no such thing as an unbiased morality, there is no such thing as a 
morality generated without underlying ulterior motives. We may not have experienced such a 
morality, we may never have seen a universal philosophy, but that does not mean such a concept 
does not exist nor does it mean we cannot generated such a concept. 

In fact this work does just that. This work has developed an unbiased foundation for morality and 
the means of doing so have been briefly summarized in the Introduction to Volume II: A New 
Tool for Conflict Resolution. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Morality is a guideline for behavior. Religious morality is a guideline for behavior 
based upon religious beliefs. Scientific morality is a guideline for behavior based upon scientific 
observations. Philosophical morality is a guideline for behavior based upon rational arguments. 
None of these forms of behaviors are stable forms of morality. All these forms of morality not 
only find themselves competing with contradicting moralities existing outside their own field of 
study - science, religion, and philosophy - but competing with contradicting moralities being 
generated within various disciplines of study. Morality is a guideline for behavior based upon our 
perception of reality and our function/purpose for existing within that reality. The only form of 
morality capable of long-term stability is a morality emerging from a interdisciplinary effort on 
the part of science, religion, and philosophy. If we wish to develop a stable form of morality we 
will have no choice but to unite the efforts of our three perceptual tools: science, religion, and 
philosophy. This is not an impossible task, but it, like all tasks and journeys, begins with the first 
step and this work is just that: The first step. 
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35. The American & British Idealists - Ql: What is our function within society, 

35. The American & British Idealists - Q2: , and why? 

... In the 19 th century, the study of idealism continued to prosper. 

S: Idealism originates from a region of 'ideas', 'perceptions', 'truths', 'principles', 'reason', 
'values', 'judgments', 'hopes', 'dreams', 'emotion', ... 



Idealism emerges from an active state of abstractionism. 



Religious 
1 st truth 
• 

The whole/Singularity 
God 

Exists 



Scientifically 



1 st truth 



The physical/action/process 
The Universe 
Exists 



□ 



A. 



□ 




Philosophically 
1 st truth 
• 

I/you/multiplicity 
Individuality 

Exists 



Abstraction The Physical 



Abstraction within the Physical 



The society to which the question, What is our function within society and why? refers is not 'just' 
our society, human society, but societies found anywhere within the galaxy which are composed 
of 'knowing' beings governed by the laws of 'free will' be they entities confined within 'physical 
bodies' or be they entities unconstrained by the physical itself. In fact the question applies to all 
entities governed by the laws of free will be they found in our galaxy, our universe, or the whole 
of abstractual existence. 

The function of the individual within the model presented, symbiotic panentheism, becomes 
defined, as altruistic/abstractual in nature for the individual exists to 'create' newness through the 
process of 'becoming' . The entity, which 'became' then enters the whole as a unique entity of 
experiencing which in turn expands the potential number of permutations of awareness open to the 
whole of knowing as well as the potential number of permutations of awareness open to each 
individual entity of knowing. In essence eternal recurrence is avoided as the secondary issue 
confronting both the metaphysical model of Cartesianism and the metaphysical model of non- 
Cartesianism. 

If eternal recurrence is the secondary issue confronting both the metaphysical model of 
Cartesianism and the metaphysical model of non-Cartesianism, then what is the primary issue 
confronting these two metaphysical models? 



Continued on next page. . . 
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35. The American & British Idealists - Ql: What is our function within society, 

35. The American & British Idealists - Q2: , and why? 



Cartesianism: 



Scientifically 



1 st truth 



The physical/action/process 
The Universe 
Exists 






Philosophically 




1 st truth 




I/you/multiplicity 




Individuality 




Physically Exists 



Generates the perception of a nihilistic existence, insignificance for existing, for the individual, for 
you, for the T . 

Non-Cartesianism: 



Singularity 

The Absolute Spirit 

Absolute 
Consciousness 



Abstraction 



Generates the perception of a nihilistic existence, insignificance for existing, for the individual, for 
you, for the T . 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is only the metaphysical model of Cartesianism located within and powering non- 
Cartesianism which eliminates the nihilistic existence of the individual, eliminates the 
insignificance of the individual. It is only the model of symbiotic panentheism which defines three 
truths, establishes three relativistic 1 st truths, satisfies the primary needs of all three - science, 
religion, and philosophy - simultaneously, clearly details the difference between active action and 
passive action, clearly details the difference between singularity and multiplicity, clearly details 
the concept of 'nothingness' and the function of 'nothingness', demonstrates three new fields of 
metaphysics - metaphysical engineering, practical metaphysics, and theoretical metaphysics, 
while establishing a totally new realm of exploration: the realm that lies beyond the summation of 
the physical, the abstract, and nothingness. 
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36. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) & John Stuart Mill (1806-1873): Utilitarianism - Ql: 

Why the individual important? 

... the "utility" of an idea as a guide to its intrinsic merit. 

. . . What are the consequences of certain types of behavior? What are the positives, and 
what are the negatives? Those actions that extend human happiness - as opposed to 
those, which prevent human unhappiness - are deemed the most utilitarian. 

... Because a society consists of individuals, those actions which increase the 
happiness of the greatest number is considered to be the most beneficial. However, this 
did not mean that there should exist a "tyranny of the majority." Every individual has 
the right to choose their own lifestyle, as well as possessing freedom of thought and 
action. The state could only legitimately intervene in curtailing this freedom if the 
freedom of other individuals was threatened. 

S: Again the question becomes: 'But why?' Why is individual 'happiness' important? If the 
individual has no significance than surely the happiness of one individual over that of another 
individual has no particular merit. 

And does happiness, pleasure and the lack of pain, supercede altruistic/idealistic endeavors that 
cause one to undergo pain and forego pleasure. 

The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism would concur with the concept regarding the 
'right' of the individual to travel life unimpeded by others. The difference between symbiotic 
panentheism and utilitarianism, however, is that utilitarianism lacked the fundamental 
understanding regarding 'why' such a concept is valid and lacked the fundamental understanding 
that one cannot gauge the rights of the majority as a simple numbers game. Symbiotic 
panentheism on the other hand fully defines, illustrates, and explains the model from which the 
concept of individual 'rights' to travel unimpeded emerge, defines the rationale regarding the 
'reason' such rights exist, and outlines the first two rules of morality and their sequential order of 
priority. 

In short the model of symbiotic panentheism does not exist in a vacuum of intuitive 'belief but 
rather emerges from a wellspring of scientific concepts, religious commitments, and philosophical 
dialectics. 

But what of the concept that one can measure the merit of an idea using the instrument of 'utility' ? 
To suggest one idea is of greater intrinsic value than another idea is to suggest that ideas are not 
abstractual in nature but rather innate characteristics of the physical and thus capable of being 
assessed in terms of their application at any point in history. Such a concept suggests 'ideas' are 
not timeless, do not exist in their own realm of reality, but rather suggests ideas are simply 
byproducts of the physical to be used by the physical. The net result of such action is ultimately a 
reintroduction of all philosophical, scientific, and religious past arguments supporting monism 
over the arguments supporting dualism. Such an action ultimately reintroduces all the past acts, 
which initiated and instigated the violent confrontations between the monists and the dualists. 

The point: If the concept of judging an idea is based upon its utilitarian characteristic, then what 
becomes of ideas that have no perceived utilitarian purpose such as string theory, complexity 
theory, chaos theory, topology, . . . ? What are we to say regarding actions which do not appear to 
'give'/generate any form of happiness or pleasure such as justice, altruistic acts, selfless acts, 
principled acts, . . .? Are such fields of study and such forms of action to be discarded in favor of 
the short-term goal of '...live for the moment?' The new metaphysical model presented within this 
work provides the rationale regarding why we should reject physical utilitarianism as our long- 
term goal. 
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36. Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) & John Stuart Mill (1806-1873): Utilitarianism - Q2: 

What is morality? 

... Mill understood that "pure" or "idealistic" utilitarianism was unrealistic. Hence, he 
proposed a secondary form of utilitarianism. A set of moral rules, decided upon 
collectively, would provide a reasonable (but always revisable) guide to our moral 
decisions 

... However, Mill was mindful of the abuses of state power. In his book On Liberty, he 
clearly states that "The only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over 
any member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. " 

S: A categorical imperative is a universal 'law'/definition succinctly detailing universal morality. 

Universal morality is not action which applies to 'a' human being, nor is universal morality action 
which applies to humanity. Universal morality is a definition of action/behavior, which applies to 
all humans, all of humanity, all entities governed by the laws of free will be they within our 
personal universe or be they in other universes. 

Mill had a general intuitive sense of what the first categorical imperative was. It would appear 
from the statements above that the first categorical imperative for a 'utilitarian' would be to seek 
happiness and pleasure. Such is not the case, however. 

The first categorical imperative that emerges from Mill's intuitive thinking was an act of 
responsibility to others: 

The 1st categorical imperative: To protect the 'right' of the individual entity, entities 
governed by the laws of free will, to travel life unimpaired by the actions of others. 

Or as Mill indicated: "The only purpose for which power can be rightfully exercised over any 
member of a civilized community, against his will, is to prevent harm to others. " 

The second categorical imperative becomes an act of responsibility to one's self: 

The 2 nd categorical imperative: To travel life as one's self. 

The full metaphysical dialectic detailing the concept of the two categorical imperatives as well as 
detailing the order of priority of the two categorical imperatives is found within Volume I, The 
Error of Kant: Resolving the Problem of Universal Ethics. 

Intuitively Mill understood that "pure" or "idealistic" utilitarianism was unrealistic', but 
Mill did not understand why this was so. Mill lacked a metaphysical model, which would explain 
the function/role of 'utilitarianism' within the physical as it applied to the abstractual region 
within which the physical existed. The model of symbiotic panentheism in fact details how it is 
that a 'pure', an 'idealistic' utilitarianism is realistic as best we, limited humans, are able to 
implement. Utilitarianism is the ultimate means by which happiness and pleasure within a timeless 
existence becomes the ultimate goal of the individual as opposed to happiness and pleasure of the 
flesh, happiness and pleasure within the limited scope of physical existence. 

The point: The model of symbiotic panentheism completely embraces the concept of 
Utilitarianism but not physical Utilitarianism but rather altruistic/abstractual Utilitarianism. It is 
the long-term ramifications of abstractual/timeless existence that the individual must consider not 
the short-term ramification of physical/finite time existence. 
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37. Fredrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) - Ql: What is our function within society? 

Like Kierkegaard, Nietzsche was also deeply concerned with the plight of the individual 
within a social setting. How are we to act? Are we to be part of the herd, or can we live 
independently? 

... How can we act in an authentic manner? Civilization - according to Nietzsche - was 
guilty of indoctrination. Habits and customs are substituted for true individualistic 
independence. 




Abstraction The Physical Abstraction within the Physical 

demonstrates that the physical aspect of the individual is found within the physical and as such the 
physical aspect of the individual is limited/mortal in terms of existence. The model also 
demonstrates that the abstractual aspect of the individual is found within the abstract and as such 
the abstractual aspect of the individual is timeless/immortal in terms of existence. 

As such our physical aspect is secondary in terms of our personal long-term considerations as to 
our functionality. Our function in existence is oriented towards what it is impacts us in the long- 
term. The model clearly demonstrates that in the long-term we impact the whole. The question 
then becomes: How do we as individuals impact the whole of abstractual existence? We impact 
the whole in two ways: 

1. We impact the whole as individuals. 

2. We impact the whole as a group. 

The second means by which we impact the whole is in actuality a summation of individual actions 
found within society. Summation of action is our responsibility because we are a part of that 
summation of action. We, therefore, are responsible for society's actions because we as a part of 
society 'allow' such actions to occur either through our direct participation or through our 
acceding to society's action through our inaction. Either way, direct action or passive 
acquiescence, we are responsible. Our function within society therefore is to take responsibility for 
our actions. 

The point: One of our primary functions within society it to take responsibility for our actions. 
We, each and everyone of us, assign our own function to society and we, each and everyone of us, 
are responsible for those actions be they in the form of individual action or summation of social 
action. 
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37. Fredrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) - Q2: What is truth? 

1. ... We surrender our autonomy for the comforts of slogans and propaganda. 
Nietzsche rejected traditional values - both social and religious - and was committed to 
restoring the deep and passionate instincts of our nature. 

2. ... We attach ourselves to organized religions, according to Nietzsche, because we 
have become cowards. Values, codes of behavior, morality: these are illusions. 

3. ... We have no certainties, and the belief that we do or could acquire them is a cage 
we choose to live inside. 

4. ... Because of his austere and nihilistic outlook, many consider Nietzsche to be 
outside the realm of proper philosophy. 

S: Taking the items in reverse order: 

4. Nietzsche was not outside the realm of proper philosophy. Nietzsche in fact was meeting the 
intended purpose of philosophy 'head on' which is more than we can say of philosophy both in his 
day and today. Philosophy has no choice but to address the three questions: Where are 
we/individuals? What are we/individuals? Why do we/individuals exist? To not address these 
three questions in an 'austere' and pointed fashion is to lose track of the questions through rhetoric 
in an attempt to give the illusion of tackling the questions which haunt each and every individual 
at some point in their life. 

3. We have certainties in life, at least we have certainties as best we able to deduce, and that type 
of deduction is the best we can do. That type of deduction, developing certainties, as best we are 
capable, is the only form of deductive certainty we have. We may not be certain we will be alive 
tomorrow but we can be certain, at least as certain as any form of certainty can be established, that 
there is such a thing as 'existence' in one form or another, and we can be certain that we, the 
individual, are a part of that existence. Likewise we can be certain that the physical universe exists 
and we can be certain the 'whole' exists. These three concepts, certainties, 'truths', are the 
cornerstone of the metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism. 

2. We attach ourselves to organized religion for the same reason we attach ourselves to organized 
science and organized philosophy. We have three means of developing perceptions, we have 
reason represented by its dominate subject area - philosophy, we have observation represented by 
its dominate subject area - science, and we have faith represented by its dominate subject area - 
religion. Religion, representing faith, being one of three dominate means of perceiving reality is 
therefore a logical area for us as individuals and as a specie to become attached. 

1 . Presently we may. . . surrender our autonomy for the comforts of slogans and propaganda. But 

it is time to reconsider such acts and begin to embrace our autonomy through the act of 'reason' . 
The process of doing so is not through the abolishment of religion, science, or philosophy, but 
rather through the process of uniting the three. 

Religion, science, and philosophy have never in the past formed a cohesive model of reality 
acceptable to all three. The process of doing so is a process of building a universal philosophy, 
universal morality, universal ethics, . . . 

♦:♦ 

The point: We can reach a consensus regarding our purpose for existing. The greatest obstacle in 
the path to doing so is making the decision to do so. 
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38. Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism - Ql: 
What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Early in the 20 th century, logic and mathematics began to gain prominence within the 
field of philosophy. ... The purity of their approach had enormous repercussions. ... 
They rejected metaphysical speculation. What the "formal system" couldn't synthesize, 
it rejected. ... Like science, it offered philosophy a chance to move beyond the never- 
ending debates that dominated its history, and to make "progress" in our knowledge. 

If the statement cannot be verified, it is meaningless. 

S: What the system couldn't 'synthesize' . . . But the system 'synthesized' abstractually unique 
entities over and over and over. The system generated billions of entities governed by the laws of 
free will. The system may have been physical but the physical acted as the 'wrap' of the 
abstractual. The physical acted as the means by which 'virgin consciousness'/abstraction, as the 
noun, experienced. The physical was in fact what this particular form of abstraction used as its 
very means of moving from being 'virgin' to being unique in its perceptual form. 

For our form of abstractual existence, our purpose is to develop uniquely as 'distinct entities of 
individuality' . Our function in existence is not to be 'the physical' for our existence is 
immeasurable in the physical sense. No one of us is capable of being reproduced, never has been 
reproduced, never will be reproduced. We are more unique one from the other in our abstractual 
being than each snowflake is different from another snowflake. 

It may be possible in the future for science to 'duplicate' the genetic configuration of 'a' particular 
individual but even perfect duplication of the genetic structure of 'a' particular individual is a long 
way off. Granted we are on the verge of cloning but cloning is a 'close' reproduction' not 'perfect' 
reproduction of 'a' particular genetic configuration. 

Exact replication of the abstractual perceptual configuration composing each unique individual on 
the other hand is beyond our comprehension at this point in time and for the foreseeable future, if 
not forever. In fact the philosophical implications of 'abstractual cloning' leads to as many 
interesting philosophical questions as does the fundamental question: Do I exist? 

If our purpose is to develop uniquely as an individual abstractual entity then what is the meaning 
of such a task? In short what is the meaning of life in light of such a perception. Symbiotic 
panentheism demonstrates that we are to develop uniquely as an individual abstractual entity 
because, for entities governed by the laws of free will, our purpose for existing is to 'grow' the 
whole. We, individuals, are to grow the whole through a process that allows each individual to do 
so uniquely. Our uniqueness is a part of the whole, which, due to of each of us being unique, does 
not become subjugated to 'eternal recurrence'. The meaning of life for the entity governed by the 
laws of free will is to be the means by which the whole avoids permanent equilibrium/stagnation 
and by which the whole avoids decay. 

Since we cannot produce 'an outside' to the universe, we may not be able to verify the existence 
of 'an outside' to the universe. Since we cannot produce 'a universe', we may not be able to verify 
the very existence of the universe. Since we cannot produce/duplicate 'an' individual, we may not 
be able to verify the existence of individuality. Be that as it may, reason tells us we, the universe, 
and a 'beyond the universe'/metaphysics exists. Faith in our belief that we, the universe, and a 
'beyond the universe'/metaphysics exist leads us to continue to ask the questions: Where are 
we/individuality? What are we/individuality? And Why do we/individuality exist? 

The point: Being governed by the laws of free will, we, individual humans, individuals governed 
by the laws of free will, have a choice as to what it is we will make of the whole itself, make of the 
region we will enter as a form of timeless existence existing in the whole of timelessness itself. 
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38. Logic and Mathematical Foundations: Logical Positivism - Q2: 
What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

... Metaphysics draws some of its inspiration from abstract speculation. We make 
educated guesses. We make observations. We formulate a hypothesis to demonstrate a 
"truth." The principle of "verifiability" is almost entirely absent from metaphysics. 

S: The concept of 'verification' becomes a semantic issue. To suggest we 'verify' through 
physical measurement when we cannot determine if the physical exists is a contradiction of 
perceptual 'truths'. 

We can 'verify' the physical through what we call 'physical means'. We can verify what it is we 
'see'/' observe'/' sense' through our five senses/ through physical means but we cannot verify 
whether such observations are 'real' in the physical sense or abstractual sense. We know we 
physically sense pain and we know we are aware of pain when it occurs but do we feel pain if our 
'consciousness' is absent? The question goes back to the philosophical concept: If a tree falls in 
the woods and nobody is there to hear it, does the falling tree make a noise. 

Reason would tell us the tree did make noise even if no one was there to hear the sound. We are 
fairly confident of our reasoning since we are fairly confident that the physical exists and since the 
physical exists that the physical adheres to the laws of physics. We cannot verify the fact the tree 
made a noise. One may suggest we can in fact verify the tree makes a noise by 'recording' the 
sound. But 'recording' the sound effects of a falling tree is in essence the same as 'being' there for 
the machine is a product of manipulating the physical with the presumption of a physical event 
occurring. 

The point is that we accept 'physical verification' through observation. Why then do we regard 
'verification' of reason and 'verification' of faith to be 'substandard' forms of verification when 
they emerge from the same stringent scrutiny as observation? 

'Purpose' and 'meaning', when referring to the physical cell structure of mitochondria is 'verified' 
by 'physical observation'. 'Purpose' and 'meaning', when referring to the abstractual concept of 
life, as in the purpose and meaning of life, is by definition abstractual in nature and as such should 
be 'verified' by the abstractual concept of 'reason' . To suggest abstractual concepts are not 
verifiable through reason because abstractual reasoning is not a form of 'real' verification is no 
different than one suggesting physical concepts are not verifiable through physical observation 
because physical observation is not a form of 'real' verification 

The advocates of the Cartesian/physical model of reality and the advocates of the non- 
Cartesian/abstractual model of reality have been at odds with each other for a long time. The 
argument of either/or continues with the concept of physical verification being the only means of 
verification. The resolution to the two models of reality will never end without an alternative 
metaphysical model being suggested. 

Symbiotic panentheism/the Cartesian located within the non-Cartesian; the Cartesian powering the 
non-Cartesian is just such a model. In fact it is a model which establishes the reality of both the 
physical and the abstract while detailing how it is the two together provide the necessary logic to 
explain the meaning and purpose of life both in the physical form and the abstractual form. 

The point: The meaning and purpose of life can be logically explained both in terms of physical 
existence and abstractual existence through the new metaphysical perception of the individual 
acting within God, symbiotic panentheism, and, at this point in time, only through the 
metaphysical perception of the individual acting within God, symbiotic panentheism. 
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39. Karl Popper (1902-1994) -Ql: Do we exist and why? 

An interesting rejection of the purity of logical positivism was put forward by Karl 
Popper. Unlike the greatest proponents of logical positivism, Popper believed that even 
verificationism - the foundation of logical positivism - was itself an illusion. According 
to Popper, even a scientific fact isn't absolute. It is a hypothesis only. 

S: There are four questions being asked here not one as it appears and there is only one way to 
answer the question wherein a consensus of opinion can be reached. It becomes obvious that any 
other answer will simply lead to an impasse between science, religion, and philosophy, which is 
impossible to overcome. 

The four questions are: 

1 . Do we physically exist? 

2. Do we abstractually exist? 

3. Why do we physically exist? 

4. Why do we abstractually exist? 

Questions 3 and 4 might better be phrased as: 

Why would we exist in a physical form? 
Why would we exist in an abstractual form? 

Cartesians, those who believe reality is the physical and that the abstract is simply an illusion that 
is an innate characteristic of the physical, have never been able to answers the four questions to 
the satisfaction of the non-Cartesians, those who believe reality is the abstract and that the 
physical is simply an illusion that is an innate characteristic of the abstract and vice versa. 

With the two opponents, the Cartesians and the non-Cartesians, facing off, there is no possible 
resolution to the debate other than a fusion of the two. Such a model of reality has been examined 
in great depth and detail throughout the three volumes of this work, The War and Peace of a New 
Metaphysical Perception, as well as in the first trilogy: You and I Together Have a Purpose in 
Reality. 

Within the framework of the new metaphysical perception being put forward by this work, the 
questions and answers then become: 

Do we physically exist? Yes we physically exist. 

Do we abstractually exist? Yes we abstractually exist. 

Why would we exist in a physical form? We exist in a physical form because it is 

only through experiencing the physical that our particular type of unique abstractual 

emergence can develop. 
Why would we exist in an abstractual form? We exist in the abstractual form because it is 

only through unique individual entities of experiencing/awareness of unique 

experiencing, that the whole can avoid two of the three forms of existence: decay and 

permanent equilibrium/stagnation/eternal recurrence. 

♦:♦ 

The point: It is possible to rationalize a reasonable understanding regarding the very concept of 
individuality/multiplicity existing, being a 'truth' and it is possible to rationalize a reasonable 
understanding regarding 'why' the existence of multiplicity/individuality is a functional necessity 
to the whole. The means of accomplishing such a task lies in a slight modification of the 
technique Hegel introduced: Thesis, Antithesis, and Synthesis. (See Tractate 7: The Error of 
Hegel, Resolving the Problem of Non-Cartesianism. 



380 



Conclusion - The Peer Review 



39. Karl Popper (1902-1994) - Q2: Do we posses free will, or 

are our actions determined? 

... A scientific hypothesis is true only until it can be proved false. By continually 
applying the principle of "falsifiabilty", we gradually attain a more accurate picture of 
reality. 

S: Again there are four questions being asked here not one as it appears and there again is only one 
way to answer the question wherein a consensus of opinion can be reached and again it becomes 
obvious that any other answer will simply lead to an impasse between philosophy, science, and 
religion, which becomes impossible to overcome. 

The four questions are: 

1. Do we physically exist? 

2. Do we abstractually exist? 

3. Are our actions determined? 

4. Do we possess free will? 

Questions 3 and 4 in this case initiate two questions of their own. In essence we now have six 
questions: 

5. If our actions are determined why would the whole of reality need this to be the 

case? 

6. If we possess free will why would the whole of reality need this to be the case? 

Again, Cartesians, those who believe reality is the physical and that the abstract is simply an 
illusion that is an innate characteristic of the physical, have never been able to answers the six 
questions to the satisfaction of the non-Cartesians, who in turn believe reality is the abstract and 
that the physical is simply an illusion that is an innate characteristic of the abstract. 

And again we have no option but to suggest: With the two opponents, the Cartesians and the non- 
Cartesians, facing off, there is no possible resolution to the debate other than a fusion of the two. 
Such a model of reality has been examined in great depth and detail throughout the three volumes 
of this work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, as well as in the first trilogy: 
You and I Together Have a Purpose in Reality. 

Within the framework of the new metaphysical perception being put forward by this work, the 
questions and answers then become: 

1 . Do we physically exist? Yes we physically exist. 

2. Do we abstractually exist? Yes we abstractually exist. 

3. Are our actions determined? Some of our actions are determined. 

4. Do we possess free will? Yes we possess free will. 

5. If our actions are determined why would the whole of reality need this to be the case? 

To exist experience purely/uninfluenced by unlimited abstractual existence 'to be' a 
unique emergint entity must exists where unlimited abstractual existence does not 
exist. The physical is such a 'region' . The physical in its purity of being the physical 
is, in itself, void abstractual characteristics and thus capable of being a 'region' 
where virgin abstraction can emerge untainted and emerge as truly unique, emerge as 
itself. 

The point: 6. If we possess free will why would the whole of reality need this to be the case? To 
emerge from 'virgin' awareness into being uniquely individualistic in our personal abstractual 
existence, we, by definition, have no choice but to emerge abstractually through the process of 
free will or by definition we do not emerge as 'ourselves' but rather emerge as 'someone else's 
self. 



381 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



40. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) - Ql: What is knowledge? 

Analytic philosophy took many forms. The logical positivism of philosophers ... was 
quickly succeeded by another variation: the analysis of language. ... Unlike the logical 
positivists, Wittgenstein felt that most philosophical problems were not genuine 
problems at all. They resulted from a confusion of language. 

S: The problem the field of philosophy has is that it perceives its problems are 'philosophical 
problems'. 'Philosophical problems did not emerge from philosophy. Philosophical problems 
emerge as haunting issues, emerge as issues that haunt our specie, emerge as issues that haunt the 
individual. It was philosophy, the act of reason, which was created as a process of removing the 
emotions of the situation, preconceived 'beliefs', and preexisting biases, and replacing such 
preexisting forms of primal preconditioning with pure reason. 

Philosophy has attempted to immerse itself in the purity of reason but when it did so philosophy 
was confronted with a dilemma it has not been able to resolve. Philosophy confronted the issue of 
'proving through reason' that 'existence itself, being in the passive sense, was in fact 'a' 'real' 
concept. In essence philosophy found itself perplexed at formulating a process by which it could 
use reason as its fundamental tool of developing perceptual models. 

Philosophy has never moved beyond this point and as such philosophy has never developed the 
answers to the twelve questions it was created to resolve. (See introduction Ql.) 

Philosophy had but to look towards religion and later towards science to understand how to 
resolve the issue. Philosophy had but to implement the principle that although we do not 'know' 
anything to be a 'fact'/an absolute, we can define what we perceive to be 'facts' and move on from 
there until we can show our premises regarding what is a 'fact' to be a false perception since our 
new perception better meets the new knowledge we have regarding existence. 

If philosophy followed the process science and religion use to answer the questions which face 
them, what fundamental principles would philosophy put into play? 

Cartesianism would suggest the fundamental 'fact'/knowledge with which to begin would be: The 
physical exists. The physical T may not exist, the physical 'you' may not exist, but at a minimum, 
the whole of the physical exists. 

Non-Cartesianism would suggest the fundamental 'fact'/knowledge with which to begin would be: 
The abstract exists. The abstractual 'I may not exist, the abstractual 'you' may not exist, but at a 
minimum the whole of abstraction exists. 

Cartesianism found within and powering non-Cartesian, symbiotic panentheism, the very 
existence of the individual acting within God being would suggest the fundamental 
'facts '/knowledge with which to begin would be: The physical T'/'being' exists. The abstractual 
T/'being' exists. The physical 'you'/'beings' exist. The abstractual 'you'/'beings' exist. The 
whole of the physical/action - process/reality/be/ng - verb of action exists. The whole of the 
abstraction/God exists. The existence of existence/being in the passive sense exists. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Until philosophy is willing to resolve its fundamental dilemma regarding the difference 
between 'proving absolutes' and accepting principles to be 'temporary absolutes', philosophy will 
never overcome the problem Wittgenstein identified as: 

. . .most philosophical problems were not genuine problems at all. They resulted from a 
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confusion of language 
40. Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951) - Q2: Is there a difference between 

'appearance' and 'reality'? 

... Much of the confusion we have about truth and reality, according to Wittgenstein, 
is due to our poor understanding of language. The absence of precision in how we 
formulate statements is the problem, for these distort our perceptions of reality. But are 
subjective statements - statements that cannot be verified empirically - worthless? 

.... We use "language games" to communicate with each other. 

S: Games, be they children games or 'language games', are not what comprise the serious study 
of science and religion nor should 'games' be the foundation comprising the serious study of 
philosophy, yet that is exactly the state within which we find philosophy immersed. 

When a metaphysician declares their life's work is the study of 'what lies beyond' the universe, 
the general demeanor of other philosophers is 'how quaint'. When a philosopher declares 'a' truth 
to be 'I exist.' the immediate response is 'How do you know you exist?' 

We as philosophers do not take anything seriously. We as philosophers would rather spar with our 
fellow academics than to take our own subject area seriously. We compensate for the vacuum a 
lack of a foundation creates regarding the seriousness of our subject area, of our work, creating 
what appears to be an 'appearance,' with highbrow banter. 

We do not acknowledge the significance our work has in regards to human behavior in terms of 
the individual, in terms of our societies, in terms of our specie, and soon to come - in terms of our 
near neighbors in space. 

The lack of confidence we have in our subject area, reason/philosophy, leaves our fellow humans 
swirling in an eddy of confusing perceptions regarding the twelve questions: 

What is existence? What is the purpose and meaning of life? 

Do we exist, and why? Why is the individual important? 

What is reality? What is our function within society? 

What can we know? 

Is there a difference between "appearance" and "reality"? 

What is knowledge? Do we possess free will, or are our actions determined? 

What is truth? What is morality? 

and we philosophers are responsible for the resultant social confusion which overwhelms the very 
id of our fellow travelers through life: our neighbors, our children, our very selves. 

♦:♦ 

The point: Science accepts its basic premises and moves on from those principles until it finds 
such principles to be 'false'. Philosophy should do the same. Resolving the age old seemingly 
irresolvable conflict between the Cartesian and the non-Cartesian advocates is the place to begin 
and it is the metaphysical model presented in this work which can do just that. 

Resolving the debate between the two opponents, the Cartesians and the non-Cartesians, each of 
whom profess their model of reality to be 'reality' and their opponents position to be simply an 
'appearance' of reality would allow us to formulate three new fields of philosophy, metaphysics in 
particular: Practical Metaphysics, Metaphysical Engineering, and Theoretical Metaphysics. We 
have a responsibility in life, one of which is to take our field of study seriously since 
it/philosophy/reason is the dominant representative of our third form of perpetual development. 
We as individuals and as a specie have a very limited number of perceptual tools with which to 
work. We, the professionals, the thinkers, are being irresponsible to the whole/singularity/God 
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itself not to mention being irresponsible to ourselves and other forms of 

multiplicity /individuality/' beings' if we do not take our work, take philosophy, seriously. 
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Symbiotic Panentheism: A Brief Overview - Ql: Do we exist and why? 

Q2: What is reality? 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts 
of present-day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow 
symbiotic panentheism takes when integrated with the most generally accepted concepts 
held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic 
components by only one of the three fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face 
concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to the general logic flow to cause a 
perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the individual. 



The whole/God and Panentheism 

1. Reality exists 

2. The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "The whole/God." 

3. The whole/God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in The whole/God, 
including our known reality. 

4. The whole/God is bigger than reality. 

5. The whole/God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original 
knowledge. 

6. The whole/God is omniscient; it knows how to create more knowledge. It 
cannot create new, creative, untainted knowledge within itself. 

7. The whole/God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. 
Panentheism accepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while 
at the same time acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience by recognizing the whole/Gods ability to become even more so. 



The individual/'being' and Symbiosis 

1. Humankind exists. 

2. Humankind exists in the universe, in "reality." 

3. The essence of the individual is neither the body nor the brain. 

4. The essence of the individual is the individual/'being'. 

5. The individual/'being', being within reality, which in turn is within The 
whole/God, is a part of The whole/God. 

6. The individual is not the whole/God. 

7. The individual is a part of the whole/God. 

8. Reality separates the individual from the whole/God and lies between the 
individual and the whole/God. 

9. Humankind, the individual/'being' s, are creative and can experience. 

10. The individual/'being' separated from direct contact with The whole/God can 
create and experience untainted by the whole/Gods knowledge. 

11. The individual/' being's can learn and grow. 

12. The whole/God can learn through the journey of the individual/'being's. 

Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human 
species, the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of the whole/God and 
given an importance to the whole/God. Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the 
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individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the individual/'being' in a symbiotic 
relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with the whole/God. 

Human Significance 

1. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its 
behavior. 

2. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of 
our behavior. 

3. Predestination relieves us of responsibility. 

4. Free will raises our level of responsibility. 

5. A level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free 
will to assist the whole/God in the one thing the whole/God cannot do as the 
whole/God - grow. 

6. The individual/'being' being a part of the whole/God but separated from 
the whole/God (being non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, non-omnipotent) 
has the ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from the whole/God. 

7. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help the 
whole/God, ourselves, become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human 
significance now becomes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes 
defined as significant for it becomes significant beyond human needs. Human 
significance now becomes significant to the whole/God Itself. 



Social Ramifications 



1. The essence of all individuals is the individual/'being'. 

2. The essence of all individuals is a part of the whole/God, a piece of the 
whole/God. 

3. All individuals are important to the whole/God and deserve to be treated as such. 

4. The individual/'being', a piece of the whole/God, is important to and 
needed by the whole/God. 

5. The individual, a piece of the whole/God, deserves to be treated with the respect 
due the whole/God. 

6. All individuals are equally important. 

7. The individual, the whole/God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 



Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems 
and perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most 
fundamental hierarchical system created by humankind for humankind - the hierarchy 
system created between the whole/God and humans. It eliminates the status levels 
between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not destroy what humanity has; it adds to 
what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the significance of the whole/God to 
the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the individual and of the 
species to this one way concept of the whole/God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a 
philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for 
humanity, for the individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to the 
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whole/God. Under symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see that the whole/God grows. 
We have the free will to determine the direction the whole/God grows. This is truly an 
awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity 
will rise to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, 
families, and individuals could use more human, humane, altruistic compassion in their 
journeys. To begin to understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism 
and their treatment of the three most universally accepted characteristics of the 
whole/God: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 



Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to the whole/God. According to atheism, 
the whole/God does not exist and the whole/God as an entity has no knowledge. 
Pantheism enlarges the whole/Gods knowledge base over atheism. Under pantheism, the 
whole/God and reality are one and the same size. The whole/God has size and the 
whole/God has knowledge. However, the knowledge has limits. The whole/God is 
limited to the knowledge found within the universe, whatever that size may be. Classical 
or traditional theism enlarges the whole/Gods knowledge base over pantheism. Classical 
and traditional theism, however, hold that the whole/God knows everything that has been 
known, is known or could be known. This places limits on the whole/God. Since the 
whole/God knows everything, it closes the door on the possibility of knowing what could 
be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what The 
whole/God knows. But whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the 
concept of omniscience and leaves the whole/God in a state of permanent equilibrium, 
panentheism goes on to expand the whole/Gods possible knowledge base through 
accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - even 
for the whole/God. Panentheism applies the concept regarding the growth of knowledge 
to the whole/God. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete 
characteristic of omniscience to the whole/God, for it is the only theism to assign the 
knowledge of how the whole/God gains more knowledge, grows. 



Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no whole/God. Since The whole/God 
has no size, It has no power. The whole/God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies the 
whole/Gods power over the perception of atheism. Within pantheism, the whole/God and 
reality are one. The whole/God has all the power of our universe and no more, for that is 
all there is. Calssical and traditional theisms suggest the whole/God is greater in size than 
physical reality, it follows that the whole/Gods power is greater than what pantheism 
professes. Classical or traditional theism again increases the whole/Gods power by stating 
that the whole/God is all-powerful; however, it limits the whole/Gods power to that of its 
total power. Under classical and traditional theism, the whole/God is all-powerful but is 
limited, for it is not powerful enough to become more powerful. 

Panentheism magnifies the whole/Gods power above all theistic perceptions through 
incorporating the concept that if The whole/God is truly all powerful, then the whole/God 
has the power to use Its knowledge to become even more so. This is not a factor tied to a 
location in time, for time most probably is a factor of universes and physical realities - 
not the whole/God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end 
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concepts built into universes. Panentheism suggests the whole/God, by definition, has no 
characteristic concept of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns 
the complete characteristic of omnipotence to the whole/God, for panentheism assigns the 
ability and power of the whole/God to gain more knowledge. 



Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no whole/God, the whole/God 
is omnipresent, the whole/God is infinitely small, and its nothingness can be found 
everywhere. The whole/Gods absence is everywhere. This is clearly the smallest possible 
form for the whole/God. Pantheism enlarges the whole/God over atheism by suggesting 
there is one the whole/God and suggesting the whole/God physical and reality are one 
and the same size. The whole/God has size and is limited to the size of physical reality, 
whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges the 
whole/God over pantheism by stating there is one whole/God and the whole/God is 
greater in size than physical reality. Classical and traditional theism suggest the 
whole/God and physical reality are separate items from each other. The whole/God 
transcends physical reality. The whole/God is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges the whole/God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism 
purports that the whole/God is omnipresent. The whole/God incorporates everything; 
therefore, the whole/God is everything and thus, there is no place for physical reality to 
be other than within the whole/God Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns 
the complete characteristic of omnipresence to the whole/God, for it assigns not only an 
omnipresence incorporating all of our physical reality, but all realities that may exist and 
what lies beyond and between these realities. 

Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to accommodate the 
characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of the whole/God that, in turn, through 
increased awareness, expands omnipresence itself. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics twentieth century 
humanity appears to universally affix to the whole/God. Of the four theisms, only 
panentheism manages to do so. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, 
for without the "panentheism" the "symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism 
establishes a metaphysical model that accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the 
paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that 
circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we have assigned to the whole/God, a 
state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of the whole/Gods location, is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual 
and behavioral shifts for our specie, society, the environment, and the individual. 
Understanding the differences between the four basic perceptions of a causative force 
(atheism, pantheism, classical or traditional theism, and panentheism) allows us to move 
forward and begin the examination of symbiotic panentheism in particular. 

The whole/God 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions 
around the whole/God. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our 
knowledge, always conceptualized a form of the whole/God in some sense. Is the 
whole/God the originator of physical reality? The original force? The source of the 
beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to identify: 
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either there is a whole/God, an originator, an original force, a source of a beginning, or 
there is not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation at this 
point in time that we cannot directly rationalize and support through observation having a 
beginning, an origination, and that is the whole of physical reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except 
reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, then physical reality must also have an 
identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, Creator. Another way of expressing this is 
that all things in reality appear to be affected by time and thus, it is most probable that 
physical reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, most probably has a beginning 
and an end. 

The second option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The 
second option is the premise that physical reality itself is different from everything within 
it and has no origination, has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that an 
originator of the physical is illogical. This thought process would allow one to reject the 
inference to which all of our observations point. It would allow one to conclude and 
embrace the direct opposite inference that there is no originator of physical reality. 
Physical reality has always existed. 

The premise that physical reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating 
force, that there is a whole to physical reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of 
direct observations and logic. The premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no 
creative originating force, is supported by nothing we have observed. Is the concept of 
physical reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure in our 
minds is "possible" but not probable. 

Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of physical reality, an 
original force, a source of the beginning, we can then move to examining consciousness, 
awareness, aware beings, individuality, and where it is the individual fits into our 
understanding of the whole of reality. The picture we have of the whole/God is still out of 
focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will gain greater resolution 
regarding our physical reality. In the meantime, keep in mind that the Creator of physical 
reality is the Creator of physical reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or 
wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through 
time and custom, drawn it to be. Rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn 
the Creator to be, through time and custom, was what we needed a Creator to be in order 
to define our niche in reality. The Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we 
needed it to be such in order to find comfort in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our 
fears regarding our perceptions of mortality. 

Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully 
accepted the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know 
how to fuse them into their doctrines. Symbiotic panentheism can help science and 
religion their perceptual problems without destroying their essences, identities or 
uniqueness. It is only under classical or traditional theism that we could assign a greater 
significance to ourselves, to our home, and to our planet over other entities and their 
homes and planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as 
knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - 
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three choices we can comprehend for the state regarding whole/God. Scientifically 
speaking, permanent equilibrium appears to be an unnatural state of being. Religiously 
speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent whole/God appears to be a 
contradiction unless it is omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent enough to become 
even more so without changing. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. Being 
tied to a whole/God that exists in a state of decline is not a preferable or advantageous 
choice to bestow upon a Creator. The only rational state of being we can comprehend for 
the whole/God is that of a growing whole/God. It is only the metaphysical model of 
symbiotic panentheism that can resolve such issues without generating paradoxical 
positions. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or damaging contributions are two possibilities that 
could exist between two identities. Understanding our significance for being within 
physical reality and to its Creator would definitely help us understand what actions we, 
humans with freewill, should take while functioning within our physical reality. Our 
actions affect not only the whole/God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the model of 
symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical 
mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation 
of our physical reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as individuals/'being's, for 
our accomplishments transcend physical reality and embrace - fuse - with the very 
essence of the whole/God. 



Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

1 . Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so 

2. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already 
exist 

3. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more 

The Creator of our physical reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined 
these paradoxes ourselves. 

We, humanity, give these paradoxes a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, 
perpetuate our irrationality into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience does not alter or call for the elimination of our rich 
history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these three paradoxes expands our view of our 
place in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of things, and our tolerance for 
uniqueness. Expansion of our present concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and 
omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down the 
foundations of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. 
Omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made 
them so. 
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Panentheism, the picture grows: 
A-theism 

Our universe, physical reality, is alone. 
Pan-theism 

Our universe, physical reality, is not alone; something else exists within it. 

Pan-en-theism 

Our universe, physical reality, is part of a greater Reality. 

Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting 
for a prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, 
"The whole/God is significant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligence's within 
realities - physical or otherwise, humanity, the individual, is significant to the 
whole/God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the 
hierarchical and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of the 
whole/God and continually contribute to the whole/Gods knowledge and awareness. We 
create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all have an awesome responsibility. 
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Postscript: 



Chaos, Complexity, and Metaphysics 



Practical Metaphysics 
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Region of Passive Complexity: 



O 




Complexity in the Passive State 

Perfection in the passive sense exists: 
The omni's in the passive state of Complexity 

1. Passive Omnipresence 

2. Passive Omnipotence 

3. Passive Omniscience 
Complexity in the Passive State is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist in the passive state of Complexity 
Determinism emerges out of constancy - passive Complexity 
Time/distance exists as an abstract functionality 'within' individual elements of 

Passive Complexity as opposed to being a universal fabric of Passive Complexity 
Passive Complexity is an open system 



Region of Chaos 







Chaos exists actively and passively 
The Physical Universe 
Time and distance exist as a universal 
fabric, an innate characteristic of matter 

and energy 
A closed 'system' limited by infinite time 

and infinite distance 
Confined within the two edges of chaos 



The Strange Attractor 



Chaos 



The Two Edges of Chaos 




Region of: 
Active Complexity 

Discussion of such a 
region is the point of 
this dialectic 
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Where is the edge of complexity? 

Why does the edge of complexity exist? 

What is innateness? 

Where is innateness? 

Why does innateness exist? 

What is metaphysics? 

Where is metaphysics? 

Why does metaphysics exist? 



Chaos/disorder, Complexity/Order, and Strange Attractors 



Terms and concepts 
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Metaphysical Systems 

Metaphysical Engineering 
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The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 
Introduction 

In Tractate 16 and Tractate 17 we established the new direction of theoretical metaphysics. 
Theoretical metaphysics, with the onset of Volumes I, II, and III of this work, now becomes the 
exploration of what this work proposes lies outside the physical universe and the exploration of 
the interrelationship such an existence has to what lies outside itself. 

Such being the case we can apply our model of metaphysics to an established field of study 
namely: Chaos and Complexity. 

As with philosophy, mathematicians perceive the problem regarding chaos and complexity to be 
either/or in nature. 

Either 

Complexity arises from chaos 

Or 

Chaos arises from complexity. 

But just as the philosophers could not come to grips with the solution to their paradox when they 
perceived the solution to be either/or in nature. Likewise mathematicians may be unable to come 
to grips with the solution to their paradox as long as they perceive the solution to be either/or in 
nature. 

It is metaphysics, which can provide the solution to the mathematical paradox regarding chaos and 
complexity. The metaphysical system of 'being' being God is a model, which can demonstrate the 
resolution to the mathematicians' paradox just as it provided a solution to the oldest of 
philosophical paradoxes. 

Because the process involves an application of metaphysics to the 'real' world we shall now 
consider the application of this metaphysical solution to the paradox regarding complexity and 
chaos to be a 'practical' utilization of metaphysics or in short, practical metaphysics. 

We shall begin by exploring the concept regarding which system is the most rational of what we 
now understand may be three options: 

1 . Complexity emerges from chaos 

2. Chaos emerges from complexity 

3. Both occur simultaneously 

As we explore the issues of which emerges from which, order emerging from chaos or chaos 
emerging from complexity, we shall begin to understand that there are not just two options nor are 
there just three options rather there are a myriad of options from which to choose. Due to the lack 
of space and time, we shall limit our precursory discussion to twenty- eight options and limit our 
in-depth discussion to four options. As we shall see, the third option of the three listed above 
emerges as the most rational of the remaining twenty-eight options, which in turn emerge in our 
precursory discussion. 

The outcome of the discussion demonstrates: Complexity/order shows itself to be indispensable to 
the system as a whole as opposed to being 'simply' a product of the whole of the system. 

Likewise, chaos/disorder shows itself to be indispensable to the system as a whole as opposed to 
being 'simply' a product of the whole of the system. 
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The understanding of the relationship regarding chaos/disorder and complexity/order, as might be 
expected, emerges from philosophical thought and in particular from metaphysical thought. 

Applying Ockham's Razor to metaphysical systems we obtain systems reduced to their simplest 
forms. Such a form, the simplest form, is the most versital model format to use when exploring a 
subject as complex as the interrelationship existing between chaos, complexity, and the whole of 
reality. 

As a preliminary step, we will examine visuals of a few metaphysical/mathematical/scientific 
systems, which could emerge from three basic components: individuality/order/active complexity, 
action/chaos/the universe, and summation/order/passive complexity. 

We will represent the three, Strange Attractors, Complexity, and Chaos, through linguistic 
symbolization and definition as follows: Complexity is divided into two forms: Passive and 
Active. Passive Complexity is defined as Complexity/order that has been established and Active 
Complexity is defined as Complexity/order that is in the process of being developed/created. 

Linguistic symbolization: Definitions: 

1. The Strange Attractor - The 'seat'/soul/nucleus of Active Complexity 

2. Active Complexity - 'being' n: individuality emerging 

3. Chaos - being vb - active: The Universe, action, Process/reality, the region 
within which creation, development takes place 

4. Passive Complexity - 'being' n: Individuality complete 

5. Complexity/Order - God n: summation, totality, the whole 

6. Existence - being vb - passive: the state of being 

At this point, a few words regarding Active Complexity are critical to the discussion. Active 
Complexity can be classified into two distinct types: 

Active complexity of active action: 
Active complexity of passive action: 

Active complexity of active action is the manifestation of a pattern established by a 
strange attractor (knowing in nature) through the forces of free will/choice. 
Active complexity of passive action is the manifestation of a pattern established by a 
strange attractor (knowing and/or unknowing in nature) through the forces of 
determinism/no choice. 

Distinguishing between these two forms of Active Complexity leads to intuitively obvious 
conclusions in and of themselves. As such these intuitive conclusions will not be addressed within 
this dialectic. The full examination of such intuitive conclusions can be found within Volumes I, 
II, and III of this work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception. 

It may help to use charts to define linguistic symbolizations in relationship to religious, scientific, 
mathematical, and philosophical perceptions. The purpose of such charts is to help those with 
religious, scientific, or philosophical leanings to better understand the discussion. 
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The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 
The linguistic symbolization charts would appear as: 



Complexity 



Complexity 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


'B' 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


The Universal Set* 
The plane of the circle 
Complexity 


Science 


The universe and what it is the Universe 
lies within 


Complexity 


The whole of Reality 


Philosophy 


The whole of existence 


Metaphysics 


God - noun 


Epistemology 


'Knowing' - noun: 
Summation of knowledge 


Religion 


God 


* Universal in this scenario refers to the whole of all that exists as opposed to 
the whole of the physical universe 
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Complexity 



Active Complexity 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


'b' 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


an element of . . . 
Inside the circle 
Complexity 


Science 


System/Life Form/Entity/. . . emerging 


Complexity 


Pattern developing caused by the 
Strange Attractor 


Philosophy 


The whole of the individual entity 


Metaphysics 


'meta. . . ' inward beyond the 
physical 


Epistemology 


'being' and/or 'knowing' - noun 
A segment of knowledge emerging 


Religion 


Individual creation of an element 
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Complexity 



Passive Complexity 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


'B' - 'b' 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


an element of . . . 
Outside the circle 
Complexity 


Science 


System/Life Form/Entity/. . .complete 


Complexity 


Pattern developed by the 
Strange Attractor 


Philosophy 


The whole of the individual entity 


Metaphysics 


'meta...' outward 'beyond' the 
physical 


Epistemology 


'being' and/or 'knowing' - noun 
A segment of knowledge complete 


Religion 


Individually created element 
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Chaos 



Verb of action 



Subject Area 


Term 


Mathematics: 


b (italicized, not in quotation marks) 


Set Theory 

Geometry 

Chaos 


Interaction 

The Process of creating the circle 


Science 


The universe location where the 
developmental process of 
'being'/multiplicity/individuality can occur 

Chaos 


Philosophy 


Action/process/reality 


Metaphysics 


physics' - being - verb of action 


Epistemology 


knowing - the act of knowing 


Religion 


Interaction which occurs between 
God, creation, and Humans/individuals 
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No Chaos 
No Complexity 





Passive verb 


- state of being 




Subject Area 




Term 




Mathematics: 




b (not italicized, not in quotations marks) 


Set Theory 
Geometry 


{ } the set 
The circle itself 


No Chaos 

No Complexity 






Science 




The boundary 








No Chaos 

No Complexity 


Philosophy 




The boundary of Action/process/reality 


Metaphysics 


being - verb - 


- state of being 


Epistemology 


knowing - the potential to know 


Religion 




Existence lacking any form of action(s) 
and/or interaction (s) which occurs 
between God and Humans/individuals 
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The analysis, which follows, is an examination of individuality/the strange attractor and its 
relationship to the whole as well as the whole to individuality/the strange attractor.. We will not be 
discussing Gods'/the whole's/summation's significance to God/the whole/summation. In essence 
we will be examining the internal dynamics of metaphysical systems rather than the external 
dynamics of such systems. 

We begin by establishing three potential components for a metaphysical system. Having done that 
we will examine a few potential systems that could emerge from these three components. 



Regarding Metaphysical Systems 

Applying metaphysical system model building to science and mathematics is the process of 
moving forward with what theoretical metaphysics establishes. 

Theoretical metaphysics brings to the building site of model construction, the materials with 
which the metaphysical engineer begins the construction of the model itself. 

As such, let us examine the building materials which theoretical metaphysics has put before us. 
Once we have taken this step, let's examine some of the potential models of reality metaphysical 
engineering could construct from the components of strange attractors, complexity, and chaos. 

Since a relatively large number of models will be presented, we will examine only four in detail. 
We will then take the final model and put it into non-technical language, generalizations. 



Preliminary 

As a preliminary, we will examine visuals of a few metaphysical systems, which could emerge 
from three basic components: individuality/strange attractors, action/chaos, and 
summation/complexity 

We will represent the three through linguistic symbolization and definition as follows: 
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Linguistic Symbolization: Definitions: 



Mathematically 



Metaphysical Components 



Scientifically 



4. 
5. 
3. 
4. 



'b' 
b 

'B' 
b 



'being' n: Individuality 

being vb:: Active action, Process/reality 

God n: The Whole 

being vb: The state of existence 



The Strange Attractor 
Chaos 

Complexity /Order 
The state of existing 



It must be said at this point that there appears to be four metaphysical components not three 
metaphysical components as previously suggested. The fourth component is the initial point/base 
assumption from which this discourse originates. The base assumption, the original premise, the 
initial point from which this discourse originates is: 

One or more of the first three metaphysical components do in fact exist. Metaphysical 
component #4, existence, exists. Existence is 'the' premise of this discourse. At a 
minimum, without the existence of, at the very least, passive existence, discussion of any 
topic becomes a mute activity. 

What is the strange attractor? Within The metaphysical model being suggested there are two forms 
of strange attractors we presently comprehend. 

Type 1: Strange attractors lacking knowing of abstraction 

Type 2: Strange attractors knowing abstraction 

Type 1 strange attractors known to us and the patterns they establish are confined within a 
space/time/matter/energy universal fabric. Such a fabric is found within our physical universe 

Type 2 strange attractors known to us, strange attractors of knowing, emerge fully patterned from 
the confines of physical reality, become confined within the 'greater' boundaries of the abstract. 

Both the Type 1, non-knowing/deterministic, strange attractors and the Type 2 , knowing, strange 
attractors find an interesting analogy to the nucleus around which a snowflake or a raindrop form. 

Type 2 strange attractors are the type of strange attractor to which we can best relate. We are 
intuitively most familiar with Type 2 strange attractors and the patterns they establish, originate, 
within a region of chaos, the physical universe, because each individual human/knowing entity 
originates from a strange attractor of knowing. In addition we are capable of knowing complexity 
patterns whose strange attractors may or may not be composed of knowing because we find our 
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knowing to be centered within complexity pattern of physicality called a human body and human 
brain. 

We do not 'know' what the strange attractor of non-knowing is even though we are within such a 
region. It is because we are a strange attractor of knowing that we do not 'know' the strange 
attractor of non-knowing. Will we ever be capable of knowing a non-knowing strange attractor? 
Perhaps after all our strange attractor based upon knowing builds its pattern using the non- 
knowing, the physical, as its source of chaos material from which we build our abstractual patterns 
of complexity. 

It is the abstractual world of chaos and complexity with which this work, The War and Peace of a 
New Metaphysical Perception, dealt. Such a world is philosophically labeled as metaphysics. The 
abstractual world is a world within which the physical is located and in turn it is the physical 
within which the abstract is created. Metaphysically the model is labeled the being of 'being' 
being God. Graphically the model appears as: 
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The Passivity of the 
System 



Location of 

Type 1 Passive Abstractual 
Complexity 
(Abstractual complexity 
already generated) 



Location of 



Type 1 Active Abstractual 
Complexity 
(Abstractual complexity being 
generated within the physical) 




Location of 
Space/time/matter/energy 
The physical universe 
Chaos - the building material for 
Complexity formation 



Location of 

Type 1 Active Physical 
Complexity emerging 
(Abstractual complexity 
being generated within the 
physical) 
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The dynamics 
of the system 



< 






► * ] 



The region of passive complexity is considered passive not because it has no dynamic 
consciousness rather it is considered passive because no new abstractual knowing is created within 
the region void the universe/universes/devices capable of generating 'new perception'. The region 
of passive abstractual complexity would in essence be the epitome of Nietzsche's eternal 
recurrence if it were not for regions of chaos within which original complexity could emerge. 

A more complex version of the model demonstrating the dynamics of the system itself becomes: 
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Passive State 



Location of 

Type 1 Passive Complexity 
(Abstractual complexity 
already generated) 



Location of 



Type 1 Active Abstractual 
Complexity and Active 
Physical Complexity 
(Complexity being 
generated) 




( "omplated 
passive elements' 
of complexity 



Location of 
Space/time/matter/energy 
The physical universe 
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The understanding as to how there can be a region of chaos existing within a region of no chaos 
while not existing within the region of chaos is fully addressed within Volume I, Tractates 6 and 
Volume II, Tractate 10 of this work. 



Within such a model, complexity becomes dependent upon chaos for its avoidance of eternal 
recurrence and chaos becomes dependent upon complexity for it emergence from nothingness 
through the principle of symmetry.. The full dialectic of such a process is discussed within 
Volume II, Tractate 10: The Error of Heidegger. 



Since this is a dialectic of metaphysics much of the work is left in a linguistic metaphysical format 
but the initiation for the discussion of the interrelationship of chaos and complexity are begun with 
the introduction of terms such as: strange attractor, chaos, complexity, passive complexity, active 
complexity, edge of chaos, edge of complicity, etc within Part I: Metaphysical Systems - Potential 
Models.. 

In addition, this dialectic deals specifically with strange attractors of knowing with free will/choice 
as opposed to non-knowing strange attractors governed by laws and principles and strange 
attractors of knowing governed by determinism. The understanding regarding the 
interrelationships and function of the three types of strange attractors is essential to understanding 
both the interrelationships and the roles of chaos and complexity one to the other. The 
interrelationship and function of strange attractors with free will within regions of chaos and 
complexity is of primary concern to 'higher order life forms', ourselves included, since, 
philosophically speaking, such an understanding addresses the three fundamental philosophical 
questions: 

Where are we? 
What are we? 
Why do we exist? 

The issue regarding the validity of the concept of free will is not what is addressed within this 
discourse. The issue regarding the validity of free will is examined in great detail throughout the 
work: The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, and in particular within Volume I, 
Tractate 3: The Error of Boethius 



403 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



1. Metaphysical Systems - Potential Models 
Metaphysical Concepts: 

Mi't jphyticjl Concept - I 



The Mjlcrijk: 
Yiiii; 'bring', Individtulity 



'being' 
• 

The 

Strange Attractor 



Metaphysial Concept • 2 



Unive r*o: bring - *clion, 

i'jim-s- ti'jlily 




being (italics) 
Chaos 



Strange attractor 



I if M ,(!..■ (1,1 1 >. 

You: 'being', lndividu*l>/y 

t magnified} 



'being' 



The 

Strange Attractor 



I lii' M Jlcri jU: 
>'v\, J heiMfi\ Individuality 

imagnifttJ agiin) 




'being' 



The 

Strange Attractor 



'being' 
• 

Complexity 

specifically 
Active Complexity 



Noun 

being 

(italics) 
(quotation marks) 
• 

Chaos 



Chaos, Complexity, 
and 
Metaphysics 



Verb 
being 
state of being 
(no italics) 
(no quotation marks) 
• 

The 
Edge of Chaos 
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Metaphysical Concept - 3 



I he Whole: 'Being', 
summation, totality 



The Whole of 
Complexity 
which includes 
Chaos and Nothingness 




Chaos, Complexity, 
and 
Metaphysics 



Noun 
Being - being 
The whole of complexity 
minus active complexity 
Passive Complexity 
• 

(no italics) 
(no quotation marks) 



Verb 
being 
state of being 
(no italics) 
(no quotation marks) 
• 

The 

Edge of Complexity 



Metaphysical Systems 1 - 28: 



Systems limited to one metaphysical concept of 
singularity: 



System - 1 



The Material: 
'being' 

Mathematically 
' being' 
• 

The Strange Attractor is 



The System: 
'being' is 



System - 2 



The Material: 

being 
Mathematically 
being 
• 

Chaos is 




The System: 
being - action, 
Process/reality is 



System - 3 




he Material: 




'Being' 




Mathematically 




' Being' 






• 




Complexity is 








The System: 






'Being' is 
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Systems limited to two metaphysical concepts of 
singularity: 



Svstem • \ 



The Materials: 

'being', being 

The Strange Attractor 
separate from Chaos 




The System: 
'being' separate from 

being 



System - 5 



I he Materials: 
'being', Being 

The Strange Attractor 
separate from Complexity 



The System: 
'being' separate from 
'Being' 



System - 6 



I he Materials: 
being, 'Being' 

Chaos separate from 
Complexity 



0 



The System: 
being separate from 
'Being' 



Svstem 



Svstem • 8 



Svstem • 9 



The Materials: 




The Materials: 




'being', being 




'being', 'Being' 


The Strange Attractor 




The Strange Attractor 


within 




within Complexity 


Chaos 










0 
















• 




The System: 




The System: 




'being' being 




'being' 'Being' 





The Materials: 
being, 'Being' 

Chaos within 
Complexity 



0 



The System: 
being 'Being' 
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SyMe m • 10 



System • II 



System • 12 



The Materiats: 
'being', bfing 

Chaos within 
The Strange Attractor 



The System: 
i'ctff^ 'being' 



I he Materials: 
'being'. Being 

Complexity within 
The Strange Attractor 



The System; 
'Being' 'being' 



The Materials: 

being, 'Being' 

Complexity within 
Chaos 



I he System: 
'Being' being 



Systems limited to three metaphysical concepts of 
singularity: 



S»»tcm • n 



The Materials: 
'being*, being, 'Being' 



o 



The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 

Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 



The System: 
'being', separate from 
toting separate from 
'Being' 



407 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



The Strange Attractor 
Found within 

Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 

Syslem - 1 1 



'I' he Materials-: 
'heing', being, 'Bei.n.g' 



The System.: 
■"■being'' being separate 
from 'Being' 



System - 16 



The Materials: 

■"being. 1 ', being, 'Being 1, 



o 



The System: 
being separate from 
'being' 'Being' 

Chaos 
Separate from 
The Strange Attractor 
Found within 
Complexity 



The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 

Chaos 
Found within 
Complexity 

System -IF* 



'the Materials: 

'toeing', being, 'Bein^' 



O 



The System.; 
'being'' separate from 
being 'Being' 



Sys te rti - 17 



The Materials; 
J being'„ being, 'Being' 




The System: 
being 'being' separate 
from J Being' 

- Chaos 

Found within 
The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 
Complexity 
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System - 18 

1 he Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 




The System: 
'being' separate from 
'Being' being 



System - 19 

I he Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



o 



a 



The System: 
being separate from 
'Being' 'being' 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor 
Separate from 
Complexity 
Found within 
Chaos 





The System: 








Chaos 








Separate from 








Complexity 








Found within 






The Strange Attractor 



System • 20 



Svstem - 21 



Svstem - 22 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 
'Being' 




The System: 
'being' separate from 
'Being' - within being 



The Strange 

Attractor 
Separate from 
Complexity 
• 

Found within 
Chaos 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 




The System: 
being separate from 
'Being' - within 'being' 



Chaos 
Separate from 
Complexity 
• 

Found within 
The Strange 
Attractor 



The Materials: 
'being', being 




The System: 
'being' separate from 
being - within 'Being' 



The Strange 

Attractor 
Separate from 
Chaos 
• 

Found within 
Complexity 



409 



The War & Peace of a New Ontological Perception 



The System: 



Complexity 
Found Within 

Chaos 
Found within 
The Strange Attractor 

System - 23 



The System: 



Chaos 
Found Within 
Complexity 
Found within 
The Strange Attractor 

System - 21 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor 
Found Within 
Complexity 
Found within 
Chaos 

System - 25 



I he Materials: I he Materials: I he Materials: 

'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 'Being' 'being', being, 'Being' 




The System: The System: The System: 

'Being' being 'being' being 'Being' 'being' 'being' 'Being' being 



Svstcm - 26 



System • 27 



Svstem - 28 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



© 



The System: 
'Being' 'being' bring 



The System: 



Complexity 
Found Within 
The Strange Attractor 
Found within 
Chaos 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



The System: 
being 'being' 'Being' 



The System: 



Chaos 
Found Within 
The Strange Attractor 
Found within 
Complexity 



The Materials: 
'being', being, 'Being' 



0 



The System: 
'being' bring 'Being' 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor 
Found Within 

Chaos 
Found within 
The Complexity 
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2. The Analysis: Application of Ockham's Razor 



Strange Attractors and Chaos 



Metaphysical Systems #7 

'being' being 

'b' - Individuality is 
being - Action, Process/reality is 
'B' - The whole is not 

'Identity': 

Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will 

exists as 'the' entity 
'being' being 
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Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 

Strange Attractors and Chaos 
Systems #7 



► 'being' being 

'b'/ihe strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity does not exist 

'Identity': Indi iduality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists as 

'the' entity 'being' being 



The System 



The Strange Attractor 
within 

Chaos 




Mathematically and Scientifically 

The individual/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists either as a 
single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 

The individual, the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will not only exists in 
the passive sense but is capable of its own action 



The system: 

'being' being - the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will within chaos - The 
strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists and creates its own unique 

pattern of knowledge 



'Identity': 

Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will 

exists as 'the' entity 
'being' being 
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Synopsis 



i. 'being' being establishes a metaphysical system. 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being) takes when examined 
against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

'being's' relationship to being - action, Process/reality 



i. Process/reality exists 

ii. Process/reality has no initiating force, causative factor 

iii. Process/reality is omnipresent; as such, everything that is, is in Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality is omnipotent. It contains all power 

v. Process/reality is omniscient. It contains all knowledge 

Knowledge 

i. Process/reality exists 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. 'being' may be Process/reality 

iv. 'being' may be 'within' but separate from Process/reality 



In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to Process/reality for there is only 'being' - what 
is and being - action, Process/reality 

'being' being, even if it is Process/reality itself, is within Process/reality for there is nowhere else 
to be. 

being - action, Process/reality, provides the understanding regarding the significance of 'being' . 
'being's' Significance 



i. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many or as singular 
individuality determines its action 

ii. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its action 
towards itself as well as towards other 'beings' 

iii. 'being' is a part of Process/reality 

iv. Within this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself as existing 

v. Within this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is to exist 



The significance of 'being' now becomes defined, 
'being's' defined significance: to exist. 
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Social Ramifications 



v. 



l. 



11. 



111. 



IV. 



The essence of all 'being' is existence. 
Continuation of existence is success. 
Termination of existence is failure 
being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 
Philosophical label: Physical Hedonism 



The metaphysical system of ('being' being) provides the logic needed to prioritize all action. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) establishes the status levels between 'beings' 
themselves, 'being's' existence takes precedence over all else including the existence of other 
'beings' 

Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being), we form an understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality. Under the 
metaphysical system of ('being' being), it is the responsibility of 'being' to manipulate action - 
Process/reality in order to extend 'being's' existence in time, in order to extend 'being's' existence 
in Process/reality. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three characteristics of being 
- action, Process/reality, within which 'being' is: 



Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) assigns a location within which the summation of 
knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of being - action, Process/reality. 



Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) implies a location within which the summation of 
power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of being - action, Process/reality. 



Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) implies a location within which the summation of 
'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, being 
-action is confined 'within' itself. 

Process/reality, being -action, is confined 'within' itself because there is 'nowhere' else to be. 



Impact Regarding 'being', individuality 

being - action, Process/reality, defines the location of 'being'. The location of 'being' is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 
'within' Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between 'being' and being - action, 
Process/reality, establishes the foundation for the examination of the metaphysical system of 
('being' being) in particular. 
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Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had no 'originator' . Reality, Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is supported 
by no observations and no logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to 
consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' However, the question is not: Is the option of 'it 
always was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: 

All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, 
Creator. Since there are only two factors involved in this metaphysical system, Process/reality 
would have to be the creator of its own 'being'. 

Assuming we accept the premise of Process/reality, action, being, being an originator, the original 
force, the source of the beginning of itself, we can then move on to examine the concept regarding 
'being', and its function within this metaphysical system. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) provides a well-structured understanding as to the 
rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 
its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The Metaphysical System of ('being' being) Establishes 

In essence, 'being' becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of 'being', which in this particular 
metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this metaphysical system 
establishes is decay. Permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state presently found 'within' 
Process/reality. Timeless growth of individuality, any individuality, contradicts what we observe 
around us. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being) offers us the 'hope' of being able to exist a 'limited' 
time. It offers us the despair of certain termination. 

As such, 'being', has no universal responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality defines actions 
'being' initiates while functioning within the concept of Process/reality, action, being. Under the 
metaphysical model of ('being' being), the annihilation of being - action, Process/reality's 
mechanism, destroys not only our 'being' but the home of 'being', destroys being - action, 
Process/reality itself. Under a metaphysical perception of ('being' being), the annihilation of 
Process/reality itself would destroy our actions, our 'accomplishments, as 'beings', for action 
exists 'within' Process/reality and without perceived Process/reality, action - being, there is no 
perceived 'being'. 
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Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is 
completed through the process of identity. And why is such a system paradoxical? It is 
paradoxical for being - action, Process/reality creates 'being', but without 'being' no action can 
take place. 



Under the Metaphysical System of ('being' being) 

i. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

ii. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

iii. There is no higher directive than 'to exist' 

'being's, individuality's main directive is physical hedonism: to exist for its own self. 
Gods , main directive is nonexistence for Gods' being is not. 



Type of System 

A Cartesian metaphysical system 
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3. The Analysis 



Chaos and Complexity 



Metaphysical Systems # 9 

being God 

'B' - The whole is 
being - Action, Process/reality is 
'b' Individuality is not 



'Identity': 
Action, process/reality/chaos 
exists as 'the' Entity 
being God 
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3. Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Chaos and Complexity 
System # 9 



-> being God 



'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will does not exist 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 



'Identity': action, process/reality exists as 'the' Entity being God 



The System 



Chaos 
within 
Complexity 




Mathematically and Scientifically 
Chaos exists either as a single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 
Chaos not only exists in the passive sense but is capable of its own action 



The system: 

being God - Chaos within the whole of complexity - Chaos exists and creates its own unique 
pattern of knowledge 



'Identity': 
Chaos 

exists as 'the' element/entity 
being God 
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Synopsis 



i. being God establishes a metaphysical system 

ii. God exist 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. being - action, Process/reality - exists 'within' Being' 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system (being God) takes when examined 
against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or philosophies. 

Gods' relationship to being - action, Process/reality 



i. Process/reality exists 

ii. Process/reality has an initiating force, causative factor 

iii. God is omnipresent; as such, everything that is in Process/reality is in God 

iv. God is omnipotent; It contains all power 

v. God is omniscient; It contains all knowledge 

Knowledge 

i. God exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. Process/reality may be God 

iv. Process/reality may be 'within' but separate from God 



In this metaphysical system, there is no 'outside' to God for there is only God - what is and being 
- action, Process/reality 

Process/reality, even if it is God itself, is 'within' God for there is nowhere else to be. 

God, provides the understanding regarding the significance of being - action, Process/reality. 



Process/reality's Significance 



i. Process/reality has no perception of itself 

ii. Process/reality is a verb as such it does not exist in and of itself 

iii. Process/reality is a verb of action 

iv. Process/reality is a part of God 

v. Within' this metaphysical system, Process/reality, action exists, period 



Within this metaphysical system, Process/reality has no ultimate goal for itself for Process/reality 
is not. Process/reality is action not 'something'. 

The significance of Process/reality now becomes defined. 

Process/reality's defined significance: Expanding God beyond the point of simple existence. 
Providing a means of action for God 
Social Ramifications 
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i. 


The essence of Process/reality is action 


ii. 


Continuation of action, Process/reality, is active existence 


iii. 


Termination of action, Process/reality, is permanent equilibrium 


iv. 


There is no higher directive than continuation of Process/reality, action 


v. 


The essence of 'being' does not exist 'within' Process/reality, action 


vi. 


All action within God is controlled by God, is God 


vii. 


'being' is simply a perceived existence established by God 


viii. 


'being', and God, are not in a hierarchical relationship to each other for all actions of 




'being' are actions of God itself 


ix. 


All hierarchical relationships derive their template from the 'being'/'Being relationship 


X. 


God generates being - action, Process/reality 


xi. 


Philosophical label: Determinism 



The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) provides the logic needed to prioritize all action. 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) establishes the status levels between 'beings' 
themselves, 'being's' existence is a 'ruse', a false perception of individuality for in truth it does 
not exist independent of God. Rather 'being' simply exists as a 'controlled aspect of Being, 
'being', individuality, is a creation of Gods' and as such all of 'being's' perceived actions are 
predetermined by God. As such, the interactions between 'beings' is but a preconceived scenario 
developed by God 

Through the metaphysical system of (being 'Being), we form an understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between God - what is and being - action, Process/reality. Under the 
metaphysical system of {being 'Being), it is the responsibility of God to manipulate action, 
Process/reality, in order to act, to function, to expand itself beyond the simple state of existing. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining three characteristics of God, 
within which being - action, Process/reality is: 



Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) assigns a location within which the summation of 
knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of God. 



Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation of 
power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of God. 



Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of {being 'Being) implies a location within which the summation of 
'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. Process/reality, being 
-action is confined 'within' God. 
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Process/reality, being -action, is confined 'within' God because there is 'nowhere' else to be. 



Impact Regarding 'being', individuality 

'being's' nonexistence initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 'within' 
Process/reality. Understanding the relationship between God and Process/reality, action - being, 
establishes the foundation for the examination of the metaphysical system of Process/reality and 
God in particular. 



Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had no 'originator' . Action, Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that being - action, Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating 
force is supported by nothing we have observed - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' 
But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to consider but rather is it the 
most logical option. 

Option 2: 

All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator, 
Creator. Since there are only two factors involved in this metaphysical system, God would have to 
be the creator of its own being - action, Process/reality. 

Assuming we accept the premise of God being an originator, the original force, the source of the 
beginning of its own being - action, Process/reality, we can then move on to examine the concept 
regarding God, and its function within this metaphysical system. 

In terms of understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Beings', there is no 
interrelationship that occurs 'between' since God is the whole, summation, totality and as such 
'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's since in this system there is only one 'whole', 
totality, summation. In terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between God and 
Gods' environment, there is none since God is the whole and thus has no environment, 'outside' 
itself, in which it is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) provides a well-structured understanding as to the 
rational interrelationships between God and its own God. 

The metaphysical system of (being 'Being) provides a well structured metaphysical system of 
(being 'Being): 

In essence, God becomes the focus. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of God, which in this particular 
metaphysical system, is the whole, totality. The rational choice this metaphysical system 
establishes: Permanent equilibrium. Timeless decay implies the end to the whole, to totality, to the 
concept of existence without time. Timeless growth contradicts what we observe around us. 
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(being 'Being) offers the understanding of 'being' not being. It offers us the understanding of 
'being' having no self-existence, self-control, independence, free will. It offers us the 
understanding regarding 'being' being a non-entity, 'being' being something other than what it 
had considered itself to be. It offers the understanding that all 'beings' will experience finality. 

Upon further examination, (being 'Being) offers us the understanding of 'being' having, in truth, 
no finality for 'being' is not. 

As such, 'being', has no universal responsibility, 'being' has no responsibility. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance within Process/reality defines actions 
'being' initiates while functioning within the metaphysical concept of (being 'Being). What are the 
initiated actions on the part of 'being' within the system of (being God)? There are none, for 
'being's' actions are not its own but rather they are the actions of God. 

Under the metaphysical model of (being 'Being), the annihilation of being - action, 
Process/reality's mechanism, destroys not only 'being' but the home of 'being', Process/reality. 
Under a metaphysical perception of (being 'Being), the annihilation of Process/reality would 
reduce God to the simple state of existence. . 

Is the metaphysical system of (being 'Being) a complete system? Yes, paradoxically it is 
completed through the process of identity. And why is such a system paradoxical? It is 
paradoxical for had being - action, Process/reality not always been a part of God, 'Being would 
have had to 'originate' being - action, Process/reality without the aid of any being - action, 
Process/reality. 

This is not to say such an event 'could not' have occurred on the other hand it may say something 
about the reality of very reality itself. This in itself presents a very interesting topic of discussion 
in terms of reality being an illusion as opposed to a 'real illusion' 

Under the metaphysical system of (being 'Being) 

i. God generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. There is no higher directive than to exist 

Gods , main directive is determinism: to exist for its own self. 

'being's, individuality's, main, directive is nonexistent for 'being's being is not 



Type of System 

A non-Cartesian metaphysical system 
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4. The Analysis 

Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
• 

Metaphysical System of Multiplicity 
As opposed To 
Systems 1-28 
Metaphysical Systems of Singularity 

'b' - Individuality is 
being - Action, Process/reality is 
'B' - The whole is 

'Identity': 

The whole/complexity, action, process/reality/haos, and Individuality/strange Attractors 

exist as the Entities 
being God separate from ' being' being 



o 
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4. Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 



System of Multiplicity 
As opposed To 
Systems of Singularity - Systems 1-28 



being God separate from 'being' being 



'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exits 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 



'Identity' through the separation of entities 
being/chaos exists as Being'/the whole of complexity 
separate from 

'being'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will existing as being/chaos 



Metaphysics of 
Multiplicity 



The Complete System 



The Strange Attractof- 
Within 
Chaos 



o* 











The whole 
Of 
Reality 


The whole 
Of 

All being/existence 


There is no 
other 
existence 



The Complete System 



Chaos 
Within 
.Complexity 




The whole 
Of 
Reality 



The whole 
Of 

All being/existence 



There is no 

other 
existence 



Chaos exists either as a single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 
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The individual/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists either as a 
single entity of individuality or multiple elements of individuality 



Chaos not only exists in the passive sense but is capable of its own action 

• 

The individual, the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will not only exists in 
the passive sense but is capable of its own action 



being God - Chaos within the whole of complexity - Chaos exists and creates its own unique 
pattern of knowledge 

'being' being - the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will within chaos - The 
strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists and creates its own unique 

pattern of knowledge 



The system: 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will does not exist 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 
• 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity does not exist 



'Identity': 
Chaos 

exists as 'the' element/entity 
being God 
• 

'Identity': 

Individuality/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will 

exists as 'the' entity 
'being' being 
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Note 

The concept of Metaphysical Multiplicity is the existence of 'a' Metaphysical 
concept, a piece of the system, existing within two wholes simultaneously - the 
duplication: Complexity and Chaos. 

The concept of Metaphysical Multiplicity is not the concept of the existence of 
"a' whole' Metaphysical system existing simultaneously. 

Such a perception takes on the appearance of rationality when it is a verb of 
action being examined, for example being - the verb. We recognize being - 
action occurring in more than one place at time. Now granted time has just been 
interjected into the equation, but one can just as readily extract time and the 
concept of multiplicity of action remains. The debate concerning the 
interconnection of time and action and the debate concerning the rationality of 
the multiplicity of action are not what is being addressed in this tractate. Such 
examinations are entirely different topics than the focus of this trilogy. 

The voluminous material, On 'being' being, is an exercise in Husserl's 
reductionism and basic Metaphysics and as such, complexity of argument must 
be set aside for a later date. 

Without setting such debate aside, the trilogy moves from being a single set of 
three books to being many multiple sets of three books. 

The perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of action may take on a sense of 
rationality but the perception of Metaphysical multiplicity of 'a' 'being' takes on 
an appearance of irrationality. 

As such, to prevent confusing the issue, we will, in this section of this chapter, 
examine the Metaphysical multiplicity of action rather than other forms of 
Metaphysical multiplicity. This in turn will lead us back to the concept of 
Metaphysical Singularity. (A little patience is needed at this point.) 

Metaphysical System of Multiplicity: 'Identity' through the separation of 
entities, 'being' being separate from being God 
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Synopsis: 



i. 'being' being separate from being God establishes a metaphysical system 

ii. 'being' exist 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. God exists 

v. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

vi. being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' God 

vii. 'being's' being - action, Process/reality exists separate from God 

viii. Gods' being exists 'outside' of, separate from 'being's' being 

ix. 'being' exists separate form God 

x. God exists separate from 'being' 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being separate from being 
God) takes when examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. 

("being' being)' 's relationship to (being God) - summation, totality 



i. 'being', individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. 'being', individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists separate from God 

v. Process/reality exists as a part of God 

vi. 'being' and God have commonality 

vii. 'being' and God find commonality in being - action, Process/reality 

viii. 'being' and God are mirror images through commonality 

Knowledge 

i. Process/reality exists 

ii. 'being' exists 

iii. God exists 

iv. 'being' may be a part of Process/reality 

v. Process/reality may be a part of God 



In this metaphysical system, there is an 'outside' to Process/reality for there is 'being' 'within' 
being - action and there is being - action, Process/reality 'within' 'Being. The two beings - 
actions, Process/realities, established by this particular metaphysical system are non-adjacent, 
separate from each. The non-adjacent characteristic created by this particular metaphysical system, 
creates the need for a void to act as a buffer between them. The purpose of such a buffer is to keep 
the two beings - actions, Process/realities separate from one another. 

'Separation' 'within' the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) 
provides the understanding regarding the significance of 'being' . 
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'being's' significance 



i. 'being' exists 'within' Process/reality 

ii. 'being' exists 'outside' God 

iii. 'being' exists separate from its 'creator' 

iv. 'being' perceives itself as 'less' than its 'creator' 

v. 'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'beings' or as 
individuality determines its action 

vi. The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its action 
towards itself as well as towards other 'beings' 

vii. 'being' perceiving itself as 'less' than, see itself as 'imperfect' 

viii. 'being' perceives other 'beings' as having varying degrees of 'imperfection' 

ix. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself as existing 

x. 'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is 'raise' itself, 'raise' other 
'beings' to the level of 'perfection'. 



The significance of 'being' now becomes defined 

'being's' defined significance: 'perfection', attaining the 'level' of God, and if that is unattainable, 
than as a minimum 'earning' the 'honor' of 'standing' next to 'perfection'. 



Social Ramifications 



i. The essence of all 'being' is existence 

ii. Elevation of existence is perceived as possible 

iii. Elevation of existence is success 

iv. Demotion of existence is failure 

v. There is no higher directive than to reach 'perfection' 

vi. God generates being - action, Process/reality; being - action, Process/reality generates 
'being' 

vii. Philosophical label: Transcendence 



The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) provides the logic needed to 
prioritize, categorize, establish a hierarchy for all action. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being) establishes the status 
levels between 'beings' themselves, 'being's' attempt to commune with God, attempt to attaining 
the 'level' of God, attempt to 'stand' 'next' to God, attempt to gain 'access' to God, takes 
precedence over all else. 

Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God), an understanding 
regarding the interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality as 
well as the interrelationship between 'being's' being and Gods' being. Under the metaphysical 
system of ('being' being separate from being God), it is the responsibility of 'being' to manipulate 
being - action, Process/reality, as well as manipulate other entities' being, manipulate other 
'beings' being - action, Process/reality in order to acquire 'perfection' for perfection is viewed as 
the 'ideal' way to 'gain access to Gods being - action, Process/reality. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how 'being' perceives Gods' 
being - action, Process/reality. As such it will help to examine three characteristics such a 
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metaphysical system could generate from the perspective of 'being' as it functions 'within' being 
- action, Process/reality. 



Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) assigns a 'location' 'within' 
which the summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of God, the 
'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. 



Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 'Being) implies a 'location' 
'within' which the summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being, 
the 'creator' of Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being' . . 



Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) implies a 'location' 'within' 
which the summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is 
confined. Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' itself. 

Now it would appear such a system would lead to the perception that 'being' is 'within' 
omnipresence itself but under such a metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being 
God) a second perception arises. Because God is perceived as 'perfect' and 'being' is perceived as 
'imperfect', 'being' finds itself in a paradoxical dilemma, 'being' is unable to rationalize 
'imperfection' being 'located' 'within' 'perfection'. As such, 'being' solves the dilemma by 
developing a model wherein 'being' is placed 'outside' of God, omnipresence. 

Since this contradictory Metaphysical perception takes on a perception of 'greater' relative worth, 
greater relative 'value', over that of the contradiction of existing 'outside' omnipresence, 
separation from omnipresence, is accepted over imperfection within perfection. 



Impact regarding 'being', individuality 

('being' being separate from being God) establishes a metaphysical model based upon separation, 
'being's' location with respect to Gods' location seems insignificant, but the subtlety leads to 
enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts. 

Gods being - action, Process/reality being separate from a portion of itself, separate from being - 
action, Process/reality, places both a portion of Process/reality and 'being' 'outside' God. As such, 
Process/reality becomes separates from, split from God. Likewise, 'being', being a portion of 
Process/reality, which is separate from God, is separate from God. With the concept of God being 
'outside', transcendent to a portion of Process/reality there emerges the rationality for respect due 
God through a concept of hierarchical relationships via relativistic perceptions. 

'being' being separate from God, rationalizes the hierarchy system between God and 'being', 
which in turn creates the impetus to establish and then to maximize social hierarchy systems of 
'being' to 'being'. 
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God becomes defined as 'the whole', as the omnipresent God existing. As such God is identified 
with Process/reality, with what lies 'outside' God, omnipresence. Thus, 'being' takes on the 
perception of 'needing' God, while God takes on the perception of not 'needing' 'being' or being 
- action, Process/reality for that matter. God takes on the perception of not needing 'being' for 
God is all present - omnipresent, all knowing - omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

'being' being separate from Gods' being, defines the location of 'being', 'being is 'outside'. The 
location of 'being' is seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and 
behavioral actions 'within' Process/reality. 



Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had no 'originator' . Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is supported 
by no observation and no logic. Is the concept of Process/reality having no beginning an option to 
consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always 
was' an option to consider but rather is it the most logical option. 

Option 2: 

All things within Process/reality, appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, 'being's' being, itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an 
originator, 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separated from being God) provides a well-structured 
understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', between 'being' and one's 
own 'being', and between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The Metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) provides something the 
Metaphysical system of ('being' being) and (being God) did not. It provides an alternative for 
'being's' location, 'being' could: 



i. remain 'inside' Process/reality 

ii. enter a 'region' between Process/reality and God 

iii. enter God 

Now two possibilities open up for 'being' . Access to Process/reality is an undeniable option for 
'being' is already there experiencing Process/reality, manipulating Process/reality. 

In fact 'being' is 'affecting' Process/reality and 'being' understands its ability to do so, to 'affect' 
Process/reality evolves from the very fact that it, 'being', understands that it exists 'within' 
Process/reality. 

At the same time, 'being' understands it does not 'affect' God for it does not lie 'within' Being'. 

With 'being;s' realization of the reasonableness regarding its ability to 'affect' Process/reality 
while not being able to 'affect' God, comes the realization of the reasonableness that 
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Process/reality most likely did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous generation does not correspond to 
the observed laws of Process/reality. 

As such, 'being' looks to God as the 'creator' of Process/reality. This generates the concept of 
God possessing the capacity for action. So it is the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate 
from God) naturally evolves into the metaphysical system of 'being' being separate from God. 

As the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) unfolds, it leads 'being' to 
the understanding of God being the 'creator' of 'being' . 

In terms of the understanding the rational interrelationships between 'Beings' there is none since 
God is the whole, totality and 'the' whole cannot interact with other 'whole's since in this system 
there is only one 'whole', totality, summation. In terms of the understanding the rational 
interrelationships between God and Gods' environment, there is none since God is the whole and 
thus has no environment, 'outside' in which it is immersed, with which it can interact. 

The metaphysical system component of the system, ('being' being separate from being 'Being), 
provides a well-structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between God and its 
own God. God is alone. God seeks interaction but only the interaction it desires to let 'into' itself. 
The rejected 'being' and being - action, Process/reality, the portion unwanted, must remain 
'outside' 

The metaphysical aspect of the system ('being' being separate from being 'Being), provides a 
well-structured understanding as to the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational 
interrelationships between 'being' and its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships 
between 'being' and 'being's' environment: 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) establishes: 

In essence, God becomes the focus, the level 'being' attempts to attain. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'relative value', 'comparison of one to another'. 
'Relative value', 'comparison of one to another', once established, permeates all of being - action, 
Process/reality. 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for the state of God. The rational choice this 
metaphysical system establishes: being - action, Process/reality 'within' which 'being' is 'located' 
is decay. On the other hand, God 'within' which being - action, Process/reality is located takes on 
the aspect of - Permanent equilibrium. 

Where then can growth be understood to be? With the understanding of Gods' omnipresence, 
omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is relegated to 'being' and as such takes on the same lack 
of significance as 'being' itself, relative to God. Therefore, just as 'being' has no significance to 
God, growth has no significance to God. 

('being' being separate from being God) offers the understanding of 'being' being 'less' than God. 
It offers the understanding of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the understanding that all 
'beings' will experience timelessness either 'within' the being - action, Process/reality located 
'outside' God, 'within' the 'location' between being - action, Process/reality 'within' God, or 
'within' God. 

As such, 'being', has one responsibility, 'being's' responsibility is to be 'with' God, gain access to 
God, gain 'entrance to God. 
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Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance found 'within' Process/reality defines 
actions 'being' initiates while functioning within the concept of Process/reality, action, being. 
Under the metaphysical model of ('being' being separate from being God), the annihilation of 
'being's' being - action, Process/reality mechanism, destroys not only 'being' but the home of 
'being', the portion of Process/reality found 'outside' God. Under a metaphysical perception of 
('being' being separate from being God), the annihilation of Process/reality would destroy actions, 
'accomplishments, of 'beings', for action exists 'within' Process/reality and without 
Process/reality, action - being, there is no perceived 'being'. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) a complete system? Yes, 
paradoxically it is completed through the process of separation. 

And why is such a system paradoxical? It is paradoxical for two reasons. 

First: It is paradoxical for being - action, Process/reality creates 'being', but without 'being' no 

action can take place. 

Second: It is paradoxical for had being - action, Process/reality not always been a part of God, 
'Being would have had to 'originate' being - action, Process/reality without the aid of any being - 
action, Process/reality. 



Under the metaphysical system of ('being' being separate from being God) 

i. God generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being 

iii. There is no higher directive than submission, obedience, compliance, capitulation, 
surrender, acquiescence, duty, conformity 



Regarding 'being' 

'being's, individuality's, main directive is 'entrance' into God by whatever means possible. 



Regarding God 

Gods main directive is transcendence: 'judgment' being the means, the being - action, 
Process/reality by which it will 'allow' 'being' to enter or not enter its self, God 



Type of System 

A Cartesian metaphysical system existing separate from a non-Cartesian metaphysical system 



432 



Metaphysical Systems 

The Analysis: 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
• 

Metaphysical Systems # 28 

'being' being God 

'b' - Individuality is 
being - Action, Process reality is 
'B' - The whole is 

Identity through union 'being' being God 
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5. Mathematically and scientifically speaking: 



Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
System #28 



-> 'being' being God 



'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will exists 
fiez'wg/chaos - action, Process reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 

Identity through union exists 'being' being God 



The System: 



The Strange Attractor- 
Found Within 

Chaos 
Found within 
Complexity 




Mathematically and Scientifically 



The strange attractor with free will and/of without free will exists within chaos, which exists 
within the whole of complexity, and the whole of the system exists either as both single 
entities of individuality as multiple elements of individuality 



The strange attractor with free will and/of without free will exists within chaos, which exists 
within the whole of complexity, and the whole of the system exists in the passive sense but is 

capable of its own action 

The system: 

'being' being God - the strange attractor with free will and/of without free will exists within 
chaos, which exists within the whole of complexity - exists and creates its own unique pattern 
of knowledge 

'b'/the strange attractor with free will and/or without free will does not exist 
being/chaos - action, Process/reality exists 
'B'/the whole of complexity exists 
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'Identity': 
Chaos 

exists as 'the' element/entity 
being God 



Synopsis 



i. 'being' being God establishes a metaphysical system 

ii. 'being' exist 

iii. being - action, Process/reality - exists 

iv. God exists 

v. 'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 

vi. being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' God 

vii. 'being' 'within' being - action, Process/reality exists 'within' God 



Abstract 

The following is the general flow the metaphysical system ('being' being God) takes when 
examined against the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, religions or 
philosophies. 

"being's Relationship to God 



i. 'being', individuality, exists 

ii. Process/reality exists 

iii. 'being', individuality exists 'within' Process/reality 

iv. Process/reality exists 'within' God 

v. 'being' exists 'within' God 

Knowledge 

i. Process/reality - action, being exists 

ii. Individuality, 'being' exists 

iii. Summation, totality, God exists 



In this metaphysical system, there is a perceived 'outside' to 'being', there is a perceived 'outside' 
to being - action Process/reality, but there is no perceived 'outside' to God. 

This metaphysical system provides no alternative to 'being's' location, 'being' is 'inside' God for 
there is 'nowhere' else to be, to go, to be sent. 

As the metaphysical system of ('being' being God) unfolds, it leads 'being' to the understanding 
of God being the 'creator' of 'being' . 

'Union' 'within' the metaphysical system of ('being' being God) provides the understanding 
regarding the significance of 'being' . 



'being's' significance 
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i. 


'being' exists 'within' Process/reality 


ii. 


'being' exists 'within' God 


iii. 


'being' perceives itself as a 'critical aspect of God, totality, summation for totality cannot 




be totality without all its parts 


iv. 


'being's' perception of itself whether as a combination of many 'beings' or as 




individuality determines its action 


v. 


The level of significance 'being' places upon itself, defines the parameters of its action 




towards itself as well as towards other 'beings' 


vi. 


'being' perceiving itself as a part, a portion of God, perceives itself as 'significant' 


vii. 


'being' perceiving other 'beings' as a part, a portion of God, perceives others as 




significant 


viii. 


'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being' perceives itself, perceives other 'beings', 




being 'significant' to God itself 



'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is accept its 'potential significance' as 
it, 'being', perceives it to be on an individual bases. As such, 'being' strives to fulfill that potential 
in its own unique, individualistic manner. 

'Within' this metaphysical system, 'being's' ultimate goal is to accept the 'potential significance' 
of other 'beings' on an individual bases. As such, 'being' strives to fulfill that potential through 
the action of granting the individual their own unique individuality, granting the individual their 
own unique uniqueness. 

The significance of 'being' now becomes defined. 

'being's' defined significance: strive to reach its own unique potential in its own unique manner. 



Social Ramifications 



i. 


The essence of all 'being' is God 


ii. 


'being' exists 'within' being - action, Process/reality 


iii. 


'being' has 'significance' 


iv. 


'being' through being - action, Process/reality understands that it has potential 




'significance', meaning, importance to God 


v. 


There is no higher directive than to pursue one's 'significance', meaning 


vi. 


God generates being - action, Process/reality; which generates 'being' 


vii. 


'being' generates being - action, Process/reality which generates 'Being 


viii. 


Philosophical label: Abstract Hedonism 


ix. 


The metaphysical system of ('being' being God) provides the logic needed to prioritize 




all action 'within' being - action, Process/reality. 



The metaphysical system of ('being' being God) establishes the rationale for the elimination of 
status levels between 'beings' themselves. The lack of a hierarchical status system between 
'being' and God provides the rationale for the elimination of all hierarchical systems 'within' 
being - action, Procdess/reality. 

Through the metaphysical system of ('being' being God), we form an understanding regarding the 
interrelationship between 'being' - what is and being - action, Process/reality as well as the 
interrelationship between 'being's' being and God. Under the metaphysical system of ('being' 
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being God), it is the responsibility of 'being' to take control of its own individual potential 
significance and to fully develop such potential significance. Under the metaphysical system of 
('being' being God) it is understood, all 'beings' are to control their own potential significance for 
no 'being' is able to understand another 'being's potential significance better than that 'being' 
itself. 

We can begin to understand this metaphysical system by examining how 'being' perceives God. 
As such it will help to examine three characteristics such a metaphysical system could generate 
from the perspective of 'being' as it functions 'within' being - action, Process/reality and God. 



Omniscience 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being God) assigns a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of knowledge is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of God, the 'creator' of 
Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. 



Omnipotence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being 'Being) implies a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of power is confined. It is confined 'within' the totality of 'Being, the 'creator' of 
Process/reality, the 'creator' of 'being'. . 
Omnipresence 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being God) implies a 'location' 'within' which the 
summation of 'location' itself, 'within' which being - action, Process/reality, is confined. 
Process/reality, being -action is confined 'within' God. 

The metaphysical system of 'being' being God establishes the ultimate form of significance to 
'being'. Within such a system, 'being' becomes a part of God and in fact adds to Gods' being. 



Impact 

'being' being God, defines the location of 'being', 'being' is 'inside'. The location of 'being' is 
seemingly insignificant, but the subtlety initiations enormous perceptual and behavioral actions 
'within' Process/reality. 



Process/reality, action, being 

At this point in time, there are two options to consider. 
Option 1: 

Process/reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination. Thus 
Process/reality had nor 'originator'. Process/reality has always existed. 

The premise that Process/reality had no beginning, had no creative originating force is supported 
by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the concept of 
Process/reality having no beginning an option to consider? Certainly it is an option to consider.' 
But the question is not: Is the option of 'it always was' an option to consider but rather is it the 
most logical option. 
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All things within Process/reality appear to have an identifiable beginning, therefore 
Process/reality, action, being itself must have an identifiable beginning and thus, an originator. 

The significance of whether option 1 or whether option 2 is correct loses it importance within the 
metaphysical system of 'being' being God. Rather, significance finds its own significance in the 
relationship that exists between both 'being', the noun, and God, the noun, through being, the 
verb, action, Process/reality itself. 

The metaphysical system of ('being' being God) provides a well-structured understanding as to 
the rational interrelationships between 'beings', to the rational interrelationships between 'being' 
and its own 'being', and to the rational interrelationships between 'being' and 'being's' 
environment: 



The Metaphysical System of ('being' being God) Establishes 
Regarding God 

In essence, 'Being becomes the focus. 



Regarding 'being' 

In essence, 'being' becomes the focus. 



Regarding being 

In essence, being - action, Process/reality becomes the means. 

'Attainment' emerges out of a perception of 'potential significance' for both 'being' as well as 
God. 'Comparisons of one to another', 'relative values' of one to the other, lose their perceived 
significance through metaphysical system of 'union' as opposed to the metaphysical system of 
'separation' . 

Growth, equilibrium, decay are three choices for both the state of 'being' and the state of God. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for 'being' is growth for being - action, 
Process/reality 'within' which 'being' is 'located provides a means by which 'being' can do just 
that, grow. 

The rational choice this metaphysical system establishes for God is growth for being - action, 
Process/reality which is located 'within' God provides a means by which God can do just that, 
grow. 

Permanent equilibrium cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 
Decay cannot be found 'within' such a metaphysical system. 

Where then is growth understood to be? With the understanding of Gods' omnipresence, 
omnipotence, and omniscience, growth is change and change is generated by 'being's' being 
within Gods' being. 
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Whether growth is a positive or negative action is relative and up to 'being' itself. Does growth 
become directed, influenced by God? That is not the question of metaphysics that is the question 
of religion, of Ontology. 

'being's' being - action is a part of Process/reality, is 'within', is a part of God and as such affects 
God through being - action, Process/reality. Likewise God containing being - action 'within' 
which 'being' can be found affects 'being' through being - action, Process/reality. 

With the concept of 'being' being 'inside' Process/reality there emerges the rationality for respect 
due God by 'being' and a respect due 'being' by God. The 'whole' cannot be 'a' whole without all 
its parts and 'a' part cannot be 'a' part without the existence of 'a' whole 

'being' being God, rationalizes a non-hierarchical system existing between God and 'being' . 
'being' being God creates the impetus to establish social systems void of hierarchical concepts. 

God becomes defined as the whole as omnipresent, 'being' existing within Process/reality, is 
identified with Process/reality, with what lies 'inside' God, omnipresence. Thus, 'being', through 
location, takes on the perception of having significance to God. Simultaneously God, through 
location, takes on the perception of having significance to 'being', being - action, Process reality 
becomes the intermediary, the means by which the mutual significance is processed. 

'being' takes on the perception of being a part, while God takes on the perception of being all 
present - omnipresent, all knowing - omniscient, and all powerful - omnipotent. 

Within such a metaphysical system, 'being' 'affects' God and 'being' understands its ability to do 
so. God evolves from the very fact that it, 'being', exists 'within' Process/reality. 
Along with 'being's' realization of the reasonableness regarding its ability to 'affect' God comes 
the realization of the reasonableness that the part of Process/reality 'within' which 'being' exists, 
most likely did not 'create' itself. Spontaneous generation does not correspond to the observed 
laws of Process/reality. 

As such, within the metaphysical system of ('being' being God) 'being' looks to God as the 
'creator' of Process/reality. This generates the concept of God possessing the capacity for action, 
Gods' being. So it is through the metaphysical system of ('being' being God), an understanding of 
'being' being one of possibly many means of being God, naturally evolves into the metaphysical 
system of 'being' being God. 

('being' being God) offers the understanding of 'being' being significant to God. It offers the 
understanding of the concept of eternal, timeless existence. It offers the understanding that all 
'beings' will experience timelessness should they 'exit' being for there is 'nowhere' else to go 
should one leave being - action, Process/reality than into God itself. 

As such, 'being', has one responsibility: to fully develop one's potential significance as best one is 
potentially able, as best one, as best 'being' sees their own individual potential to be rather than as 
developing it as 'others', other 'beings' see it to be. 

Understanding responsibilities as defined by significance through being - action, Process/reality 
which is 'within' God, initiates respect for 'beings' between 'beings', initiates respect for 'being' 
towards itself, and initiates respect for 'beings' toward their home, the environment, 
Process/reality. Within the metaphysical model of ('being' being God), the annihilation of 
'being's' being - action, Process/reality mechanism, does not destroys 'being' but rather simply 
destroys the temporary, the concept of existence immersed 'within' time, the home of 'being', 
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Process/reality itself. Within a metaphysical perception of ('being' being God), the annihilation of 
Process/reality would destroy no action, 'accomplishments, of 'beings', for future action exists 
'within' Process/reality, but past actions are not 'to be' but rather 'are' . Past actions are actions 
already taken, they exist as nouns rather than verbs. Without Process/reality, action - being, future 
actions may not occur but what actions have occurred are no longer in the Process of becoming for 
they already are. As such past actions have moved from being - action, Process/reality into being a 
part of God itself. 

Is the metaphysical system of ('being' being God) a complete system? Yes, 'being' being God is 
completed through the process of union, which in this particular system is absent paradoxes. 



Under the Metaphysical System of ('being' being God) 

i. 'being' generates being - action, Process/reality 

ii. being - action, Process/reality generates God 

iii. God generates being - action, Process/reality 

iv. being - action, Process/reality generates 'being' 

v. There is no higher directive than to maximize one's own potential significance as one 
sees it rather than as others see it 

Regarding 'being' 

'being's, individuality's, main directive is abstract hedonism: to exist for 'being's' self as well as 
for Gods self. 



Regarding God 

Gods , main directive is free will: to exist for Gods' self as well as for 'being's' self. 



Type of System 

A Cartesian metaphysical system located 'within' a non-Cartesian metaphysical system. 
A non-Cartesian system 'powered' by a Cartesian system. 
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6. Analysis for the Layman 

Metaphysical Systems #28 
'being' being God 

A Perceptual Shift for 'being' 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual shift for Humankind 
Understanding: 
Why we exist 
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6. Mathematically and scientifically speaking in terms of the layman: 

Complexity, Chaos, and Strange Attractors 
The whole, the universe, and the individual 

System #28 



The individual is divine and has a function/purpose for existing 

A Perceptual Shift for 'being'/the individual 
Symbiotic Panentheism 
A Perceptual shift for Humankind 
Understanding: 
Why we exist 



The System: 



Scientifically and 
mathematically/philosophically/religiously 

The Strange Attractor/the individual/the soul - 
Found Within 
Chaos/the universe/creation 

Found within 
Complexity/the whole/God 



In lay terms: 



The individual exists 
The universe exists 
An outside to the universe exists 
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The whole exists 



The individual, known within the field of chaos and complexity as the strange attractor with 

free will, through free will creates its own patterns through the process of 
action/living/moving through reality. Other patters can be created out of chaos through the 
process of the laws of nature, such as the laws of physics, found within the physical universe 
Such patterns, whether created with intent, through the use of free will, or created through 
the process of deterministic actions, actions obeying the laws of nature, the laws of the 
physical universe, become a part of the whole of complexity. 

The realm of chaos is inundated with patterns of complexity, inundated with order. Such 
patterns of complexity exist as unique entities in and of themselves. Such patterns exist in 
both the physical form and the abstractual form of being 'known' whether known by the 
myriad individually unique entities of knowing such as the individual human or known 
uniquely by the whole of knowing, omniscience, God which forms its own entity known 
within the field of chaos and complexity as the whole of complexity. 

The realm of the whole minus the physical universe, minus matter/energy/space/time exists 
as an abstractual form of knowing. Such a region is composed of the summation of knowing 

and when combined with the region where new knowing is developed, new complexity is 
developed, scientifically and mathematically is labeled as the 'universal set', philosophically 
labeled as the whole of existence, religiously labeled as God. 



The system: 

Scientifically and mathematically: Active complexity within chaos which exists within 
passive complexity all of which forms an active system in and of itself. 

Philosophically: Cartesianism located 'within' and acting as the 'power source' for non- 
Cartesianism 

Religiously: The soul located within the universe located within God. The soul being the 
means by which God avoids the ramifications of eternal recurrence. 



'Identity': 

The individual is a part of the whole and has a function within the whole. 



Synopsis of the Symbiotic Panentheism Series 

i. Volume I. You & I Together: Reality and Existence by Daniel J. Shepard 

ii. Volume II. In the Image of God: Free Will and Determinism by Daniel J. Shepard 

iii. Volume III. Stepping Up To God: Knowledge and Prophecy by Daniel J. Shepard 

iv. Cross Reference Guide & Index by Daniel J. Shepard & Stephen Moore 

Simply put, "symbiotic panentheism" follows the basic, most widely accepted concepts of present 
day science, religion, and philosophy. The following is the general flow symbiotic panentheism 
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takes when inte-grated with the most generally accepted concepts held by today's sciences, 
religions or philosophies. Some items are embraced as basic components by only one of the three 
fields, some by two, some by all. The bold face concepts are what symbiotic panentheism adds to 
the general logic flow to cause a perceptual shift for the future of our species, society, and the 
individual. 



God and Panentheism 



i. 


Reality exists 


ii. 


The initiating force - causative factor - of reality is "God." 


iii. 


God is omnipresent; as such, all things are in God, including our known reality 


iv. 


God is bigger than reality 


v. 


God is omnipotent; It has the power to create new, original knowledge 


vi. 


God is omniscient; It knows how to create more knowledge. It cannot create new. 




creative, untainted knowledge within Itself 


vii. 


God is omnipresent; It cannot create outside Itself. 



Symbiotic panentheism fully addresses the paradox of numbers five, six, and seven. Panentheism 
ac-cepts the concepts of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience while at the same time 
acknowledging the full significance of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience by 
recognizing God's ability to become even more so. 



The Soul and Symbiosis 



i. 


Humankind exists 


ii. 


Humankind exists in the universe, in 'reality' 


iii. 


The essence of the individual is not the body nor the brain 


iv. 


The essence of the individual is the soul 


v. 


The soul, being within reality which in turn is within God, is a part of God 


vi. 


The individual is not God 


vii. 


The individual is a part of God 


viii. 


Reality separates the individual from God and lies between the individual and God 


ix. 


Humankind, souls, are creative and can experience 


X. 


Soul separated from direct contact with God can create and experience untainted by 




God's knowledge 


xi. 


Souls can learn and grow 


xii. 


God can learn through the journey of souls. 



Under the "symbiotic" portion of symbiotic panentheism, the significance of the human species, 
the significance of the individual, is placed at the level of God and given an importance to God. 
Thus emerges the rationality for respect due to the individual. Symbiotic panentheism places the 
soul in a symbiotic relationship - a mutually beneficial, close association - with God. 



Human Significance 

i. Humanity's perceptions of itself as a species and as individuals determine its behavior 

ii. The higher the level of significance we have of ourselves, the higher the level of our 
behavior 



444 



Metaphysical Systems 



iii. Predestination relieves us of responsibility 

iv. Free will raises our level of responsibility 

v. The level of perception we can assign to ourselves is to be able to have the free will to 
assist God in the one thing God cannot do as God - grow 

vi. The soul being God but separated from God (being non-omnipresent, non-omniscient, 
non-omnipo-tent), has the ability to learn, experience, and create isolated from God 

vii. The highest level of significance we can assign to ourselves is to help God, ourselves, 
become even more omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. 

Human significance now becomes something it has never before been. Human significance now 
be-comes defined. Not only does it become defined, it now becomes defined as significant for it 
becomes signifi-cant beyond human needs. Human significance now becomes significant to God 
Itself. 



Social Ramifications 

i. The essence of all individuals is the soul 

ii. The essence of all individuals is a part of God, a piece of God 

iii. All individuals are important to God and deserve to be treated as such 

iv. The soul, a piece of God, is important to and needed by God 

v. The individual, a piece of God, deserves to be treated with the respect due to God 

vi. All individuals are equally important 

vii. The individual, God, is not in a hierarchical relationship to itself. 

Symbiotic panentheism provides the logic needed to dismantle all hierarchical systems and 
perceptions of relative worth. Symbiotic panentheism eliminates the most fundamental 
hierarchical system created by hu-mankind for humankind - the hierarchy system created between 
God and humans. It eliminates the status levels between beings. Symbiotic panentheism does not 
destroy what humanity has; it adds to what humanity has. Symbiotic panentheism accepts the 
significance of God to the individual and to the species. It also adds the significance of the 
individual and of the species to this one way concept of God. 

Through the fusion of panentheism and symbiosis, we form symbiotic panentheism, a 
philosophical, perceptual shift for the new millennium that actually defines a purpose for 
humanity, for the individual, for the environment, and for our relationship to God. Under 
symbiotic panentheism, it is our job to see that God grows. We have the free will to determine the 
direction God grows. This is truly an awesome responsibility, an awesome task for humankind and 
for the individual. 

However, just as children rise to the level of expectations we place upon them, humanity will rise 
to the level of expectations it places upon itself. There is little doubt that society, families, and 
individuals could use more human, humane, godly compassion in their journeys. To begin to 
understand this logic, one must examine the four forms of theism and their treatment of the three 
most universally accepted characteristics of God: omnipresence, omniscience, and omnipotence. 



Omniscience 

Atheism assigns the least knowledgeable form to God. According to atheism, God does not exist 
and God as an entity has no knowledge. Pantheism enlarges God's knowledge base over atheism. 
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Under pantheism, God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and God has 
knowledge. However, the knowledge has limits. God is limited to the knowledge found within the 
universe, whatever that size may be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God's knowledge base 
over pantheism. Classical and traditional theism, however, hold that God knows everything that 
has been known, is known or could be known. This places limits on God. Since God knows 
everything, it closes the door on the possibility of knowing what could be, but isn't, for all things. 

Panentheism is in sync with classical or traditional theism in terms of what God knows. But 
whereas classical and traditional theism puts an end to the concept of omniscience and leaves God 
in a state of permanent equilibrium, panentheism goes on to expand God's possible knowledge 
base through accepting the scientific principle that permanent equilibrium is an unnatural state - 
even for God. Panentheism applies the concept of the growth of knowledge to God. Of the four 
theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of omniscience to God, for it is the 
only theism to assign the knowledge of how God gains more knowledge to grow. 



Omnipotence 

Atheism basically purports the concept that there is no God. Since God has no size, It has no 
power. God is powerless. Pantheism magnifies God's power over the perception of atheism. 
Within pantheism, God and reality are one. God has all the power of our universe and no more, for 
that is all there is. With the concept that God is greater in size than reality, it follows that God's 
power is greater than in the case of pantheism. Classical or traditional theism again increases 
God's power by stating that God is all powerful; however, it limits God's power to that of Its total 
power. Under classical and traditional theism, God is all powerful but is limited, for It is not 
powerful enough to become more so. 

Panentheism magnifies God's power above all theistic perceptions through incorporating the 
concept that if God is truly all powerful, then God has the power to use Its knowledge to become 
even more so. This is not a factor tied to a location in time, for time most probably is a factor of 
universes and realities - not God. Time is the factor allowing the existence of the beginning-end 
concepts built into universes. On the other hand, God, by definition, has no characteristic concept 
of beginning-end. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns the complete characteristic of 
omnipotence to God, for it assigns the ability and power of God to gain more knowledge. 



Omnipresence 

Again, atheism basically purports the concepts that there is no God, God is omnipresent, God is 
infi-nitely small, and its nothingness can be found everywhere. God's absence is everywhere. This 
is clearly the smallest form of God. Pantheism enlarges God over atheism by believing there is one 
God and that God and reality are one and the same size. God has size and is limited to the size of 
reality, whatever that size may turn out to be. Classical or traditional theism enlarges God over 
pantheism by stating that there is one God and God is greater in size than reality. Classical and 
traditional theism imply, however, that God and reality are separate items from each other. God 
transcends reality. God is everything except reality. 

Panentheism enlarges God over classical or traditional theism. Panentheism purports that God is 
omni-present. God incorporates everything; therefore, God is everything and thus, there is no 
place for reality to be other than within God Itself. Of the four theisms, only panentheism assigns 
the complete characteristic of omnipresence to God, for it assigns not only an omnipresence 
incorporating all of our universe, our reality, but all realities that may exist and what lies beyond 
and between them. 
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Even more significantly, only symbiotic panentheism proceeds to allow for the expansion of the 
very characteristics of omnipotence and omniscience of God that, in turn, through increased 
awareness, expands omnipresence itself by definition. 

Omnipresence, omnipotence, and omniscience are three characteristics humanity, in general, 
wants or appears to want to affix to God. Of the four theisms, only panentheism manages to do so 
in total. Panentheism is the foundation for symbiotic panentheism, for without the "panentheism" 
the "symbiosis" becomes illogical. Symbiotic panentheism establishes a metaphysical model that 
accepts, while at the same time dismantles, the paradoxes of omnipresence, omniscience, and 
omnipotence. In addition, it is a model that circumvents the state of permanent equilibrium we 
have assigned to God, a state we often refer to as stagnation. 

Panentheism, defined as the location of reality in terms of God's location, is seemingly 
insignificant, but the subtlety leads to the initiation of enormous perceptual and behavioral shifts 
for our species, society, the environment, and the individual. Understanding the differences 
between the four basic perceptions of a caus-ative force (atheism, pantheism, classical or 
traditional theism, and panentheism) allows us to move forward and begin the examination of 
symbiotic panentheism in particular. 

God 

Whatever one professes, humans have always oriented their philosophical discussions around God 
or god. Whatever one's belief, the fact remains that humans have, to our knowledge, always 
conceptualized God or a form of God in some sense and, therefore, perhaps this small seed, this 
nugget of the universality of humans, is true. Is God the originator of reality? The original force? 
The source of the beginning? Whatever one's belief, there are only two premises with which to 
identify: either there is a God, an originator, an original force, a source of a beginning, or there is 
not. In all of our observations within reality, there is only one observation a this point in time that 
we cannot directly tie to having a beginning, an origination, and that is reality. 

There are two options to consider. The first option is the premise that if all things, except reality, 
appear to have an identifiable beginning, then reality must also have an identifiable beginning and 
thus, an originator, Creator, God. Another way of saying this is that all things in reality appear to 
be affected by time and thus, it is most probable that reality itself is affected by time or, in essence, 
most probably has a beginning and an end. 

The other option is to reject the logic of option one and embrace option two. The second option is 
the premise that reality itself is different from everything within it and has no origination; in other 
words, it has no beginning. Thus, one would accept the concept that God, an originator, is 
illogical. This thought process would allow one to reject the inference to which all of our 
observations point. It would allow one to conclude and embrace the direct opposite inference that 
there is no God or originator of reality. Reality has always existed. 

The premise that reality had a beginning, that there is a creative originating force, that there is a 
God to reality is supported by an almost infinite amount of direct observahons and logic. The 
premise that reality had no beginning, that there is no creative originating force, that there is no 
God, is supported by nothing we have observed before - no observations and no logic. Is the 
concept of reality having no beginning possible? Certainly anything we conjure up in our minds is 
"possible." But not probable. 
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Assuming we accept the premise of the existence of an originator of reality, an original force, a 
source of the beginning, we can then move on to examine the concept of reality, where reality fits 
into consciousness, and where humanity, as well as other forms of consciously aware beings, fit 
into all of this. In other words, where you and where I fit into the grand scheme of "it all." The 
picture we have of God is still out of focus. As time passes and our knowledge expands, we will 
gain greater resolution regarding our observations. In the mean-time, keep in mind that the Creator 
of reality is the Creator of reality and will remain so regardless of what we do or wish to believe. 

We cannot create a creator. We cannot insist that a creator is whom we have, through time and 
custom, drawn it to be, but rather, we must understand that whom we have drawn the Creator to 
be, through time and custom, was what we needed It to be in order to define our niche in reality. 
The Creator is what the Creator is to ourselves because we needed It to be such in order to find 
comfort in our lack of knowledge and to assuage our fears of what we perceive to be mortality. 
Religion and science orient around one universe. Science and religion still have not fully accepted 
the concept of other life forms and have not done so because they do not know how to fuse them 
into their doctrines of classical or traditional theism. Symbiotic panentheism can help them with 
that very problem without destroy-ing their essence, identity or uniqueness. It is only under 
classical or traditional theism that we could assign a greater significance to ourselves, to our home, 
and to our planet over other entities and their homes or planets. 

With increased knowledge (omniscience) comes increased power (omnipotence) and as 
knowledge grows, so grows awareness (omnipresence). Growth, equilibrium, decline - three 
choices we can comprehend for the state of God. Scientifically speaking, permanent equilibrium 
appears to be an unnatural state of being. Reli-giously speaking, an omnipotent, omniscient, 
omnipresent God appears to be a contradiction unless it is om-nipotent, omniscient, and 
omnipresent enough to become even more so. Therefore, permanent equilibrium is not an option. 
Being tied to a God that exists in a state of decline is not a preferable or advantageous choice to 
bestow upon our Creator. The only state of being we can comprehend for God is that of a growing 
God. 

Thus develops the symbiotic relationship aspect - a mutually beneficial relationship between us 
and our Creator. We hope it is mutually beneficial, for it could just as well be a mutually 
destructive relationship de -pending upon the actions we take under free will. This is precisely 
where our responsibility lies. We, along with others, have the responsibility to develop the type of 
God that exists. 

In a symbiotic relationship, beneficial or detrimental contributions are two possibilities that could 
exist between two identities. Understanding our significance in reality and to its Creator would 
definitely help us understand what actions we, humans with freewill, should take while 
functioning within reality. Our actions affect not only God but, in essence, ourselves. Under the 
model of symbiotic panentheism, nothing, not even the annihilation of our reality's physical 
mechanism, can diminish our purpose for existence. Nothing, not even total annihilation of our 
reality itself, can destroy our accomplishments as souls, for they transcend reality and embrace - 
fuse - with the very essence of God. 



Three Ultimate Paradoxes 

i. Being omnipotent - all-powerful - but not having the power to become more so 

ii. Being omnipresent - everywhere - but limited within the confines that already exist 

iii. Being omniscient - knowing everything - but not knowing how to learn more. 
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The Creator of reality did not create these paradoxes. We, humanity, defined these paradoxes 
ourselves. 

We, humanity, give them a life of their own. And then, we, humanity, perpetuate our irrationality 
into absolutisms. Eliminating the paradoxes of omnipotence, omnipresence, and omniscience does 
not alter or call for the elimi-nation of our rich history of traditions or beliefs. Eliminating these 
three paradoxes expands our view of our pi ace in the universe, our purpose in the scheme of 
things, and our tolerance for uniqueness. Expansion of our pre sent concepts of omnipotence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience into a concept that can become even more so does not bring down 
the foundations of our society; rather, it provides a foundation to our foundation. Omnipo-tence, 
omnipresence, and omniscience are paradoxes only because we have made them so and continue 
to perpetuate these concepts. 

Panentheism - The Picture Grows 

A-theism: Our universe, reality, is alone 

Pan-theism: Our universe, reality, is not alone; something else exists within it 
Pan-en-theism: Our universe, reality, is part of a greater Reality 



Are classical and traditional theisms complete theisms? No, they are just theisms waiting for a 
prefix. 

"Symbiotic" is the portion that provides the significance. It provides the other half to, "God is 
signifi-cant to humanity." The other half is, "Intelligences within realities, humanity, the 
individual, is significant to God." 

We have the free will to recognize our power - our significance - and dismantle the hierarchical 
and, therefore, oppressive systems we have created. We are all a part of God and continually 
contribute to God's knowledge and awareness. We create what we choose to create. Indeed, we all 
have an awesome responsibility. 

This Chapter is intended to lay out the generalities of symbiotic panentheism as seen from the 
viewpoint of Metaphysical perception and Metaphysical Models. In essence, it is a brief 
examination of the specialty areas of the broad field of Metaphysics. 
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Section 7: Specifically 

Science and mathematics give a different order of priority to the three fundamental metaphysical 
questions addressed within this work. 





Metaphysics 




Science 


1. 


Where is it found? 


1 


What is it? 


2. 


What is it? 


2 


Where is it found? 


3. 


Why does it exist? 


3 


Why does it exist? 



This is not to say the three questions listed for science are the first three questions which science 
would necessarily address. The change in order of the questions found within this dialectic is 
initiated for a reason. This dialectic is an application of metaphysics to the practical aspect of 
reality, practical metaphysics, and not an examination regarding the validity of existence itself. As 
such we will continue to use the three questions Metaphysics initiates but we will use the 
sequencing listed for science as opposed to the sequencing listed for metaphysics. 

It must be noted at this point that the change in order of the questions in no way implies that the 
original order of questioning is not significant to metaphysics. It has been strongly suggested 
repeatedly within this work that the order and topic of the questions poised by metaphysics is 
critical to understanding reality and understanding our function within reality. 

But again, this dialectic is an application of metaphysics to reality as science sees reality and as 
such the question sequencing is left to the prerogative of science, and science first asks 'what' 



A reproduction of the initial diagram of this dialectic will help in understanding specific concepts 
regarding chaos, complexity, and metaphysics this section of the dialectic is to address. 
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Region of Passive Complexity: 



Complexity in the Passive State 

Perfection in the passive sense exists: 
The omni's in the passive state of Complexity 
4. Passive Omnipresence 

t 5. Passive Omnipotence 

6. Passive Omniscience 
Complexity in the Passive State is a non-Cartesian system 
Centricism does not exist in the passive state of Complexity 
Determinism emerges out of constancy - passive Complexity 
Time/distance exists as an abstract functionality 'within' individual elements of 

Passive Complexity as opposed to being a universal fabric of Passive Complexity 
Passive Complexity is an open system 



Region of Chaos 






Chaos exists actively and passively 
The Physical Universe 
Time and distance exist as a universal 
fabric, an innate characteristic of matter 

and energy 
A closed 'system' limited by infinite time 

and infinite distance 
Confined within the two edges of chaos 



The Strange Attractor 



Chaos 



The Two Edges of Chaos 



Region of: 
Active Complexity 

Discussion of such a 
region is the point of 
this dialectic 
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The Strange Attractor 

What are strange attractors? 

Strange attractors are the nucleus of complex patterns. Strange attractors are the nucleus 
around which a pattern of 'order' emerges from chaos. 

The metaphysical model of symbiotic panentheism, the being of 'being' being God, suggests 
there are two forms of strange attractors: 

1 . Strange attractors governed by the responsibility of free will 

2. Strange attractors governed by no responsibility of action, governed by 
determinism 

i Strange attractors governed by the responsibility of free will develop their unique patterns of 

complexity from the material available to them within the region of chaos within which they 
are immersed. Group 1 strange attractors and the patterns they develop are no different than 
those developed by Group 2 but the laws governing their foundation are different. 

Group Strange attractors are the nucleus around which complex patterns emerge through the 
process of choice/free will. Group 1 strange attractors need not follow a mathematical pattern 
such as tessellations, mathematical equations such as n + 1, biological pattern such as spider 
web formation, or biological laws such as mimicry. 

Group 2 strange attractors, on the other hand, are the nucleus around which complex patterns 
emerge through predictable/determined mathematical pattern such as tessellations, 
mathematical equations such as n + 1, biological pattern such as spider web formation, or 
biological laws such as mimicry. 

Knowing is not the issue regarding Group 2. Knowing may or may not be present for the 
strange attractors generating complexity through determined laws, principles, and equations. 
For such strange attractors the result is predictable in its predictability and/or 
unpredictability.. 

Knowing is the issue regarding Group 1. Knowing becomes the means by which 'choice'/free 
will is initiated and responsibility becomes the subject of debate. The debate as to what 
becomes 'responsible' behavior then moves into a debate regarding ethics and morals. What 
is ethical and what is moral? The debate regarding ethics and morals becomes a debate 
regarding reality for to understand the ethics and morality of action one must understand 
one's function within the region one functions. Without an understanding of the reality within 
which one functions there is no understanding one purpose for existing and thus no 
understanding ones responsibility. 

Where is the strange attractor? 

The strange attractor is located 'within' chaos. Chaos is the material from which the strange 
attractors, found within our universe, build their patterns of complexity/order. 

The strange attractor is also located within the region of passive complexity and remains the 
nucleus of the pattern of complexity just as a fully developed raindrop retains its nucleus. The 
question regarding the life and death of the pattern is not the issue of the mathematical and 
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scientific fields of Chaos and Complexity. The topic regarding the reality of life and death are 
the issues which face philosophy and in particular metaphysics and ontology. 

The topic regarding the reality of life and death are addressed in great detail wihin these three 
volumes. 

The strange attractor existing within passive complexity and active complexity have different 
functions and dynamic than do strange attractors found within chaos. 

Strange attractors and the unique pattern of complexity they form/initiate are found within 
chaos both as passive complexity and active complexity (see diagram). Strange attractors are 
in the mathematical sense the 'retainer' of complexity. In the metaphysical sense the strange 
attractors are individual elements of knowing. Strange attractors of knowing with free will are 
in the religious sense individual 'knowing souls' that choose what pattern of complexity they 
wish to form. 

Strange attractors, as we 'know them to be', and the unique patterns of complexity they are in 
the process of forming, are found only within the region of chaos 

Why does the strange attractor exist? 

Strange attractors and the unique patterns of complexity they generate are found within 
passive complexity, metaphysically speaking. Strange attractors are found within the model of 
'being' being God/symbiotic panentheism, Cartesianism located within and powering non- 
Cartesianism, epitomize the passive verb representing the state of being. 

Strange attractors and the unique patterns of complexity they are in the process of generating 
within the region of chaos, complete the action verb concept of being. 

In essence one might say omniscience is all knowing of the complexity that exist and 
omnipotence is the ability to produce new strange attractors and their corresponding pattern of 
unique complexity, which does not as yet exist. The full discussion regarding how it is 
possible for a region to be changing while having the characteristic of no changeability is 
fully addressed within Tractates. 2, 5, 6, and 8. Within these four tractates the issue of time 
and distance as it relates to the region which lies 'outside'/beyond the physical is specifically 
addressed. 

To put it more precisely, strange attractors are the means by which 'newness' is created and 
eternal recurrence is avoided. 



Complexity 

What is complexity? 

Complexity is the opposite of chaos. Complexity is order. 
Where is complexity? 

Complexity is the original region from which all evolved/originated. It is not complexity, 
which arises from chaos but chaos, which arises from complexity. 
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Why does complexity exist? 

Complexity is the source of chaos and nothingness. Complexity is the source of both and both 
chaos and nothingness play a vital role to the whole. 



Chaos 



What is chaos? 

Chaos is the opposite of complexity. Chaos is disorder. In essence chaos appears to us to be 
'real' because we stand 'within' such a region while making such an analysis. The detailed 
discussion regarding the 'real' an the 'real illusion' can be found in Volume II, Tractate 9: 
The Error of Russell. 

Where is chaos? 

Chaos is the original region from which all evolved/originated. Chaos arises from complexity 
through the initiation of the functionality of nothingness. The details regarding the existence 
of nothingness, the functionality of nothingness, and the principle of symmetry emerging as 
an innate characteristic of nothingness is fully address within Volume 3, Tractate 10: The 
Error of Heidegger. 

Why does chaos exist? 

Chaos exists as the means by which passive complexity becomes active/dynamic. 
The Edge of Chaos 



What is the edge of chaos? 

The edge of chaos is a 'location' . The edge of chaos is where passive complexity becomes 
disorder/chaos and where disorder/chaos becomes unique passive complexity through action.. 

Where is the edge of chaos? 

The edge of chaos is where passive complexity becomes disorder/chaos and where 
disorder/chaos becomes unique passive elements of complexity through action.. 

Why does the edge of chaos exist? 

The edge of chaos exists to separate the active process of creation, 'What could be but may 
not be.' from the passive state of existence: What was.', 'What is.', and 'What will be.' 
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The Edge of Complexity 

What is the edge of complexity? 

The edge of complexity does not exist as we far as we are able to determine presently. We are 
presently unable to comprehend of such a concept because we cannot presently conceive of 
what remains, what exists, if the total summation of the abstract, the physical, and 
nothingness is removed from the whole of reality. 

Where is the edge of complexity? 

If the edge of complexity exists, then it is the boundary of the total summation of complexity, 
nothingness, chaos, and strange attractors. 

Why does the edge of complexity exist? 

At this point in time we do not know why a concept such as the edge of complexity would 
exist or would even need to exist. Such a discourse is the very topic of the new field this 
work, The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception, initiates. Such a field of study 
is, with this work, recognized as Theoretical Metaphysics. 

Innateness 

What is innateness? 

Innateness is the strange attractor. 
Where is innateness? 

Innateness is 'located' at the center of complexity. 
Why does innateness exist? 

Innateness exists to create. 

Metaphysics 

What is metaphysics? 

Metaphysics is the study of what lies outside the physical universe both in terms of the 
passive state of existence of such a region and in terms of the active state regarding the 
internal dynamics of such a region. 

Metaphysics is a Greek term whose syllables have a distinct meaning: 

Meta... - beyond 

. . .physics - the physical 
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The meaning of the term metaphysics is clear and precise. Metaphysics is the field of 
study whose function is to study the rationality regarding the 'outside' of the physical 
universe. 

The term metaphysics has undergone a transformation regarding its application. This 
transformation, however, has nothing to do with the meaning of the term in the literal 
sense. 

It is the literal meaning of the term metaphysics which Volumes I, II and III of The War 
and Peace of a New Metaphysical addresses. 

The quibbling regarding the semantics of the term is not the issue of this work. 

Some would venture there is no existence 'beyond' the physical,. If there is no 
beyond/outside to the physical than there is no such thing as metaphysics and thus there 
is only a delusional sense that metaphysics exists. Without an 'outside' to the universe 
the study of metaphysics becomes an act of creative fantasy by a nonexistent being, 
namely ourselves. 

Where is metaphysics? 

Metaphysics is a term which identifies a verb of action and as such metaphysics is an 
abstractual concept not something physical. Because metaphysics is abstractual in nature 
the question begs to be addressed as: In what state of existence do we presently find the 
field of metaphysics. 

Metaphysics is in a state of semi -consciousness. For the most part philosophy has 
relegated the field of metaphysics to a subservient state dominated by the field of 
Epistemology. 

The reason for the near demise of metaphysics lies with present day society being 
dominated by the scientific concept that if there is an outside to the universe, there is no 
way for us to study such a region and as such we must conclude there is no such region. 

Such an argument could have been used against the philosophical atomists but it was not. 
During the time of the Greek Atomists the debates founded upon reason and rationality 
were understood to be precursory discussions, which would eventually be resolved. 

So it should be with the field of metaphysics. We should understand that the debates, 
regarding the existence of an outside of the physical and the function such a region has to 
ourselves as well as the function we have to the 'outside' of the universe, is first to be 
founded upon reason and rationality which in turn is understood to be a precursory 
discussion to our resolving the issue through scientific discovery. In fact such a 
precursory analysis is the very means by which the directional beacons of science are 
established. 

Why does metaphysics exist? 

As was stated in the question: What is the strange attractor: 

Knowing is the issue regarding Group 1 . Knowing becomes the means by which 
'choice'/free will is initiated and responsibility becomes the subject of debate. 
The debate as to what becomes 'responsible' behavior then moves into a debate 
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regarding ethics and morals. What is ethical and what is moral? The debate 
regarding ethics and morals becomes a debate regarding reality for to understand 
the ethics and morality of action one must understand one's function within the 
region one functions. Without an understanding of the reality within which one 
functions there is no understanding one purpose for existing and thus no 
understanding ones responsibility. 

Metaphysics then is understood to exist for the sole purpose of using reason and 
rationality to explore the potential existence of a 'beyond' the physical and the dynamics 
which exists between such a region and the physical of which we are a part.. 

Either there is a 'beyond' the physical or there is not.. 

If there is no 'beyond the physical then our ethics emerging from reason and rationality 
and our morality emerging from reason and rationality will find their base within a region 
of physic ality. 

Ethics and morality steeped in physicality are recognized by the fields of philosophy and 
religion to be physical/materialistic in nature generating materialism, physical hedonism 

If there is a 'beyond the physical then our ethics emerging from reason and rationality 
and our morality emerging from reason and rationality will find their base within such a 
region. 

Ethics and morality steeped in abstractuality are recognized by the fields of philosophy 
and religion to be abstractual/altruistic in nature generating altruistic, 
abstractual/hedonism 

The function of metaphysics thus becomes obvious. Metaphysics exists to answer the 
question regarding the reasoning and rationalization concerning the very foundation of 
ethics and morality. Is responsible action reasonably and rationally based upon 
materialism or altruism. The conclusion to such a debate will ultimately decide the 
primary directions our actions as individuals and our actions as a specie will take as we 
move through history be it historical actions bound to this planet or historical actions 
reaching into the vastness of space itself.. 



Chaos, Complexity, and Strange Attractors 

Disorder, order, and innateness 
being, being, 'being', and God 
Symbiotic panentheism 

Additional material regarding chaos and complexity can be found in the works listed below. 
Although the works approach the subject areas of chaos and complexity from a metaphysical point 
of view, the works deal specifically with the region of passive complexity, active complexity, 
chaos, and the edge of chaos. 

Theoretical Metaphysics: 

You & I Together 

Reality & Existence, 385 pages, 1996 
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Metaphysical Engineering: 

In The image Of God: 

Free Will & Determinism, 224 pages, 1997 

Practical Metaphysics: 

Stepping Up To God: 

Knowledge & Prophecy, 400+ pages, 1998 
Philosophical Analysis: 

The War and Peace of a New Metaphysical Perception 
Volume I: Metaphysical System #3 
Volume II: A New Tool For Conflict Resolution 
Volume III: How to Regain the Love of Wisdom 

1500pages, 2002 
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Comments from a Ontologist 



Pluralism 

vs. 

Exclusionism & Inclusionism 

Exclusionism: The concept that I am right and you are wrong and due to this fact you are outcast, 
excluded, from my sphere of existence. You are to be isolated from me unless you change. 

Inclusionism: The concept that I am right and you are wrong but I will not exclude you from my 
sphere of existence just because you are not enlightened to the 'truth', my truth. You may 
associate with me and I will tolerate your beliefs. 

Pluralism: The concept that I am right and you are also right not because I grant you an 
illusionary status of being 'right' but you are in fact 'right' just as I am in fact 'right. 

Exclusionism and inclusionism are aspects of our present religions, cultures, social groups, 
governments, etc.. Exclusionism and inclusionism are supported by the Ontological systems of 
Aristotelian Cartesianism and Kant/Hegelian non-Cartesianism. 

The question becomes: 

Is there a Ontological system capable of establishing the validity to the concept of pluralism? 

Until recently there was no Ontological base existing, which could provide the rational foundation 
necessary to validate pluralism. 

The slide presentation being presented, however, demonstrates the establishment of a new, a third 
Ontological system, which adds to the short list of two existing Ontological system presently 
existing. 

This new Ontological system is one, which does not exclude Cartesianism, nor does it exclude 
non-Cartesianism. The new Ontological system incorporates the aspects of both Cartesianism and 
non-Cartesianism, incorporates the aspects of both monism and dualism into its structure. 

As such, the new Ontological system is one, which validates pluralism through the very process of 
applying pluralism to the most basic of perceptual modeling, Ontology. The new Ontological 
system incorporates the principle of pluralism as its most basic of principles. As such the system 
lends credence to those supporting ontological pluralism and cosmological pluralism. 

The new Ontological system validates pluralism through example versus rhetoric. 
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A closing note from the Ontologist: regarding Exclusivism & Inclusivism Versus Pluralism 

Song writing philosophers do not 'just' write 'songs', they put music to the words the soul cannot 
otherwise express. They have a knack of being able to express the emotion of the soul as typified 
by the masses as well as the individual. Song writing philosophers pour out the music of the soul, 
the blues of the soul. They are the greatest of all philosophers for their philosophies are felt by the 
masses and sun by us all. 

These thoughts meander through my mind as I sit listening to Eric Clapton singing Running on 
Faith. It's a beautiful song and reminds me of just where I've been all my life and what it is I think 
life is all about. Religion is a beautiful thing. It represents the resolve of humankind to clutch onto 
what it is they hold most precious to them. 

I am not one to expound upon the virtues of one religion over another. They all put me in awe 
when I explore them and carefully peel away the beauty of their customs, traditions, and dogmas 
in order to look at the very heart and soul of their message. 

This is not to say that their customs, traditions, and dogmas are unimportant for these are the very 
things, which gives them their unique character. Each has its own unique core or soul. 

Hinduism, with its perception of a monotheistic God, the individuality of the soul, the close 
connection between the two, and lastly the awesome capability of God, is the oldest of the 
monotheistic religions. It is the only religion, of which I am aware, which actually assigns a power 
to God to constantly create and dissolve universes. Thus, religions have a phenomenal 
appreciation for the truly humbling acceptance in the unlimited abilities of God. This makes me 
want to embrace it with a total sense of emotional love I cannot find words to express. The sense 
of oneness I have with Hinduism is so overwhelming it's as if it's a part of my very core. 

Then there is Judaism, a religion built on a purpose. Judaism evolved after Hinduism and is a 
religion built also upon the concept of monotheism and the soul. Judaism is so entrenched in the 
concept of maintaining the idea of monotheism that its members have put their lives on the line to 
preserve this concept for humankind. They have done so for you and I. They have done so for 
thousands of years at the cost of tens of millions of their own brothers and sisters in order that the 
rest could benefit from the concept of there being "one" God. Without this concept, there would 
have been endless turmoil and unrest throughout the world. There would have been no islands of 
peace and tranquility. If you doubt this for a minute, then reflect for a moment upon the amount of 
unrest, hostility, and conflict, which exists in the world presently with just one God involved. 
Think how much conflict there would be should there be multiple Gods in the world vying for our 
allegiance. The affection I have for the Jews leaves me with a sense of despair and regret 
regarding what society - something of which I am a part - has done to them. At times these 
thoughts put me into a state of depression so deep I sometimes question our potential as a specie. 

Often, I wish I could enter their synagogues, sit in the back, and quietly immerse myself in their 
customs and traditions. Theirs is a beautiful religion, filled with a wealth of customs, traditions, 
and insight. 

And what of the Buddhists? My mind quickly floats to the statues of Buddha and the sense of 
peace, tranquility, and serenity one must surely find as one sits in the simplicity of their temples; 
their place of reverence, their place for introspection. But it is the message of Buddhism, which 
appeals to me most. The concept of identifying suffering as "the" most harmful aspect of life 
causes me to yell out, "YES!" and then I find myself quickly falling into a state of bewilderment. I 
just cannot get the question out of my head, "Why aren't we, why aren't the rest of us, listening to 
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them?" What are we so afraid of? How can we argue with what it is the Buddhists are trying to 
say? Come on people, let's get with it! Eliminate suffering! Yes, Eliminate suffering! How can 
anyone argue with that!!! When one looks at the poor, the hungry, the sick, the heartbroken, the 
lonely, the abandoned, and on and on and on, how could we ever select any other religion other 
than Buddhism! 

What of Islam and its message that "Justice will be served"? What of the message, they have to 
give the world; that you and I are responsible for our actions? We will have to face the 
consequences of our actions. It is they who point out that action may be forgiven. However, 
forgiveness does not imply that all subsequent consequences suddenly vanish. One can forgive the 
child for not taking responsibility to learn in school but that does not mean the child will not have 
to face the consequences later in life. The Muslims point out to us the understanding that the 
consequences of the action are not erased just because forgiveness is extended to the one who is 
responsible for the action. This is a very serious lesson. It is a lesson we often forget in society. 
This is not a lesson we can afford to forget. If life ended with death, the lesson would be less 
important. Religions do not embrace the concept of life ending with death; rather they embrace the 
concept of life being unattached to time, which implies a timeless existence or what religions call 
eternal existence of the soul. Eternal existence is a long time for one to live with the consequences 
of one's actions. To forget or minimize such an important concept is beyond my ability to 
comprehend. Yet, the world belittles and pushes aside the Muslim. The world minimizes what it is 
they have to tell us. How can one do such a thing? How can one minimize the concept of how one 
actually builds one's own eternity? Think! Think! Think! How can anyone reject Islam? I know I 
can't. It is too important a message. 

So, what am I? Am I a Hindu? Yes I am. Am I a Jew? Yes, I am. Am I a Buddhist? Yes. Am I a 
Muslim? Yes and yes and yes. I am all these. I am unable to reject any of these religions. The 
message they each have for me is too important for me to push aside. The individual message and 
impact of these messages is far too significant for me to reject any one of them. Losing sight of 
any one of their messages would change the direction towards which the river of human blood is 
flowing. Millions have died over the millennia so that I can walk along this river, so that I can lend 
it my assistance as it strives to reach an ocean of tolerance and brotherhood. 

Isn't this being 'wishy-washy' and noncommittal? No, I don't think so. It's like a person enjoying 
color. Some people prefer one color to another. Some people prefer the blues of meandering 
rivers, tranquil lakes, and thundering oceans. Some people prefer the black velvet of a star-studded 
night accentuated by the silver of a newly rising moon. Others prefer to gaze at the oranges and 
reds of a sunrise or sunset splashing against billowing clouds. Some prefer the earth tones of 
white-capped mountaintops, stark deserts biomes and undulating prairie grasslands. While still 
others gaze in quiet meditation as they immerse themselves in the myriad shades of green 
displayed by the dark Hemlocks interwoven throughout the blankets of oaks, maples, beeches, 
birches, white pines and jack pines smothering the gentle foothills of the mountain. As much as 
one person may have a preference of one color over another, who would ever be so bold as to 
sweep up the remaining colors and, in an attempt to keep them from competing with their favorite 
color, banish them forever from the home we call earth. 

With a pluralist, religions are no different from the variety of colors we all enjoy. For a pluralist, 
the vast varieties of religions hold the same potential for beauty as the vast variety of colors. As 
with color, the pluralist sees some souls feeling more at home with one religion than with another. 
Why must we say one message must be correct and another is wrong? Isn't it possible they all 
have something phenomenally important to say to us as a specie. Is any one of these messages 
expendable? As a species, as individuals, can we, dare we, ignore any of these messages? 
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So the question is not which religion do I think is more important than another. The question is 
which religion do I find to be my favorite. Which particular color do I find most appealing to me 
as an individual? 

That is the question, which occurred to me as I was listening to Eric Clapton singing, Running on 
Faith: 

Lately I've been running on faith 
What else can a poor boy do 
But my world would be right 
If love comes over me 

Lately I've been talking in my sleep 
Can't imagine what I'd have to say 
'Cept my world would be right 
If love comes back this way 

I've always been 

One to take Each and every day 

Seems like by now 

I'd find a love who'd care, care just for me 

And we'd go running on faith 
All of our dreams would come true 
And our world would be right 
If love comes over me and you.... 

It is then that I realized why my favorite religious color is the color within which I have been 
immersed all my life. The Christian religion which when undressed, which when peeled down to 
its very essential core, screams out the message: "Love unconditionally". Its core message is not to 
convert. Its core message is not to spread the word. Its core message, the rock upon which it stands 
is, to love one another. 

So simple, so sweet. It is the message, which allows me to embrace the Hindu and whisper, 'We 
are one'. It is the message, which allows me to embrace the Jew, Buddhist, Muslim and say the 
words, 'We are one' . It is the message, which allows me to yell out to the world, 'We are all one' . 
Christ walked amongst the social outcasts, the lepers and prostitutes, with as mush ease and love 
as he did the wealthy and the intellectuals. In his eyes, one was not above the other. How can it be 
anything but the same for us mere mortals? 

Love unconditionally!!!! The message is not, "Love." The message is "Love, 
UNCONDITIONALLY" That does not mean love your fellow Christian. It means love people of 
all religions. One cannot love without giving perhaps the second greatest gift one can give to 
another, the gift of respect. 

So it is, I must admit a particular fondness for a particular message, the message of "unconditional 
love" not "love" but rather "unconditional love." 

Do I believe we can do without the other religions? No, I do not. Their messages are far too 
important. And so it is I find myself a little of each one and proud to be a member of a species that 
has managed to evolve the significance of each and every one of their unique messages. Messages 
they have each tenaciously struggled to maintain through the ages. 
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And so it is that I find myself abhorring the concept of exclusivism , the concept that one religion 

2 

is 'right' and all other religions are wrong, and even the concept of inclusivism , the concept of 

one religion being 'better' than another but the rest are acceptable to me but not God.. So it is that 

3 

I find myself wrapped in the warmth of pluralism , the concept that we must all seek a religion or 
lack thereof as best suits our personal journeys. So it is that I find myself embracing pluralism for 
how else are we to reduce the brutality and abusive actions of exclusivism or inclusivism. How 
else are we to eliminate the acts of intolerance to which exclusivism and inclusivism give their 
blessing? How else are we to reject the acceptance of the very actions we abhor that exist all 
around us that exist around you and I? 

So it is that I find myself in a state of constant bewilderment as I watch the world revolve around 
me with its irrational acts of intolerance and the screams of "Why?" echo through my brain. So it 
is that the only relief I seem to find lately, comes when I immerse myself within the music of 
Clapton as I listen to him sing the lyrics: 'All of our dreams would come true and our world would 
be right if love comes over me and you.' 

Thanks Eric for sharing your unique gift as a song-writing philosopher and expressing the blues of 
my soul. 



Philosopher's footnote: There is a little philosopher in all of us 

This is a book about life and where we went wrong as philosophers. We, the leaders of society, are 
the originators of perceptions regarding life. We, philosophers, are the explorers seeking the 
explanation as to the significance of life. We, the thinkers of the world, are the one's espousing the 
very purpose of life itself. 

Be that as it may, we, the philosophers of this organism we call humanity, have made some fatal 
errors in our work and it is we, truth seekers, who need to correct our mistakes. 

This book is a confession of a philosopher. It is a public statement of blame. It is an attempt to 
correct the mistakes we have made and set the record straight. 

You, the reader, have consciously or subconsciously been listening to us as philosophers. You 
have taken the perceptions we have created and turned them into actions and your actions have 
accelerated into reactions which have mushroomed into an ambiance which has swept over society 
as a fire fueled by the gale winds of ideas and we the philosophers of society have lit the match. 



1 Exclusivism: The perception that 'my religion and my religious beliefs are correct, your religion 
and religious beliefs are wrong, therefore I am going to 'heaven' and you are going to 'hell' . As 
such, this is the ultimate extreme of religious perception. 

2 Inclusivism: The religious perception, 'My religion and my religious beliefs are correct and you 
religion is 'ok' but your beliefs fall short of what is required of us. I can accept you for who you 
are but I am goin to 'heaven' and you are still going to 'hell' . This would be considered the middle 
ground in terms of religious perception. 

3 Pluralism: The religious perception that, 'My religion and my religious beliefs are best for me. 
Your religion and religious beliefs are best for you. I am going to 'heaven' and you are going to 
'heaven'. We are one. This view lies at the other extreme of religious perceptions. It is the 
opposite extreme from exclusivism. 
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And just who are these philosophers. Some of them have been professionals, some have been 
dabblers, some have been renown, and some have been the butterfly flapping its wings, which 
initiated a full-fledged butterfly effect. So who is to say for sure? 

But one thing we do know, there is a little bit of philosopher in all of us and this is the very reason 
this book needs to be read by all of us so that we, you and I, can finally begin to understand, so 
that you and I can finally begin to be leaders leading through a higher level of understanding 
rather than leading through our old primitive state of confusion. 

Having said this, what then is the propose of this book? The purpose of this book is to give credit 
where credit is due. This work proposes to correct the record and recognize past philosophers for 
concepts they introduced but were never acknowledged as having originated which is to direct us 
towards a new understanding. 

This work will reexamine the past contributions of twelve great thinkers in lights of today's 
perceptions in order that we may look back and see where the real value of these great men lay, in 
order that we, men and women, children and adults, terrestrials, as well as all other physical forms 
and abstractual forms of conscious knowing entities, may appreciate the true timeless 
contributions of these great members of the human specie. 

And who are these souls we appreciate for the wrong reasons? They are souls who have gained 
prominence for their contributions to their times and whose contributions will never die for their 
contributions reach into the timelessness of the future far beyond our ability to see. 

"So', one may ask: 'Just what is a philosopher?' 

Perhaps it is best to begin by explaining just what a philosopher is not and then proceed to jump 
into the heart of the matter of explaining what a philosopher is. 

What a philosopher is not: 

A philosopher is not a 'student' of philosophy. A student of philosophy is just that a 'student' of 
philosophy. This by no means is a derogatory statement. No one would look 'down' upon a 
student of medicine, a student of mathematics, a student of religion, a student of philosophy. We 
all go through life as students, if in no other way than being 'students' of life itself. No one would 
find comfort in being operated upon by a surgeon who is no longer a 'student' of medicine. No 
one would want to travel upon a bridge built by an engineer who no longer is a 'student' of 
engineering. 

A philosopher is not a 'teacher' of philosophy. A teacher of philosophy is just that a 'teacher' of 
philosophy. It is often said, 'Those that can - do, those that can't - teach, and those that can't teach 
- teach teachers.' Having been a teacher for thirty years I have never been insulted by this 
statement. In fact, I have always found the statement to be phenomenally humorous. It is one of 
the better pieces of levity I have come across. After all, the truth of the matter is that the whole of 
our society, the whole of our civilization, is built upon 'doers' and it is teachers who, to some 
degree or another, have taught the 'doers' to 'do'. And what of the teachers? Why the teachers 
themselves had teachers to teach them. 

Now this is not to say that students of philosophy and teachers of philosophy cannot be 
philosophers. Nor is this to say that students of philosophy and teachers of philosophy are 
unimportant to philosophy. It does imply, however, that students and teachers of philosophy are 
not necessarily philosophers 
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The analogy taken would appear to imply that it is from the ranks of students and teachers of 
philosophy from which it is that the philosophers emerge, as is the case with doctors and 
engineers. 

Before we address the issue regarding the source of new philosophical perceptions, we need to 
examine philosophy itself and then come back to this last assumption. 

So just what is philosophy? 

Philosophy, as the Greek syllables indicate, is 'philos-' 'love of, '-sophia' - 'wisdom'. 1 
What then is wisdom? 

Wisdom, according to William L. Reese, can be best described through the eyes of: 

Plato: Wisdom concerned the 'knowledge of the whole'. The path to wisdom required 
both scientific knowledge and practical experience. 

Aristotle: While practical wisdom relates to the conduct of life, speculative wisdom - 
requiring the elements of intuitive reason and rigorous knowledge of first causes and 
principles - is best exemplified by the highest branch of speculative science known as 
'Ontology' . 

Madhyamica: Buddhism wisdom involves going beyond knowledge to emptiness. 

Wisdom, according to The American Heritage Dictionary is: 

The understanding of what is true, right, or lasting. 

All this becomes quite confusing. In order to establish a sense of understanding regarding what 
philosophy is, it may be beneficial to disregard the above and go directly to more generic source of 
linguistic definition. As such we find The American Heritage Dictionary defining: 

Philosophy: la. The love and pursuit of wisdom 

lb. The investigation of causes and laws underlying reality 
2. Inquiry into the nature of things based upon logic rather than 
empirical methods. 

Such a definition appears to encompass the basics as suggested by Reese's more sophisticated 
reference book: Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion. 

All philosophy would then appear to rest upon a foundation Aristotle termed 'first philosophy' or 
Ontology. 

Does, Ontology, however, exist as a valid concept? Is there a 'beyond' the physical as the term 
Ontology suggests. If the answer is: No there is no 'beyond' the physical, then Ontology is an 
illogical concept. 

Should there be no 'beyond' the physical then Ontology must yield its status as the 'first 
philosophy' to the realm of the phenomenal, to the scientists of the world. 

The intent of this work is to address the issue regarding the existence of the realm known as 
'beyond' the physical. This intent of this work is to establish the rationale of the location of the 
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'beyond' the physical as well as establish the understanding regarding how understanding such a 
region 'beyond the physical' allows us to resolve some of the most perplexing philosophical 
paradoxes humanity has verbalized over the last twenty five hundred years. 

What then does such a statement have to do with the questions: What is a philosopher and from 
where do philosophers emerge? Philosophers are the individuals who originate the systems or lack 
of systems, which explain reality. Developing such systems are not the objectives of teachers and 
students of philosophy. Teachers and students of philosophy teach and study such systems as 
opposed to 'creating' perceptions of such systems. 

If one seeks to understand another's perspective of wisdom, the truth of reality, then one is a 
student of philosophy. If one seeks to teach an understanding of an established perspective of 
wisdom, the truth of reality, to another then one is a teacher of philosophy. If one seeks to develop 
a new system or lack of system regarding reality then one is attempting to be a philosopher. If one, 
however, establishes a new model of reality then and only then does one become a true 
philosopher, join the ranks of the most elite group of thinkers for then one becomes an Ontologist. 

Modeling a system or lack of system which explains the fundamentals of reality, requires an 
understanding of universal 'truths'. Such an understanding must be sought through a process of 
thinking universally, thinking beyond our personal geographical regions, personal country, 
personal planet, personal solar system, and beyond our personal universe itself. 

Understanding universal truths requires the ability to step 'beyond' the universe in order to view 
the universe in its entirety - thus the importance of Ontology to philosophy. 

Expanding an understanding, which goes 'beyond' our personal universe, means going beyond our 
understanding of present and past philosophers and philosophies. Does this mean we ignore all 
philosophers and philosophies and begin anew? No, we do not, cannot ignore what the past and 
the present have to offer us for universal truths are just that, universal. Universal truths regarding 
the structure or lack of structure of reality should have some seed, should have some grain of truth 
visible within the works of and teachings of the historical masters of philosophy. 

Philosophy is not a concrete concept as is medicine and engineering. It is an abstraction constantly 
eluding us. 

A philosopher then is one who is on the cutting edge of understanding the whole of reality much 
as a theoretical mathematician is on the cutting edge of understanding mathematics and the 
theoretical physicist is on the cutting edge of understanding physical reality. 

General questions and answers 

Ockham's razor would suggest the more difficult the explanation the less likely it is to be 'the' 
explanation. With this in mind: 

Q: Is the new Ontological perception itself difficult to understand? 
A: No, the Ontological perception itself is not difficult to understand. 

Q: If the new Ontological perception is not difficult to understand, can you explain it know? 

A: Certainly, the new Ontological perception can be described with three concepts - the individual 

- acting within - God 
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This can be further understood in a simple diagram regarding the state of being (verb) in the 
passive form: 

Panentheism 



0 



Which can be further understood through labels: 
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This can be further understood in a simple diagram regarding the state of being (verb) in the active 
form: 



Scientifically 


Symbiotic Panentheism 


Religiously 


Symbiotic Panentheism 


Philosophically 


Symbiotic Panentheism 



Ontologically 



The individual acting within God 



Symbiosis 



God 



Panentheism 




The individual 



acting within 



Which can be further understood through defining the individual, action, existing (passive state), 
and God as: 



The individual (noun): 
being (action verb) : 
God (noun): 



Multiplicity /individuality 

Action - process/reality, the universe 

Totality, summation, the whole 



Which can be further understood through distinguishing the individual, action, and God from 
existing as in the state of existing without action. 
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And so it is complexity begins to creep into the understanding of the simple concept of 'being' 
being 'Being' being a Ontological perception of symbiotic panentheism, the fusion of cosmology 
- observation with ontology - faith through the use of Ontology - reason. 

The shadow on the wall of Plato's cave led to the concept of complex formations of myths. The 
scientific observation of the sun generating light, which produced the shadow, led to the 
simplification of the mythical substructure, which evolved, from the shadow. As such the 
mythological substructure was eventually replaced by science. 

The initial thought was that the scientific explanation was much easier to understand than the 
explanation the various levels of mythological intricacies that had evolved over a period of 
thousands of years. 

As science evolved over the next several thousand years, however, it too became extremely 
complex. The sun produced the shadow, but what were these things called photons, which traveled 
from the sun to do so? How was it the photons had characteristics of both matter and energy and 
how did the speed of the photon interrelate with its mass? Or did they actually have no mass? And 
if they had no mass, how was it that energy could equal mass times the speed of light (within a 
vacuum) squared? And was there actually such a thing as a perfect vacuum? Could nothingness 
really exist? But back to the simplicity of the sun creating the light, which created the shadow. 
What is this thing called 'light'? How is it produced? What is fusion and what are these things 
called 'electrons' which interact with the atoms, which interact with each other to undergo fusion? 
Do these electrons found 'circling' atoms actually move or do the spaces they supposedly occupy 
move? And if it is the spaces the electron occupies which move, what are these spaces? Are the 
spaces nothingness itself? And just what is fusion and how is it related to the basic building block 
of matter and will this instrument we may build, this enormous cyclotron, which is fifty miles in 
circumference, really help us find this thing we call the basic building block of matter. Does this 
basic building block of matter in fact exist or is this elusive unit simply a unit of multiplicity in 
and of itself just as a molecule is a unit of multiplicity of atoms and an atom is a unit of 
multiplicity of subatomic particles. 

And what is this multiplicity and how does it impact singularity and nothingness? 

The War and Peace of a New Ontological Perception begins with the concept of nothingness. The 
first tractate begins with 'nothingness' and humanity's lack of understanding regarding the 
concept of nothingness for it is nothingness itself, which suggests multiplicity and singularity 
exist. 



Generalizations Format regarding: The War and Peace of a New Ontological Perception 
Issues: 

The 'chapters' are labeled issues rather than chapters because issues are treatise in and of 
themselves. Each 'issue' stands as a complete treatise: a systematic exposition or argument in 
writing including a methodical discussion of the facts and principles involved and conclusions 
reached - Merriam Webster's Collegiate Dictionary, tenth edition, 1993 



1 Dictionary of Philosophy and Religion, William L. Reese, Humanities Press, 1996. 
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